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VinotNIA F.Li:CTHIC AND POWl:H COMI%NY
Hirn>ioxo,Vinoixir count

March 15, 1990

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Serial No. 90 077
Attention: Document Control Desk NL/DLDM
Washington, D.C. Docket Nos. 50 338

50-339
License Nos. NPF 4

NPF 7

Gentlemen:

VIRGINIA ELECTRIC AND POWER COMPANY
NORTH ANNA POWER STATION UNITS 1 AND 2
PROPOSED TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION CHANGE

Pursuant to 10 CFR 50.90, the Virginia Electric and Power Company requests
amendments, in the form of changes to the Technical Specifications, to Operating
Licensing Numbers NFP 4 and NFP 7 for North Anna Unit 1 and 2, respectively.

This submittal proposes to convert the North Anna Technical Specifications to the
MERITS format using the guidance provided in 52CFR3788, NRC Interim Policy,

i Statement on Technical Specification Improvements for Nuclear Power Reactors,
| February 6,1987. Additionally, guidance developed in the continuing dialog between

the NRC, Westinghouse Owners Group (WOG), and Virginia Electric and Power
Company has been utilized.

in our October 16, 1989 letter (Serial No. 89-725) we submitted the following
l documents:(1) A three volume set of the North Anna Technical Specifications and

| Bases in the MERITS format, (2) A marked up copy of the current North Anna
Technical Specifications, (3) A marked up copy of the current Westinghouse Owners
Group (WOG) MERITS specifications, (4) A binder containing a draft RCS
Pressure / Temperature Limits Report and Core Operating Limits Report, and (5) other
related information,

in the October submittal we stated that it was our intent to submit a formal license
amendment by January 25,1990 provided that the NRC Industry discussions were
concluded by December 1989. Although these discussions were delayed until 1990,
we are continuing to closely monitor the discussions between the Owners groups and
the NRC and have concluded that a license amendment submittal at this time will best

i
'

support the timely completion.of the Technical Specification improvement program,
I rather than waiting until all discussions are completed.
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The following information has been or is being submitted to support a license
amendment to convert the North Anna Technical Specifications to the MERITS format:

1. The No th Anna MERITS Technical Specifications and Bases. (October 16,
1989 submittal)

2. A marked up copy of the current North Anna Technical Specifications which
illustrates the differences between the currently approved specifications and the
MERITS version, where changes have occurred, justification for changes, and
identifies where specifications have been relocated. (October 16, 1989
submittal)

3. A marked up version of the WOG MERITS Technical Specification to illustrate
the differences between the generic version of MERITS and the North Anna
plant specific version, and provides explanations where differences exist.
(October 16,1989 submittal)

4. Proposed amendments to Facility Operating License No. NPF 4 and NPF 7
licensing conditions and justification for the proposed revisions. (Attachment 1
this submittal)

'

5. A list of affected sections of the UFSAR. (Attachment 2 this submittal)

6. No Significant Hazards Analysis for each technical change, and a summary
analysis for the overall effort. (Attachment 3 this submittal)

7. During internal reviews of the North Anna MERITS Technical Specifications and
| Bases (reference October 10,1989 submittal to NRC), a small number of
( changes were identified. These changes to the MERITS Technical

Specifications and Bases are included as Attachment 4 as an update. Please
replace the pages in the October submittal with the pages in Attachment 4 this
submittal.j

8. During internal reviews of the North Anna MERITS package (reference October
16,1989 submittal to NRC), a small number of changes were identified to the
Road Map and Justification sections. These changes are included as
Attachment 5 as an update. Please replace the Road Map and Justification 4

pages in the October submittal with the pages in Attachment 5 this submittal.

The request has been reviewed by the Station Nuclear Safety and Operating
' Committee. It has been determined that this request does not involve an unreviewed

i safety question as defined in 10 CFR 50.59 or a significant hazards consideration as
'

defined in 10 CFR 50.92. The basis for our no significant hazards considerations are
| provided in Attachment 3.

|
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If you have any questions or require additional information, please contact us
immediately.

.

'

Very truly yours,

Q
W. L. Stewart
Senior Vice President Nuclear

Attachments

1. Proposed Licensing Conditions
2. List of affected UFSAR Sections
3. 50.92 Evaluation
4. MERITS Technical Specification Updates

'

5. Road Maps and Justification Updates

cc: U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
101 Marietta Street, N W.
Suite 2900
Atlanta, Ga. 30323

/ Mr. J.L. Caldwell
NRC Senior Resident Inspector
North Anna Power Station

Commissioner
Department of Health
Room 400
109 Governor Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219

Mr. J. A. Calvo, Chief .

*

Technical Specifications Branch
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Mr. R. L. Emch
Technical Specifications Branch
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation:

| U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
1

Mr. C. W. Moon >

| Technical Specifications Branch
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

|
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COMMONWEALTH OFVIRGINIA )
)

COUNTYOF HENRICO )

,

The foregoing document was acknowledged before me, in and for the
County and Commonwealth aforesaid, today by W. L. Stewart who is Senior
Vice President - Nuclear, of Virginia Electric and Power Company. He is
duly authorized to execute and file the foregoing document in behalf of
that Company, and the statements in the document are true to the best of
his knowledge and belief.

/SY ay of denen , 19 10Acknowledged before me this d

My Commission Expires: , ///ao 3/ ,19 W.
~

J

bi $Nuh~

Notary Public

(SEAL)

__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ - _ _ _ - _ - - _
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ATTACHMENT 1

Section A
i
|
,

Facility Operating License No, NFP 4, North Anna Power Station Unit 1.

.
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'

,

:

I

;

UNIT 1 I
'

2.D(3)(o) The provisions of Specification 4.0.4 are not applicable to the
performance of surveillance activities associated with diesel generator
battery Technical Specification 4.8.1.1.3.d until the completion of the
initial surveillance interval associated with that specification.

The surveillance interval for T.S. 4.8.1.1.3.d states that at least once per
60 months, during shutdown each diesel generator 125 v battery bank '

and charger shall be demonstrated operable by verifying that the
;

capacity is at least 80% of the manufacture rating when subject to a '

performance discharge test. This license condition waived T.S. 4.0.4 *

(which states you can't enter into an operational mode unless the :
surveillance requirements have been met) for the initial surveillance
interval (60 months) which has since expired.

2.D(3)(s) The performance of certain survelliance tests at 18,36, and 60 month
intervals to coincide with the normal 18 month refueling cycles shall be

;

extended by six months for North Anna Unit 1 seventh cycle only as
described in the licensee's letter dated October 19,1988.

This license amendment was granted to allow a one time extension of
the surveillance test intervals for certain surveillance tests for the seventh
cycle of operation only (Letter to NRC, Serial No. 88 618, dated 1019-
88). The extension was granted in Amendment No.113, dated 19 89.
Ths amendment is no longer required in our license due to the fact that
we are currently operating Cycle 8. Therefore, this can be removed from
the License.

B

i
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ATTACHMENT 1

Section B

Facility Operating License No, NFP-7, North Anna Power Station Unit 2. I

I
;
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UNIT 2

2.C(2)(b) The current surveillance period for Surveillance Requirement 4.7.10.c
may be extended beyond the time limit specified by Technical
Specification 4.0.2.a. The required surveillance shall be completed prior
to startup after the first refueling outage. The plant shall not be operated -]
in Modes 1,2,3 or 4 until Surveillance Requirement 4.7.10.c has been'

i

completed. Upon accomplishment of the surveillance, the provisions of
4.0.2.a shall apply.

i

This was closed by the NRC by letter dated September 22,1981 which '

stated that the above surveillance was conducted and the results met the
requirements of the aforementioned Tech. Specs, as a result License
Condition 2.C(2)(b) is no longer applicable and is removed from the .

operating license.

2.C(4)(c) VEPCO shall test the narrow and wide range resistance temperature
detectors for the reactor coolant system by the Loop Current Step
Response method each calendar quarter until a long term qualified
resistance temperature detector is available. Resistance temperature
detectors will be replaced if unsatisfactory Loop Current Step Response '

test results are acquired.
i

For narrow and wide range resistance temperature detectors not
replaced at a given refueling outage, VEPCO shall assure that idsistance,

| temperature detector cable connectors are adequately sealed and shall
| use the Arrhenius methodology to affirm that the rettistance temperature

detector material has not endured significant degradation due to
environmental parameters. The results of this affirmation shall be added
to central environmental qualification files. ;

,

This item was inspected and closed in IEIR 339/8313. Replacement of
the resistance temperature detectors was fur 1her tracked by (IFI) 339/83-
13 01.

2.C(5) Prior to operating the facility at a power level above 25 percent, VEPCO
shall develop a surveillance program for fiberglass spray pond piping
and supports that is in compliance with the regulatory position in
Revision 2 of Regulatory Guide 1.72, or an alternative position
acceptable to the Commission.

NRC letter dated 8 22 80 considered the requirements of this item to
have been met by inspection.

i

I

.
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l
t

"O 2.C(6) Prior to operating the facility at a power level above 90 percent, VEPCOQ shall perform secondary flow stability tests which have been approved by 1

the Commission. VEPCO shall provide at least 24 hours notification to
Office of Inspection and Enforcement (ole) prior to conducting such
approved tests so that these tests may be witnessed by the Commission.

The exceptions to Technical Specifications 3.3.2.1(a), 3.3.2.1(b),3.5.2,
3.7.1.2, and 3.7.1.3, issued with Amendment No. 2 to the Fuel-Load and -

Low Power Testing License dated August 1980 shall be in effect until
these are completed. *

This item is closed based on a NRC letter dated 10 17 80 and IEIR
339/80 31 which stated that the above mentioned tests were conducted '

on September 9,1980, completion of which demonstrated that there was
no apparent water hammer.

2.C(7) Prior to operating the facility at a power level above 90 percent, VEPCO
shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the NRC that the actualin plant "

measurements of transformer tap settings are in agreement with their
analysis.

This item is closed based on NRC letter dated 10-17 80 and IEIR 339/80-
33 by inspection.

2.C(8) Prior to operating above 90 percent power, VEPCO shall complete the
visual verification of operability of the 37 feedwater system hydraulic.

snubbers, designated in VEPCO's letter dated August 7,1980, ati

| operating temperature to the satisfaction of the OIE.

This item is closed based on NRC letter dated 1017 80 and IEIR 339/80-
33 by inspection.

2.C(9) VEPCO is authorized to perform steam generator moisture carryover |,

| studies at the North Anna Station. These studies involve the use of an
aqueous tracer solution of two (2) curies of sodium 24. The licenseei

personnel will be in charge of conducting these studies and be
knowledgeable in the procedures. VEPCO will impose personnel
exposure limits, posting, and survey requirements in conformance with
those in 10 CFR Part 20 to minimize personnel exposure and
contamination during the studies. Radiological controls will be
established in the areas of the chemical feed, feedwater, steam,
condensate and sampling systems where the presence of the radioactive
tracer is expected to warrant such controls. VEPCO will take special
precautions to minimize radiation exposure and contamination during
both the handling of the radioactive tracer prior to injection and the taking
of system samples following injection of the tracer. VEPCO will ensure
that all regulatory requirements for liquid discharge are met duringi

L
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!
i

i

disposal of all sampling effluents and when reestablishing continuous
blowdo;/n from the steam generators after completion of the studies.

This item was inspected in IEIR 339/80 3. As a result of that inspection '

339/80 33 03 was opened. This item was finally closed in IEIR 339/84- !

30 because the inspector verified records that indicated that design
changes 80 S67 and 90 S83 had been completed and testing had been i

satisfactorily completed.

2.C(10) No later than October 11,1980, VEPCO shall submit a design for the
backup overcurrent protection system for containment electrical

.

penetrations for Commission review and approval. The backup system |
shall be installed and operational prior to resuming power operation

.

following the second refueling outage.
|

This item was closed in IEIR 339/8311 due to the fact that DC 8121B
had been completed, with the exception of 339/83-11 02 which was

;
closed in IEIR 339/84 30 in which the inspector reviewed 2 OP 26B and
confirmed it had been updated to include back up overcurrent protection

;

breakers.

2.C(12) VEPCO shall implement the following modifications related to IE Bulletin
79 27 " Loss of Non Class IE Instrumentation and Control Power System
Bus During Operation" as specified in VEPCO's letters, dated May 30
and July 9,1980 on the following schedule:

,

(a) Prior to startup following the November 1,1980 outage for Fire
'

Protection Modifications:
!

Item 2 Alternate Feed for Annunicators
,

Item 3,4,7 and 8: Alternate Power Supply for Vital SOV and Vital
Instrument Panels.

,

item 9 and 10: Loss of Voltage for Semi Vital Buses.

(b) Within six months from date of issuance of this license: .

'

Item 6: Alternate Power to Gaitronics

Items 11,12,13 and 14: Change to Voltage Indication 125 VDC
Buses

(c) Prior to startup following the first refueling outage:

1: ems 1 and 5: Diverse Power Supply for Th and Tc

This item was inspected in IEIR 339/80 36 and one inspector followup
item remained open (80 36 08). This item was closed in IElR 339/84 01
and closes part (c) by inspection of design changes 80 552 and 80 557

, . __ . _ _ _ ___ _. _ _ . _ . _ _ - - .
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1
!

I

documented in IEIR 339/84 01 and 339/8214. Part (b) was closed as
documented by the inspection of IE circular in IEIR 339/84 06.

!(
)2.C(13) No later than May 22, 1981, VEPCO is required to complete to the

satisfaction of the Commission its piping reanalysis which includes the
seismic amplified response spectra identified in VEPCO's letter of )

June 6,1980, concerning Units 1 and 2, and submit the analysis to the i

Commission. j

Closed based on NRR letter 5 29 81 which stated that by VEPCO letter
dated May 22,1981 (Serial No. 311) the results of the piping reanalysis
were submitted to the NRC. '

2.C(14) No later than six months from the date of issuance of this license, VEPCO '

shall supply, to the satisfaction of the NRC, the plant specific information '
!

needed to confirm the validity of the main steam line and feedwater line
break analyses.

| Closed by NRC letter dated 3 6 81 which states that the required
information was submitted in licensee submittal dated 219 81.

'

2.C(15) Prior to resuming power operation following the first refueling outage
except as specifically noted in paragraphs (h)(2) and (h)(4) below:

l

(a) VEPCO shall submit the details of the inspection program for control
,

rod guide thimble tube wall wear for Commission approval; '

Closed by NPC letter 4 2182 which confirms that licensee submittal
dated 3182 bdequately addresses the fuel design relative to the '

propensity for guide thimble wear.

(b) VEPCO shallinstallinspection ports in the steam generators; '

Closed by lEIR 8214 which states that each SG had a 21/2"
inspection port installed between the 5th and 6th tube support >

alates and DC 81-10B was completed and reviewed by the
:nspector.

(c) VEPCO shall remove and inspect the recirculation spray pumps
inside containment and replace bearings if necessary. A similar
inspection shall be performed at least once every five years
thereafter (the second inspection shall be performed during the
1987 refueling outage).

Closed by lElR 339/8214 which states that the inside recirculation
spray pumps were removed, the bearings replaced and optically
aligned and the final package was reviewed by the inspector.

_. _ -- - - - - - _
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l

(d) VEPCO shall install leak test connections on the RHR isolation I
valves;

Closed by IElR 339/82 14 which states that the leakage test !connections were installed and reported in 339/8213.
|

(e) VEPCO shall demonstrate by test the backup depressurization
|

3

capability of the PORV's using the same shutdown procedure as
described in VEPCO's procedure 2-OP 3.2 dated 7/23/80;

|
Closed by lEIR 339/82-08, with the exception of 339/82 0814 which
was subsequently closed in IEIR 339/82 13 which states that

,

Engineering Study No. 82-4, dated 5 3 82 was written. This study ;
and the actual test was reviewed by the inspector and it was
determined that the licenso condition was met.

,

'

(f) VEPCO shall submit for Commission approval, the results of the
tests applicable to North Anna Power Station, Unit 2, of a study
concerning mixing of added borated water and cooldown under 1

natural circulation conditions;

Closed by NRC letter dated 4 22 82 which states that by letter dated
4 5-92 (Serial No. 200) the above stated test results were submitted
and meet the requirements of this license condition,

,

(g) VEPCO shall retest all engineered safety features reset control
actions to verity proper reset action; and

Closed by lEIR 339/8214 which states that satisfactory completion
was verified by direct inspector observation and review of test '

'

results.
.

(h) VEPCO shall implement the following design and procedural
modifications with respect to diesel generator reliability: ,

1) Complete a formal training program for all the mechanical and
electrical maintenance and quality control personnel, including

!
.

supervisors, who are responsible for the maintenance and '

| ava| lability of the diesel generators. The depth and quality of
this training program shall be at least equivalent to that ofu

!. training programs normally conducted by major diesel engine
,

'

i manufacturers;
!

L

The inspector verified this training was completed per IEIR 84- i

33.

O

- -_ - _ _ - - - - - _ _-
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:

I

O i2) The lube oil system shall be modified to the manufacturer's
recommendations for providing continuous lubrication of the

,

!

lower portions of the engine. The modifications shall further
provide for partial filling of the upper lube oil supply header ,

'

and a tube oil booster / accumulator system which will force oil -

into the upper lube oil header during engine startup. The
modifications shall be completed no later than the second ;

|refueling outage.

Closed by IElR 339/8311which states the design change to
the tube oil system is complete.

9

3) The diesel generator operating procedures shall be modified to
require loading the engine up to 50 to 75 percent of fullload for ,

one hour after eight hours of continuous no load operation;

Closed by NRC letter dated 5 6 82 and IElR 339/80 31 per '

discussion with NRR.
;

4) The fuel oil storage and transfer system shall be modified to
include the installation of a separate high level alarm for each
day tank, the installation of independent pressure switches for
each sump which will be set to stop the pumps on high day
tank evel, and the submittal of Technical Specifications

.O' verifying proper operation of all transfer pump control switches ;

and day tank high level alarms. Non quallfled pressure 1

switches will be installed by October 31,1982. These switches
are being qualified by the manufacturer. Should these
switches fall qualification tests, the non qualified switches shall;

be replaced with qualified units. The modifications shall be;

completed no later than the second refueling outage. .

| Partially closed by lElR 83-11. Outstanding item 339/8311-03
'

closed in IEIR 339/84 30 which states that the design change is
complete.

L
5) Each seven day fuel oil storage tank shall be provided with a

seismic Category 1, tornado missile, and flood protected J

emergency fillline. Each fillline shall have a shut off valve, a
strainer, and a truck fill connection consisting of a hose
coupling with cap and chain; and

!
Closed in IEIR 339/8214 which states that the 7-day fuel oil

| tank emergency fill lines were completed by DC 8102 and l

reviewed by the inspector.
|

O
,

,

.
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!

,

O 6) With respect to vibration of Instruments and Controls, VEPCO
shall either provide test results and results of analyses which
qualify the engine skid mounted control cubicles for the severe
vibrational stress that will be encountered during engine
operation, or floor mount the skid rnounted panels and control

.

equipment presently furnished with the diesel generators. '

Closed in IEIR 339/82 14 which vtates that the control and
relay panels were mounted per DC 81048 and reviewed by
the inspector.

2.C(16) Within 90 days following issuance of the pending revision of Regulatory
Guide 1.97, " Instrumentation for Light Water Cooled Nuclear Power

,

'

Plants to Assess Plant Conditions During and Following an Accident",
VEPCO shall provide a schedule acceptable to the NRC for bringing this

,

,

facility in compilance with Regulatory Guide 1.97, as revised.

This license condition was closed by NRC based on schedule submitted
to meet RG 1.97, schedule approved per NRC letter dated 3 3181,

2.C(17) Prior to resuming power operation following the second refueling outage,
| VEPCO shall subject the low pressure turbines to an inservice

inspection. The inspection shall consist of visual and volumetric
examinations. The visual examination shall be applied to 100 percent of '

. O all the accessible surface of the rotors, discs and blading. The volumetricl '

examination shall use an ultrasonic technique to fully examine the bore
and keyway region of the discs in each low pressure turbine,

i

The inspection results and evaluation of this inservice inspection shall be
| reported to the NRC and shall be accepted by the Commission prior to '

startup following the second refueling outage.
,

The subject of the generation of turbine missiles for this facility is pending
before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board. The license '

condition imposed herein shall be subject to modification based on the
resolution of this pending turbine missile issue.

This item was closed in IEIR 339/83 11 based on the fact that VEPCO
replaced both low pressure turbine rotors.

2.C(18) No later than five years from the date of issuance of this license, VEPCO
shall demonstrate to the satisfaction cf the Commission that its

,

examination techniques provide a reliable means of detection and
evaluation of individual reactor vessel nozzle clad cracks should they
grow larger than the acceptance standards contained in Section XI of the

.

American Society of Mechanical Engineers Boller and Pressure Vessel
Code.

,
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. _ - - - - _ . - .-.. - . - - - - - . - - - . - - - -
.

I

!
>

;

This item was closed based on licensee submittal dated 8 22 85 (Serial |O No. 85-607). >

!

2.C(19) No later than five years from the date of issuance of this license, VEPCO
shall perform radiation thermal testing of the encapsulated saddle 1

!material used for shielding, and within six months thereafter, VEPCO '

shall evaluate the testing and provide the Commission with results of the !evaluation.
/

This item was closed per VP letter dated 813 81 (Serial No. 276) which [
submitted the above mentioned test results. -

2.C(20)(b) TMl Action Plan Conditions

Each of the following conditions references the appropriate section of .

Supplement No.11 to the Safety Evaluation Report (NUREG 0053) for :
the North Anna Power Station, Unit 2, dated August 1980.

Trainina Durina Low Power Tantina (Section 22 2 Item 1.G H [
No later than one year from the date of issuance of this license, VEPCO

, shall complete the evaluation of the results of the low power test program !''

for incorporation into the Surry Power Station simulator, Also within one
,

year, VEPCO shall provide a report to the NRC describing changes made ;
to the simulator model as a result of the tests.

VEPCO shall perform a borom mixing and cooldown test using decay
L heat within 31 days after burnup sufficient to produce at least 10 hours of
| decay head equivalent to one percent of rated thermal power.

NRC accepted the license program in NRC letter dated 5 4 82 which
states that the test have been submitted as required.

2.C(20)(c) Auriliarv Feedwater Svatem Reliability Evaluation (Section 22.2 Item II.
E.LM

With respect to the AFW Endurance Test, VEPCO shall test the steam -

turbine difven pump after unit startup when steam will be available in
accordance with VEPCO letter, dated July 11,1980.

NRC concluded that the endurance test for the steam driven aux,
feedwater pump was acceptable and the license condition was met per
letter dated 12 9 80.

2.C(20)(d) Unorada Emeroenev Prenaredness (Section 22.2 Item lli.A.1.1)

VEPCO shall maintain in effect an emergency plan that meets:

O (i) Regulatory requirement of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix E, and

.

-.._ ,,
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t

.

(ii) The operator Planning Objectives of NUREG 0654, * Criteria for
Preparation and Evaluation of Radiological Preparedness inO

,

:

Support of Nuclear Power Plants," January 1980. !

This plan shall provide an emergency operations facility as a base for :
coordinating onsite activities and interface with State, local, and Federal
agencies.

No later than 90 days from the date of issuance of this license, VEPCO |
shall report to the NRC the status of any items related to emergency ;

preparedness identified by FEMA or the NRC as requiring further action.
.

All requirements of this license condition were completed by VP and I

inspected and documented by lEIR 339/82 04. *

2.C(21)(a) TMl Action Plan Dated conditions

Each of the following conditions references the appropriate section of
Supplement No.11 to the Safety Evaluation Report (NUREG 0053) for
the North Anna Power Station, dated August 1980, and shall be
completed to the satisfaction of the NRC.

|

| Shift Technical Advisor (Sar*lon 22 3 Item I.A.1.1)
I '

| During 1980, at least one Senior Reactor Operator (SRO) or an
, - experienced degreed engineer who is a member of the Site Safety

Engineering Staff shall be designated as the Shift Technical Advisor
(STA).

All STA's shall be fully trained no later than by January 1,1981. During ;

1980, all SRO's designated as STA's shall complete eight weeks of
mathematics, physics, thermodynamics, fluid flow, heat transfer,
instrumentation and control, cht,mistry, materials and structural analysis.
Following this, STA's shall receive two weeks of design review and five
weeks of systems dynamic behavior including transient analysis and
techniques for transient identification. The training program for
engineers designated as STA's shall consist of 3 portions: academic
training in thermodynamics, fluid flow, heat transfer and reactor theory;
specific instruction in plant systems and Technical Specifications; and
finally, simulator training.

The training shall be taught at the college level and equivalent to about
60 semester hours.

This item was considered closed by NRC in their January 6,1982 letter
based on NRR post implementation review. Additionally, this item was
inspected and closed by IEIR's 339/80 36 and 339/82 04.

O
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l

2.C(21)(b) Administratian of Tralnina Proarams for Licenna Ocarators (Emetian 22 3I
1

'

Nam i A 2 3)

All license personnel and nuclear training coordinators at the facility are
!required to participate in the Requalification Program as specified in
|VEPCO's letter dated March 28,1980.
)

This item was inspected and closed by the following inspection reports: |
lEIR 339/80 31, IEIR 339/80 36, IEIR 339/8311 and IEIR 339/84 01. '

2.C(21)(c) Rame*nr Coolant Svetam Vanta (Rar* inn 22 2 Item II B.1)

VEPCO shall submit procedural guidelines and analytical bases for the
reactor coolant system vents. The reactor coolant system vents shall be
installed no later than the implementation schedule of NUREG 0737. '

'

The reactor coolant system vents, TMl item II.B.1. This item was verified,
,

,

i

installed by lElR 8512 which states installation was completed by
opening the manualisolation valve. -

2.C(21)(d) Plant Shlaldina (Section 22 3 item II. B.21,

1

VEPCO shall complete modifications to assure adequate access to vital
areas and protection of safety equipment following an accident resulting
in a degraded core no later than January 1,1983.

This item was inspected and closed in IEIR 339/83 22 which states that
on September 20,1983 the inspector informed the Assistant Station
Manager that the requirements of NUREG 0737, Item II.B.2 were
complete.

-

'

2.C(21)(e) Pont Annihnt Ramolina (Saction 22 3 Item II. B 3)

VEPCO shall complete corrective actions needed to provide the
capability to promptly obtain and perform radiolsotopic and chemical
analysis of reactor coolant and containment atmosphere samples under
degraded core conditions without excessive exposure at the first outage
of suffident duration but no later than January 1,1983.

This was inspected and closed in IElR 339/83 30.I

2.C(21)(g) Anviliary Frde.ratar Initiation and indention (Raetion 22 3 (tam II E 1.2) .

VEPCO shall implement the modification to upgrade the safety grade
indications of AFW flow from semi vital bus power to vital bus power no

! later than January 1,1981.

O
I
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J

This item was evaluated and accepted by NRR in Supplement 11 to the :
North Anna SER NUREG 0053. Additionally, this item was inspected

,

,

and closed in IEIR 339/8017.
\

"

2.C(21)(h) Containment Dedicated Panatrations (Section 22 3 Item II.E.4.1)
,

VEPCO shallinstall redudant remote actuated valves in series to isolate
the containment vacuum pumps from the combustible gas control system, i
VEPCO shall also convert the manual valves in the hydrogen recombiner

|piping to remote manual actuation no later than the implementation
schedule of NUREG 0737. ,

This item was inspected and closed in IElR 339/80 36 and 339/82 04 i

which states that valve lineup sheets were needed and were
subsequently reviewed and approved by SNSOC.

2. C(21)(i) AMtional Amidant Monitorino instrumentation (S=*n 22 3 Item II.F.1)

! VEPCO shall install and demonstrate the operability of instruments for
;

continuous indication in the control room of the following variables. Each'

item shall be completed by the specified date in the condition:

(i) Containment pressure from 0 pela to three times the design
pressure of the containment no later than the implementation
schedule of NUREG 0737.

This item was inspected and closed in IEIR 339/84 06.
s

(ii) Containment water level from (1) the bottom to the top of the
,

containment sump, and (2) the bottom of the containment to a level
equivalent to 600,000 gallons of water no later than the
implementation schedule of NUREG-0737.

This item was inspected and closed IEIR 339/84 06.

(iii) Containment atmosphere hydrogen concentration from 0 to 10
volume percent shall be installed no later than January 1,1983,
and the hydrogen sampling system to be used in the interim shall
remain in effect until January 1.1983.

.

This item was inspected and closed in IElR 339/84-06 and 339/84-
09.

(iv) Containment radiation up to 107 R/hr. no later than the second
refueling outage.

This item was inspected and closed in IEIR 339/84-07 which states
that the inspector reviewed the calibration program for high range
monitors and found them acceptable,

d
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i

!2.C(21)(J) Inhava core cooline instrumenta mm:an 22 3 Item IIA 2) ;

VEPCO shall Install and demonstrate the operability of additional
instruments or controls needed to supplement installed equipment in
order to provide unambigous, easy to interpret indication of inadequate
core cooling at the first outage of sufficient duration but no later than
July 1,1982. ,

j

This item was inspected and closed in !ElR 339/81-03,
i

I
|

I

.

.

.

O
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LIST OF AFFECTED SECTIONS IN UFSAR
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9 Attachment 2:

This attachment is composed of two sections.
.

Section A:

This section contains a list of applicable changes to the North Anna UFSAR for
each specificetion of the new North Anna MERITS Technical Specifications.

The listing provides a cross reference of the corresponding current North Anna
Technical specifications, the applicable UFSAR section number, UFSAR page
number, UFSAR revision number, and a brief description of the change.

Section B:

This section contains a list of all UFSAR sections reviewed as a part of the
safety evaluation for each MERITS Technical Specification.

The listing provides a cross reference of the corresponding current North Anna
Technical specifications, the applicable UFSAR section number, UFSAR page
number, UFSAR revision number, and UFSAR topic.

6
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ATTACHMENT 2

Section A !

This section contains a list of applicable changes to tho North Anna UFSAR for-
1

each specification of the new North Anna MERITS Technical Specifications.

|
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CHANGES TO NORTH ANNA UFSAR
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

1

DEFINITIONS

NAPS MERITS LC0 # 1.0
NAPS CURRENT TS f 1.0

R[y_1 SECTION f PAGE # DISPOSITION / SUBJECT
i

4 7.2.2.2.1.7 7.2-35a Revise discussion to include definition
of reactor trip response time.

Org 7.3.1.2 7.3-4 Revise description of engineered safety
feature response time consistent with
Technical Specification definition.

|

'

O

O
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CHANGES TO NORTH ANNA UFSAR
'

.- .
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

SAFETY LIMITS

NAPS MERITS LC0 f 2.1.1
NAPS Current TS f 2.1.1

Rfl.1 SECTION f P.Afill DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

NONE IDENTIFIED.

NAPS MERITS LC0 f 2.1.2
NAPS Current TS # 2.1.2

RELL SECTION f PAfall DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

NONE IDENTIFIED.

t

|

|f}
L

|

|

|

L

|

..

|

O
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| CHANGES TO NORTH ANNA UFSAR
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

)
USE & APPLICATION'

NAPS MERITS LC0 # 3.0
NAPS CURRENT TS f 3.0

SECTION # EAGE ! DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

NONE IDENTIFIED.
1

'

[.

i

|

!
;

'

. .

.%)

,

'

.
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CHANGES TO NORTH ANNA UFSAR
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION.

REACTOR
'

NAPS MERITS LCO f 3.1.1 - Shutdown Margin
NAPS CURRENT TS f 3.1.1.1 - Shutdown Margin - Tavg > 200*F
NAPS CURRENT TS # 3.1.1.2 - Shutdown Margin - Tavg s 200'F

RDL1 SECTION f EML1 DJSPOS1110N/iUBJECI

NONE IDENTIFIED.

t

NAPS MERITS LC0 f 3.1.2 - Boron Dilution, Valve Position
NAPS CURRENT TS f 3.1.1.3.2 - Boron Dilution, Valve Position

RDL1 SECTION i PAGE f DISPOSITION / SUBJECT

| *3.1.2.1 - Boration Systems, Flow Paths - Shutdown
'

3.1.2.2 - Boration Systems, Flow Paths - Operating
3.1.2.7 - Borated Water Sources - Shutdown
3.1.2.8 - Borated Water Sources - Operating

Org 9.3.4.3.1 9.3-55 The reference on page 9.3-55 to the
contents of the specifications should be
removed. The specifications have been

% relocated to the UFSAR.,

* These specs have been relocated per.the Criteria Application Report.

NAPS MERITS LCO f 3.1,3 - Moderator Temperature Coefficient
- NAPS CURRENT TS f 3.1.1.4 - Moderator Temperature Coefficient

EDL1 SECTION f PffL[ DISPOSITION / SUBJECT

NONE IDENTIFIED.

NAPS MERITS LC0 # 3.1.4 - Rod Group Alignment Limits
NAPS CURRENT TS f 3.1.3.1 - Movable Control Assemblies, Group Height

ROL1 SECTION # EELJ. DISPOSITION / SUBJECT

NONE IDENTIFIED.

O
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CHANGES TO NORTH ANNA UFSAR
AS A RESULT OF NERITS INPLENENTATION

REACTOR

NAPS NERITS LCO # 3.1.5 - Shutdown Bank Insertion Limit
NAPS CURRENT TS # 3.1.3.5 - Shutdown Rod Insertion Limits

Ey1 SECTION f P.AGL1 DISPOSITION / SUBJECT

NONE IDENTIFIED.

NAPS NERITS LC0 # 3.1.6 - Control Bank Insertion Limits
NAPS CURRENT TS f 3.1.3.6 - Control Rod Insertion Limits

.

Ey 1 SECTION f R&GL1 DISPOSITION / SUBJECT

NONE IDENTIFIED

NAPS NERITS LCO # 3.1.7 - Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor - Fn(Z)
NAPSCURRENTTS#3.2.2-HeatFluxHotChannelFactor-Ff(Z)
EE1 SECTION # R&GLJ DISPOSITION / SUBJECTO'

| NONE IDENTIFIED.

NAPS NERITS LCO f 3.1.8 - Nuclear Enthalpy Rise Hot Channel Factor -
FNDelta-H

NAPS CURRENT TS # 3.2.3 - Nuclear Enthalpy Hot Channel Factor - FN
, ,

EY_1 SECTION f EAGEJ. DISPOSITION / SUBJECT

Org 15.I.2.3 15.1-5 Second paragraph: Reference to Figure
15.1-1 is incorrect.

NAPS HERITS LCO.f 3.1.9 - Axial Flux Difference
NAPS CURRENT TS # 3.2.1 - Axial Flux Difference

Ey_1 SECTION f PAGE # DISPOSITION / SUBJECT

NONE IDENTIFIED.

O
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CHANGES TO NORTH ANNA UFSAR
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REACTOR

|
NAPS MERITS LC0 # 3.1.10 - Quadrant Power Tilt Ratio I
NAPS CURRENT TS # 3.2.4 - Quadrant Power Tilt Ratio

i

R[y_1 SECTION f EAGL1 DISPOSITION / SUBJECT

NONE IDENTIFIED. '

NAPS MERITS LC0 # 3.1.11 - Rod Position Indication
NAPS CURRENT TS # 3.1.3.2 - Position Indicator Channels, Operating ,

E SECTION # PAEL1 DISPOSITION / SUBJECT

NONE IDENTIFIED.

NAPS MERITS LCO # 3.1.12 - Mode 1 Physics Test Exceptions
-NAPS CURRENT TS.# 3.10.2 - Group Height, Insertion and Power Distribution

Limits

O Rer 1 sectioa n raati orsaositioa'suaatc'

NONE IDENTIFIED.

L

NAPS MERITS LCO # 3.1.13 - Mode 2 Physics Test Exceptions
NAPS CURRENT TS # 3.10.3 - Physics Tests

REY _1 SECTION f E&fiEl DISPOSITION / SUBJECT
,

NONE IDENTIFIED.

-. ____ _ .
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CHANGES TO NORTH ANNA UFSAR !

AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION |jO- '

INSTRUMENTATION

NAPS MERITS LCO # 3.2.1*

NAPS CURRENT TS # 2.2.1 - LSSS

ROL[ SECTION f PAGE # DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE I

l
Org 3.1.18.2 3.1-26 Reactor trip on low feedwater flow

should be Steam Generator Level Low
coincident with Stea#Feedwater Flow
Mismatch

1

Org 5.2.2.1 5.2-25 Reactor trip on low feedwater flow |
should be Steam Generator Level Low
coincident with Steam /Feedwater Flow
Mismatch

Org 7.2.1 7.2-2 Reactor trip on low feedwater flow
should be Steam Generator Level Low

; coincident with Steam /Feedwater Flow
): Mismatch

Org 7.2.1 7.2-5 Reactor trip on low feedwater flow.

A should be Steam Generator Level Low
. coincident with Steam /Feedwater Flow

Mismatch

Org 7.2.1 7.2-5 f(Delta-q) should be f(AI)
f for OTAT
f for OPAT

Org 7.2.1 7.2-9 f(Delta-q) should be f(AI)
f (AI) for OTAT
f (AI) for OPAT

Org 7.2.1 7.2-10 f(Delta-q) should be f(AI)
f for 0 TAT
f for OPAT

| Org 7.2.1 7.2-11 f(Delta-q) should be f(AI)
f (AI) for OTAT| t!' f (AI) for OPAT2

Org 7.2.1 7.2-6 Reactor trip on low feedwater flow
should be Steam Generator Level Low
coincident with Steam /Feedwater Flow
Mismatch

Org 7.2.2 7.2-45 Reactor trip on low feedwater flowO should be Steam Generator level Low
coincident with Steam /Feedwater Flow
Mismatch

i
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CHANGES TO NORTH ANNA UFSAR
L

AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION
-

INSTRUMENTATION

NAPS MERITS LCO f 3.2.1,

| NAPS CURRENT TS f 2.2.1 - LSSS

BEL { SECTION # PAGE # DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

4 ~7.2.2.3.5 7.2-43 Reactor trip on low feedwater flow
should be Steam Generator Level Low
coincident with Steam /Feedwater Flow ,

Mismatch

NAPS MERITS LCO # 3.2.1
NAPS CURRENT TS # 3.3.1.1 - RTS

l
l - E[L{ SECTION # PAGE # DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE
t

Org 3.1.18.2 3.1-26 Reactor trip on low feedwater flow
:

should be Steam Generator Level Low
coincident with Steam /Feedwater Flow
Mismatch,

!

|- Org 5.2.2.1 5.2-25 Reactor trip on low feedwater flow
t

should be Steam Generator Level Low
coincident with Steam /Feedwater Flow
Mismatch

Org 7.1.1 7.1-3 Cold Shutdown should be MODE 5 and Hot
Shutdown should be MODE 3

Org 7.2.1 7.2-2 Reactor trip on low feedwater flow
should be Steam Generator level Low
coincident with Steam /Feedwater Flow
Mismatch

Org 7.2.1 7.2-5 Reactor trip on low feedwater flow
should be Steam Generator Level. Low ,

coincident with Steam /Feedwater Flow
Mismatch

Org 7.2.1 7.2-6 Reactor trip on low feedwater flow
! should be Steam Generator Level Low

coincident with Steam /Feedwater Flow
Mismatch

4 7.2.2 7.2-35a Tech Specs no long specify the minimum
degree of channel redundancy

O
,

_ . . - _ _ . _.__-___.____ - . _ - _ - - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - -
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CHANGES TO NORTH ANNA UFSAR
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

INSTRUMENTATION

NAPS MERITS LCO # 3.2.1
NAPS CURRENT TS # 3.3.1.1 - RTS

ROL1 SECTION # PAGE # DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

Org 7.2.2 7.2-45 Reactor trip on low feedwater flow
should be Steam Generator Level Low
coincident with Steam /Feedwater Flow
Mismatch

4 7.2.2.3.5 7.2-43 Reactor trip on low feedwater flow *

should be Steam Generator Level Low
coincident with Stea# Feedwater Flow
Mismatch

Org 7.2.3 7.2-45 Channel Functional Test no longer
performed. Replaced with standard W
defined tests,

i

Org 7.2.3 7.2-46 Channel Functional Test no longer
performed. Replaced with standard W
defined tests.

Org Fig. 7.2-12 T. Abercrombie " SOLID STATE LOGIC" should be " CONTROL
request R00 DRIVE MECH". " TRIP BREAKER #1 and

#2" should be " TRIP BREAKER A & B".

Org 10.4.3.2 10.4-17 Reactor trip on low feedwater flowo

should be Steam Generator Level low
coincident with SteaW Feedwnter Flow
Mismatch

(
'

Org 15.2.8.1 15.2-38 Reactor trip on low feedwater flow
should be Steam Generator Level Low
coincident with Steam /Feedwater Flow
Mismatch

NAPS MERITS LCO # 3.2.2
NAPS CURRENT TS # 3.3.2.1 - ESFAS

ROLL SECTION # PAGE # DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

Org 7.1.1 7.1-3 Cold Shutdown should be MODE 5 and Hot
Shutdown should be MODE 3

O
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CHANGES TO NORTH ANNA UFSAR
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION.t

'

INSTRUMENTATION

NAPS MERITS LCO # 3.2.2
NAPS CURRENT TS f 3.3.2.1 - ESFAS

Ey,_{ SECTION # PAGE f DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

Org 7.3.2.1.5.1 7.3-28 Test must be modifled to incorporate 18
i month Slave Relay Testing as per NAPS
i. LAR Serial #89-276:-

E Org 7.3.2.1.5.2 7.3-29- Test must be modified to incorporate 18
month Slave Relay Testing as per NAPS
LAR Serial #89-276,

I Org 7.3.2.1.5.4 7.3-30 Test must be modified to incorporate 18
month Slave Relay Testing as per NAPS,

LAR Serial #89-276

Org 7.3.2.1.5.6 7.3-31 Analog Testing should discuss thel-
appropriate new defined surveillances
.using their defined names

Org 7.3.2.1.5.7 7.3-31-32 Analog Testing should discuss the
tO appropriate new defined surveillances

'

using their defined names

Org 7.3.2.1.5.8 7'.3-32-33 Analog Testing should discuss the
appropriate new defined surveillances
using their defined names

Org 7.3.2.1.5.8 7.3-32-33 Test must be modified to incorporate 18
| month Slave Relay Testing as per NAPS

LAR Serial #89-276

Org 7.3.2.1.5.9 7.3-33-34 Test must be modified to incorporate 18
month Slave Relay Testing as per NAPS
LAR Serial #89-276

Org 7.3.2.1.5.10 7.3-34 Test must be modified to incorporate 18
month Slave Relay Testing as per NAPS
LAR Serial #89-276 '

Org 7.3.2.1.5.11 7.3-34-35 Test must be modified to incorporate 18
month Slave Relay Testing as per NAPS
LAR Serial f89-276

Org 7.3.2.1.5.12 7.3-35-36 Test must be modified to incorporate 18
month Slave Relay Testing as per NAPSO LAR Serial #89-276

_ _
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CHANGES TO NORTH ANNA UFSAR
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

INSTRUMENTATION

NAPS MERITS LCO # 3.2.2
NAPS CURRENT TS # 3.3.2.1 - ESFAS

RE1 f SECTION # PAGE # DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

Org 7.3.2.1.5.13 7.3-36 Test must be modified to incorporate 18
month Slave Relay Testing as per NAPS
LAR Serial #89-276

i

Org 7.3.2.5 7.3-37 Response Time tables relocated outside
of Tech Specs to UFSAR Chapter 16

j
; Org 7.3.2.10 7.3-40-42 RWST " Low Level" should be RWST " Level
| Low Low" (5 times)

7 Fig. 7.3-21 Steam Generator Auxiliary Feed Pumps
should be Auxiliary Feedwater Pumps

L 7 Fig. 7.3-30 Steam Generator Auxiliary Feed Pumps I

L should be Auxiliary Feedwater Pumps
|

|O
I NAPS MERITS LCO # 3.2.3

NAPS CURRENT TS # 3.3.3.6 - Ace Mon

I E[1,,1 SECTION # PAGE-# DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE
q

Org 7.1.1 7.1-3 Cold Shutdown should be MODE 5 and Hot
Shutdown should be MODE 4

NAPS MERITS LCO # 3.2.4
NAPS CURRENT-TS # 3.3.3.5 - Aux S/D Pn1

Efy_1 SECTION # PAGE # DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

Org 7.1.1 7.1-3 Cold Shutdown should be MODE 5 and Hot
l~ Shutdown should be MODE 4

1 7.7.1.13.1 7.7-29 #16 should be Emergency Condensate
Storage Tank level

'O
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CHANGES TO NORTH ANNA UFSAR-
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

INSTRUMENTATION >

NAPS MERITS LCO f NA
NAPS CURRENT TS f 3.3.3.1 - Rad Mon

ELy_{ SECTION f PAGE f DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

I 11.4.3.1.1 11.4 12 This is no longer a Tech-Spec
requirement - 3rd paragraph

1 11.4.3.1.3 11.4-15 This is no longer a Tech Spec
requirement - 1st paragraph

1 11.4.4.1 11.4-20 Environmental Tech Specs relocated
outside of Tech Specs - 2nd paragraph

|
! 1 11.4.4.2 11.4-21 Environmental Tech Specs relocated

outside of Tech Specs - 2nd paragraph
and 3rd paragraph

-1 11.4.5 11.4-21 Environmental Tech Specs relocated ,

outside of Tech Specs - last paragraph

1 11.4.5 11.4-21 The CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST is no longerO performed. It has been replaced by the
standard W defined sur9eillances.

| Org 11.6.3 11.6-2 Environmental Tech Specs relocated
outside Tech Specs - 1st paragraph

1 12.1.4.1 12.1-12 Rad Monitoring relocated outside Tech
Specs - last paragraph

Org 12.2.2.4 12.2-6 Air Sampling program relocated outside
Tech Specs - 3rd paragraph

i

O

i

- _ _ _ - , . , . _ + . - . .
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CHANGES TO NORTH ANNA UFSAR
AS A RESULT OF NERITS INPLENENTATION

i

REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM j

| NAPS MERITS LCO # 3.3.1 - RCS Pressure, Temperature, and Flow
.

NAPS Current TS # 3.2.5 - DNB Parameters

EY_1 SECTION f RAE,1 DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

NONE IDENTIFIED.

NAPS MERITS LC0 # 3.3.2 - RCS Minimum Temperature, and Flow DNB Limits
-NAPS Current TS # 3.1.1.5 - Ninimum Temperature for Criticality

EY_1 SECTION f EML1 DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE
i

NONE IDENTIFIED.

NAPS NERITS LC0 # 3.3.3 - RCS P/T Limits
NAPS Current TS # 3.4.9.1 - Pressure / Temperature Limits

Ey_1 SECTION f EML1 DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

NONE IDENTIFIED.

NAPS MERITS LCO # 3.3.4 - RCS Loops - Modes 1 and 2
NAPS Current TS # 3.4.1.1 - Reactor Coolant Loops and Coolant Circulation

Ey_1 SECTION # REL1 DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

NONE' IDENTIFIED.

I NAPS MERITS LC0 f 3.3.5 - RCS Loops - Mode 3
NAPS Current TS # 3.4.1.2 - Reactor Coolant System Hot Standby

Ey_1 SECTION f PAGE f DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

NONE IDENTIFIED.

O



., -. - - . . - - - - _- . - . - - . - . -

CHANGES TO NORTH ANNA UFSAR
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEN
|

NAPS MERITS LC0 # 3.3.6 - RCS Loops - Mode 4
NAPS Current TS # 3.4.1.3 - Reactor Coolant System Shutdown

.

ELL SECTION f Mfill DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

NONE IDENTIFIED.

;

NAPS MERITS LC0 # 3.3.7 - RCS Loops - Mode 5. Loops Filled
NAPS Current TS f 3.4.1.3 - Reactor Coolant System Shutdown

ELL SECTION # Mfill DESCRIPTION 0F CHANGE

NONE IDENTIFIED.

NAPS MERITS LC0 f 3.3.8 - RCS Loops - Mode 5 Loops Not Filled
NAPS Current TS # 3.4.1.3 - Reactor Coolant System Shutdown

ELL SECTION # MfiL1 DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

NONE IDENTIFIED.

.

NAPS MERITS LC0 # 3.3.9 - RHR
NAPS Current TS f - 3.7.9.1 - Plant Systems RHR - Operating

' ELL SECTION 9 Mfall DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

NONE IDENTIFIED.

NAPS MERITS LC0 # 3.3.10 - RCS Loop Isolation Valves
NAPS Current TS # 3.4.1.4 - Isolated Loop

ELL SECTION f M[tL1 DESCRIPTION OF CHANCE

NONE IDENTIFIED.

O

- . - .
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CHANGES TO NORTH ANNA UFSAR
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM

NAPS MERITS LC0 f 3.3.11 - RCS Isolated Loop Startup
NAPS Current TS # 3.4.1.5 - Isolated Loop Startup

ELL SECTION f fgall D[$CRIPTION OF CHANGE

NONE IDENTIFIED.

4

NAPS MERITS LC0 f 3.3.12 - Pressurizer
NAPS Current TS # 3.4.4 - Pressurizer

Ey_1 SECTION f PKij. DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

NONE IDENTIFIED.

NAPS MERITS LCO f 3.3.13 - Pressurizer Safety Valves
NAPS Current TS # 3.4.3 - Safety Valves - Operating

ELL SECTION f PgdJ, DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

NONE IDENTIFIED.

.

~ NAPS MERITS LCO # 3.3.14 - PORVs
NAPS Current TS f 3.4.3.2 - Relief Valves

|- ELL SECTION # PML1 DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

NONE IDENTIFIED.

NAPS MERITS LC0 f 3.3.15 - Operational Leakage
NAPS Current TS f 3.4.6.2 - Operational Leakage

ELL SECTION f fgd f DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

NONE IDENTIFIED.,

l

-

.- .
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CHANGES TO NORTH ANNA UFSAR
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM '

NAPS MERITS LC0 f 3.3.16 - PIV Leakage
NAPS Current TS f 3.4.6.2 - Operational Leakage

REY f SECTION f PXa[.1 DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

Org 6.2.1.4.4 6.2-66 2nd to last paragraph - delete reference
to TS since valve list will be removed.

NAPS MERITS LC0 # 3.3.17 - RCS Leakage Detection Instrumentation
NAPS Current TS # 3.3.3.1 - Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation
NAPS Current TS # 3.4.6.1 - Leakage Detection System

REY f SECTION f PAGE f DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

NONE IDENTIFIED.
, ,

NAPS MERITS LC0 f 3.3.18 - P.CS Specific Activity
NAPS Current TS f 3.4.8 - Specific Activity,

'

REY _f SECTION # PAGE #' DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

NONE IDENTIFIED.

..

NAPS MERITS LCO f 3.3.19 - Cold Overpressure Prevention
NAPS Current TS # 3.4.9.3 - Overpressure Protection Systems

REY._f SECTION f PXaE.1 DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

NONE IDENTIFIED.

L NAPS MERITS LCO # 3.3.20 - RCS Loops - Test Exceptions
NAPS Current TS # 3.10.4 - Special Test Exceptions Reactor Coolant Loops'

REY _f, SECTION # E& fig.f DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

NONE IDENTIFIED.

1

._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _- _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _
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CHANGES TO NORTH ANNA UFSAR l
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

'

EMERGENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEM t

NAPS MERITS LC0 # 3.4.1 - Accumulators
NAPS CURRENT TS # 3.5.1 - Accumulators

EY i SECTION f E&GLJ, DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE
|

NONE IDENTIFIED. I

NAPS MERITS LC0 f 3.4.2 - ECCS Trains - T 1 350*F
NAPS CURRENT TS f 3.5.2 - ECCS SUBSYSTEMS.Yg Tayg 2 350*F
EY_j. SECTION f E&GLJ. DESCRIPTION 0F CHANGE

Org 6.3.2.2 6.3-17 Additional info availablo on system
operation

1

Org 6.3.4.4 6.3-49 UFSAR states pump testing on recirc.,
new LC0 does not require testing on
recire.

: O
NAPS MERITS LCO # 3.4.3 - ECCS Trains - T
NAPSCURRENTTS#3.5.3-ECCSSUBSYSTEMS*YI<350*FTavg < 350'F

EY_J. SECTION f E&gli DESCRIPTION OF CHANGEi.

|

t; Org 6.3.2.2 6.3-17 Additional info available on system
operation

Org 6.3.4.4 6.3-49 UFSAR states pump testing on recirc.,
new LCO does not require testing on
recire.

:

I-

O
,
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CHANGES TO NORTH ANNA UFSAR
_ AS A RESULT OF MERITS INPLEMENTATION

i-
ENERGENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEN

NAPS NERITS LC0 f 3.4.4 - Seal Injection Flow
i. NAPS CURRENT TS f 3.4.6.2.e - Operational Leakage

Bly_.( SECTION f PAGL1 DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE <

Org 6.2.4.2 6.2-143 More info, available for RCP seal
.

water supply
o

NAPS MERITS LCO f 3.4.5 - Refueling Water Storage Tank
NAPS CURRENT TS # 3.5.5 - Refueling Water Storage Tank

L ROL1 SECTION_J PAGE_1 DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

NONE IDENTIFIED.

NAPS NERITS LC0 f 3.4.6 - Boron Injection Tank
NAPS CURRENT TS f 3.5.4.1 - Boron Injection Tank

BDLt SECTION f PAGE f DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

NONE IDENTIFIED.

O
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CHANGE TO NORTH ANNA UFSAR l
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLENENTATION 1

CONTAINMENT

~!
|

NAPS MERITS LC0 # 3.5.1
| NAPS CURRENT TS # 3.6.1.1, 3.6.1.2, 3.6.1.3, 3.6.3.1

ELj. SECTION f PAGLi DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

Org 6.2.1.4.3 6.2-65 Add a discussion of Leakage Monitoring
Connections and justify SR 3.5.1.2 and
SR 3.5.1.5.

NAPS MERITS LC0 f 3.5.2
NAPS CURRENT TS f.3.6.2.1

ELi SECTION f PAGE f DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE
'

NONE IDENTIFIED.

L NAPS MERITS LC0 f 3.5.3
NAPS CURRENT TS f 3.6.2.2

| ELi SECTION f PAGE f DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

-Org 6.2.2.4.2 6.2-110 Need to add description of SR 3.5.3.6
that was added in MERITS.

NAPS MERITS LCO # 3.5.4
NAPS CURRENT TS # 3.6.2.3

( ELL SECTION f PAGLi DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

NONE IDENTIFIED.

|
NAPS MERITS LC0 f 3.5.5
NAPS CURRENT TS # 3.6.1.4

REY J SECTION f EAGLi DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

NONE IDENTIFIED.

1

O
|
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CHANGE TO NORTH ANNA UFSAR {
AS A RESULT OF NERITS INPLENENTATION

CONTAllMENT

NAPS NERITS LC0 # 3.5.6
NAPS CURRENT TS f 3.6.1.5

,

'

RDL1 SECTION f EME1 DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

NONE IDENTIFIED.

NAPS NERITS LCO # 3.5.7
NAPS CURRENT TS # 3.6.4.3

REY 1 SECTION f EEL { DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

NONE IDENTIFIED.

| NAPS NERITS LC0 f 3.5.8
| NAPS CURRENT TS # 3.6.4.1
l:
'

RELL SECTION f EAfil DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

NONE IDENTIFIED.
|

[

NAPS NERITS LC0 f 3.5.9
NAPS CURRENT TS # 3.6.4.2

REY _[ SECTION f RAfij DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

NONE IDENTIFIED.

.

.

O'
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CHANGES TO NORTH ANNA UFSAR
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION i

PLANT SYSTEMS

NAPS MERITS LC0 f 3.6.1 '- Main Steam Safety Valves - Thermal Power 10% of RTP '

NAPS CURRENT TS # 3.7.1.1 - Safety Valves

ELY 1 SECTION f EAGL.1 DISPOSITION / SUBJECT

NONE IDENTIFIED.

NAPS MERITS LC0 # 3.6.2 - Main Steam Safety Valves - Thermal Power < 10% of RTP
NAPS CURRENT TS # 3.7.1.1 - Safety Valves

RDL1 SECTION # PAGE f DISPOSITION /SUBJEC1

NONE IDENTIFIED.

.
'

NAPS MERITS LCO # 3.6.S - Main Steam Line Isolation Valves (MSIVs)
NAPS CURRENT TS # 3.7.1.5 - Main Steam Trip Valves

BOLT SECTION f E& elf DISPOSITION /SUEJECT
'

NONE IDENTIFIED.
L

l-

NAPS MERITS LC0 # 3.6.4 - Main Feedwater Regulation Valves (MFRVs)
NAPS CURRENT TS # NA

I;

EDL1 SECTION f E&GL1 DISPOSITION / SUBJECT

NONE IDENTIFIED.

,.

WAPS MERITS LC0 # 3.6.5 - Auxiliary Feedwater System
NAPS CURRENT TS f 3.7.1.2 - Auxiliary Feedwater System

RDL1 SECTION f EAGL.i DISPOSITION / SUBJECT

y Org 10.4.3.4 10.4-23 Add information on surveillance
requirements from the Bases to Section
10.4.3.4 on Tests and Inspections.

O|

1

|

|

_ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _--_ ---_ - _ -_-_ _
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CHANGES TO NORTH ANNA UFSAR
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

PLANT SYSTEMS

.

NAPS MERITS LC0 # 3.6.6 - Emergency Condensate Storage Tank (ECST)
NAPS CURRENT TS f 3.7.1.3 - Emergency Condensate Storage Tank (ECST)

EU ! SECTION f R&GL.i DISPOSITION / SUBJECT

NONE IDENTIFIED.

.

NAPS MERITS LC0 f 3.6.7 - Secondary Coolant Activity
NAPS CURRENT TS f 3.7.1.1 - Activity

EDL1 SECTION f PAGE f DISPOSITION / SUBJECT

4 15.4-2 15.4-28 Update 15.4.2.1.3 with information from
Bases.

NAPS MERITS LC0 # 3.6.8 - Component Cooling Water System
NAPS CURRENT TS # 3.7.3.1 - Component Cooling Water Subsystem

O REL.1 SECTION f R&GL.i DISDOSJTION/ SUBJECT
t

| NONE IDENTIFIED.
,

[ NAPS MERITS LC0 f 3.6.9 - Service Water System
NAPS CURRENT TS # 3.7.4.1 -' Service Water SystemI

REL.1 SECTION f E&GL.i DISPOSITION / SUBJECT

NONE IDENTIFIED.

I

L NAPS MERITS LC0 f 3.6.10 - Ultimate Heat Sinks
NAPS CURRENT TS f 3.7.5.1 - Ultimate Heat Sinks

ROLi SECTION f E&GLi DISPOSITION / SUBJECT

| NONE IDENTIFIED.
|

O,
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,- CHANGES TO NORTH ANNA UFSAR
-( AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

PLANT SYSTEMS

.

NAPS NERITS LC0 # 3.6.11 - Control Room Habitability System
NAPS CURRENT TS f 3.7.7.1 - Control Room Emergency Habitability System

RELL SECTION f E&fLi DISPOSITION / SUBJECT

|- Org 6.4 6.4-15 Remove statement that Halon 1301 fire
| extinguishinf| system is tested in
'

accordance wnth Technical Specifications
(fire extinguishing systems have been
relocated outside the Technical
Specifications).

i

NAPS NERITS LC0 f 3.6.12 - Safeguard Area Ventilation System
NAPS CURRENT TS # 3,7,8.1 - Safeguard Area Ventilation System -

RELL SECTION # E&fLi DISPOSITION / SUBJECT
L
I Org. 9.4.6.4 9.4-18 Upgrade " Tests and Inspections" with
| information from the Bases.

1O;

NAPS NERITS LC0 # 3.6.13 - Fuel Storage Pool Water Level
NAPS CURRENT TS f 3.9.11 - Spent Fuel Pit Water Level

RELL SECTION f E&faE.J. DISPOSITION / SUBJECT

Org 12.1.2.5 12.1-4 Upgrade 12.1.2.5 with information from
the Bases to bring conformity between
12.1.2.5 and the Bases.

6 15.4.5 15.4-51a Upgrade 15.4.5.1 with infomation from
the Bases.

NAPS NERITS LC0 # 3.6.14 - Fuel Building Ventilation System
NAPS CURRENT TS f 3.9.12 - Fuel Building Ventilation System

REL{ SECTION # PAGE # DISPOSITION / SUBJECT

l- Org 9.4.5 9.4-13 Upgrade 9.4.5 with infomation from the
Bases.

O
!

|

.-
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CHANGES TO NORTH ANNA UFSAR
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLENENTATION

,

ELECTRICAL
i

i

lNAPS MERITS LCO # 3.7.1
NAPS CURRENT TS f 3.8.1.1 i

EY_.! SECTION f PAGL1 DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

1 9.5.6 9.5-53 Change"Airforstartingsystemat
between 150 and 250 psi to be
consistent with SR 3.7.1.8.

Org Table 9.5-3 9.5-74 May want to update table of fuel oil
specs to be consistent with Bases,
SR 3.7.1.10.

Org 7.3.2.1.5.6 7.3-31 Revise surveillance descriptions to
.

STS/ MERITS teminology.

Org 7.3.2.1.5.7 7.3-31 Revise surveillance descriptions to
STS/ MERITS terminology. '

i
Org 7.3.2.1.5.8 7.3-32 Revise surveillance descriptions to i

STS/ MERITS terminology.

O'

NAPS MERITS LC0 # 3.7.2
NAPS CURRENT TS # 3.8.1.2

Ey._t SECTION f PAGE f DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

NONE IDENTIFIED.

NAPS MERITS LCO # 3.7.3
NAPS CURRENT TS f 3.8.2.3

-

,

EY_f SECTION f PAGi_1 DESCRIPTION 0F CHANGE

NONE IDENTIFIED.
;-

| NAPS MERITS LCO f 3.7.4
|_ NAPS CURRENT TS f 3.8.2.4
:

i Ey_1 SECTION f PAGE # DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

*

NONE IDENTIFIED.

- - - -
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1

CHANGES TO NORTH ANNA UFSAR
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

'

ELECTRICAL

NAPS MERITS LCO # 3.7.5
NAPS CURRENT TS # 3.8.2.1

Elf SECTION f PAGE f DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

1
NONE IDENTIFIED. {

<

GPS MERITS LC0 f 3.7.6
NAPS CURRENT TS f 3.8.2.2

Elf SECTION # P.AGL1 DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

L NONE IDENTIFIED.

|

|

O

.

O .

__ _ _- _-
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CHANGES TO NORTH ANNA UFSAR
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REFUELING

NAPS MERITS LC0 # 3.8.1 - Boron Concentration
NAPS CURRENT TS f 3.9.1

R(Lt SECTION 8 P.&EL.( DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

Org 3.1.53.2 3.1-61 Boron concentration is provided in COLR
and varies cycle to cycle

Org 9.1.4.5 9.1-33 Paragraph 1 Boron concentration used
to be specified in COLR

8 15.2.4 15.2 20 Item 4 - Boron concentration used is
specified in the COLR

NAPS MERITS LCO # 3.8.2 Unborated Water Source Isolation Valves
NAPS CURRENT TS f 3.1.1.3.2

Efil SECTION 8 RAEL.( DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

NONE IDENTIFIED.

NAPS MERITS LC0 # 3.8.3 - Nuclear Instrumentation -

NAPS CURRENT TS f 3.9.2

RLLt SECTION f P.& elf DESCRIPTION OF fMANGE

Org 7.2.3.1 7.2-45 46 Replace instrumentation definition for
checks, calibrations, and channel
functional test with MERITS definitions.

NAPS MERITS LC0 # 3.8.4 - Containment Building Penetrations
NAPS CURRENT TS # 3.9.4, 3.9.9

Bill SECTION # PAGE_f DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

I 11.4.5 11.4-21 Paragraph must be changed to address new
instrumentation definition for checks,
calibration and channel functional test.

O
l
|
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CHANGES TO NORTH ANNA UFSAR !
AS A RESULT OF NERITS INPLENENTATION

REFUELING '

NAPS NERITS LC0 # 3.8.5 - Residual Heat Removal and Coolant Circulation - High
Water Level

NAPS CURRENT TS f 3.9.8.1 '

RELL SECTION f RAGL1 DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

NONE IDENTIFIED. i

t

i

NAPS MERITS LC0 f 3.8.6 - Residual Heat Removal and Coolant Circulation - Low
Water Level

NAPS CURRENT TS f 3.9.8.2
,

RELL SECTION f PAGE_f DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

NONE IDENTIFIED.

NAPS HERITS LC0 # 3.8.7 - Refueling Cavity Water Level- High :
NAPS CURRENT TS f 3.9.10.1

RELL SECTION f PAGE f DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

NONE IDENTIFIED.

NAPS ME8!iTS LC0 f 3.8.8 - Refueling Cavity Water Level - Low
NAPS CURENT TS f 3.9.10.2

RELL SECTION f R&EL1 DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

NONE IDENTIFIED.

|

|
| NAPS MERITS LC0 # 3.8.9 - Decay Time

NAPS CURRENT TS # 3.9.3

REL1 SECTION f EAEL1 DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

NONE IDENTIFIED.
!

|

O
1
1

- . _ . , , _ . _ . _ _ _ - . . - - . . - . . _ . . . _., _ , . _ , .
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CHANGES T0 NORTH ANNA UFSAR .

AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION
I

DESIGN FEATURES !

NAPS MERITS LC0 8 4.0
NAPS CURRENT TS f 5.0

ISECIIMJ PXd 1 DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

NONE IDENTIFIED. 1

!

1

|

!

i

(.
(

O-

;

i

!

|
1

,

I

_ - -



,,w., . , - - .- -na. 2-- asr.ss+ r . sa-A .----.-s-.-+-- s~^ - -- *~.-w----- -~-.<a==---aa-->> -a.----- s- 2 --o.--- * - ....

CHANGES TO NORTH ANNA UFSAR
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

ADMINISTRATIVE CONTROLS

NAPS MERITS LCO f 5.0
NAPS CURRENT TS # 6.0

m SECTION f PAE f DISPOSITIQlUiUBJECT

NONE IDENTIFIED.

O
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ATTACHMENT 2 |

Section B
,

This section contains a list of all UFSAR sections reviewed as a part of the

safety evaluation for each MERITS Technical Specification.

O :
.

.

7

O ,
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

DEFINITIONS

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number 1.0
: Current North Anna Technical Specification Number 1.0
1

1' $ECTION f PAK 1 UFSAR 10Plc

1.2.4 1.2 4 Control and Instrumentation I
1.2.6 1.2-6 Fuel Handling System
1.2.10 1.2-8 Auxiliary Systems

.

!

3.1.26.2 3.1-34 Discussion
4.3.1.5 4.3 6 Shutdown Mtrgins
4.3.2.3.4 4.3-31 Comparison of Calculated and Experimental

Reactivity Coefficients
5.1.3.1 5.1-8 Plant Startup
5.1.3.2 5.1-10 Power Generator and Hot Shutdown
5.1.3.4 5.1-12 Refueling
5.2.2.2 5.2 26 Startup and Shutdown
5.2.4.1 5.2 49 Leakage Detection
5.5.4.2.2.1 5.5 31 Reactor Startup
5.5.4.2.2.4 5.5-33 Refueling
6.2.1.5 6.2 67 Instrumentation Application
6.2.4.3 6.2-148 Design Evaluation
6.2.5.1 6.2 154 Design Basis
6.2.5.2 6.2-154 System DescriptionO 6.2.5.3 6.2-157 Design Evaluation
6.2.7.3 6.2-167 Design Evaluationt

l 7.2.2.2.1.6 7.2-30 Capability for Testing
7.2.2.2.1.7 7.2-34 Testing of Reactor Trip Breakers
7.2.3 7.2 45 Tests and Inspections

,

7.3.1.2 7.3-4 Design Bases: IEEE-279
7.4.1.4 7.4 6 Equipment and Systems Available for Cold Shutdown
7.4.3.1 7.4-5 Equipment and Services and Approximate Time

Required After Incident that Requires Hot
Shutdown

9.3.4.2.5.2 9.3-50 Power Generation and Hot Standy Operation:
Baseload

9.4.9.1 9.4-23 Design Basis
11.1.1.1 11.1-1 Activities in the Core
11.1.2 11.1 5 Leakage Rates
118 118 29 Radiation Exposure Evaluation
llB 118-33 Radiation Exposure Evaluation
15.1.7.1 15.1-10 Activities in the Core

,

15.2.4.2 15.2 19 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
15.2.4.3 15.2 21 Procedural Prevention of Dilution
15.2.6.2.1 15.2-30 Method of Analysis
Table 15.1-1 15.1-25 Nuclear Steam Supply System Power Ratiags

O

- -- - - -- -- - _ . - . -
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION |

SAFETY LIMITS I

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 2.1.1
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 2.1.1

4

SECTION f PKiL1 UFSAR TOPIC I

4.4.1 4.4 1 Design Basis
4.4.1.1 4.4-1 Departure from Nucleate toiling Design Basis
4.4.2.1 4.4 4 Summary Comparison
4.4.2.3 4.4-11 Critical Heat Flux or DN8R and Mixing Technology4.4.2.3.1 4.4-12 DNS Technology
4.4.2.3.2 4.4-16 Definition of DNS
4.4.2.10.5 4.4-31 Uncertainties in DNSR Calculations5.2 5.2 1 Integrity of the Reactor Coolant System Soundary

i 5.2.1.1 5.2 2 Performance Objectives and Design Conditions
15.1.9.4 15.1-18 LOFTRAN
15.2.2 15.2-7 Uncontrolled Rod Cluster Control Assembly Bank

Withdrawal at Power
15.2.7 15.2-33 Loss of External Electrical Load and/or Terbine !Trip

;Fig. 15.1-1 Illustration of Overtemperature and overpower |Delta T Protection |

O
,

t

O

. .. _. -__ -- _ _ - _ __ _.
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

SAFETY LINITS

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 2.1.2
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 2.1.2

SECTION # PAGE f UFSAR 10Plc

5.2 5.2 1 Integrity of the Reactor Coolant System Boundary ;5.2.1.1 5.2 2 Performance Objectives and Design Conditions ;

15.2.7 15.2-33 Loss of External Electrical Load and/or Turbine '

Trip
{

| I
l

i

O

l'

I

t

|

|

O
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

'

USE & APPLICATION

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.0
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.0

SECTION f PXiE.1 UFSAR TOPIC

3.6.2.3 3.6 2 Augmented Inspection
3.8.2.1.4.7 3.8 60 Construction
3C 3C-22 Effects of Piping System Breaks Outside

Containment
5.2.5 5.2 54 Inservice Inspection Program

.

'

10.3.4 10.3 9 Tests and Inspectio:is
13.5 13.5-1 P1 ant Procedures

,

L

O '

r

'
I

i

9
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES !
AS A RESULT OF MERITS INPLEMENTATION

;

!

f
DESIGN FEATURES

'

North Anna NERITS LCO Number - 4.0
| Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 5.0

SECTION f EMLj, UFSAR TOPIC

1.2.3 1,2-2 Nuclear Steam Supply System
Fig. 1.2 1 Site Plan '

2.1.2 2.1-2 Site Description
| 2.1.3.3 2.1-7 Low Population Zone

2.3.3.2.1 2.3 20 General Program Description
2.3.3.2.2 2.3-22 Location, E evation, and Exposure of Instruments
Fig. 2.3-18 Location of New Meteorological Tower
Fig. 2.3-20 Proximity of New Meteorological Tower to

Significant Ground Features
3.1.1.2 3.1-3 Discussion
3.1.43 3.1 51 Containment Design Basis
3.1.52 3.1-60 Fuel Storage and Handling and Radioactivity

Control
3.8.2.2 3.8-63 Design Basis
4.1 4.1-1 Summary Description

:5.2.1.1 5.2 2 Performance Objectives and Design Conditions
| Table 5.2-3 5.2 70 Summary of Reactor Coolant System Design
! Transients'

6.2.1.1 6.2-1 Design Basis
6.2.1.1.1 6.2-1 Containment
6.2.1.1.2.1 6.2-15 Design Criteria
6.2.1.2.11 6.2 26 Radiation Monitoring Equipment -

6.2.1.3.1 6.2-27 Containment
6.2.2.1 6.2 67 Design Basis
6.2.4 6.2-133 Containment Isolation System -

6.2.4.1 6.2-133 Design Bases
Table 6.2-1A 6.2-176 Containment Structure Design Conditions -

15.4.1.3 15.4-6 Changes from Previous Analysis
Table 15.4-7 15.4-83 Integrrted Thyroid and External Radiation Doses

follow n.g a Hypothetical Accident Based on a
Leakage Rate of 0.1% of Contained Volues Per Day
for 60 Minutes

.

O

., . . _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ____ .
.
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
2

AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION i

ADMINISTRATIVE CONTROLS

i North Anna MERITS LCO Number - 5.0
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 5.0

SECTION f f#iLi UFSAR topic

1.3.2 1.3-3 Comparison of Final and Preliminary Designs
2.1.2.2 2.1-4 Boundaries for Establishing Effluent Release i

Limits
3.1.45 3.1-53 Capability for Containment Leakage Rate Testing
3.1.50 3.1-58 Closed System Isolation Valves
3.1.51.2 3.1 59 Discussion
3.1.52.2 3.1-60 Discussion
3A 3A-29 Compliance with Safety Guides
3A 3A-17 Compliance with Safety Guides
3C 3C-22 Effects of Piping System Breaks outside:

Containment
4.1 4.1-1 Summary Description
4.3.2.3.2 4.3 28 Moderator Coefficients
4.3.2.4.3 4.3 33 Redistribution
Fig. 4.3-30 Moderator Temperature, B0L, Cycle 1, No Rods

'

Fig. 4.3-31 Moderator Temperature, E0L, Cycle 1
Fig. 4.3-32 Moderator Temperature Coefficient as a Function

of Boron Concentration - BOL, Cycle 1, No RodsO Fig. 4.3-33 Hot Full Power Temperature Coefficient During
cycle 1 for the critical Boron Concentration

5.2.3.3.3 5.2-44 Reactor Coolant Pump Flywheel
5.2.5 5.2-54 Inservir.e Inspection Program
5.5.1.3.1 5.5 4 Pump Perfcrmance
5.5.1.4 5.5-10 Tests and Inspections
5.5.2.4 5.5-19 Tests and Inspections
6.2.7.3 6.2-167 Design Evaluation
9.2.1.3 9.2-13 Design Evaluation
9.3.2.2 9.3-15 High Range Sampling System - Post Accident
11.2.2.2 11.2 3 Ion Exchanger Filtration
11.2.3 11.2-6 Operating Procedures
11.2.5 11.2-9 Estimated Releases

i 11.2.5.1 11.2-11 Estimated Activities in North Anna Reservoir and'

Waste Heat Treatment Facilities
11.2.8 d .2-18 Estimated Doses from Liquid Effluents

| 11.3.1 11.3 1 DesignObjectives
11.4 11.4 1 Process and Effluent Radiation Monitoring System
11.6.1 11.6-1 Expected Background
11.6.3 11.6 2 Sampling Media, Locations, and Frequency '

118 118-1 Radiation Exposure Evaluation .

118 118-27 Radiation Exposure Evaluation
Fig. 11.6-1 Radiological Environmental Sampling Program

Sample Station Locations
.

12.1.1 12.1-1 Design Objectives

O ~

,

-

_ . - _



- _ ___ _ _ _ __ _ .. _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

,

!

i

i

UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION i

4

ADMINISTRATIVE CONTROLS I
|
'

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 5.0
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number 5.0

SECTION f E81LJ, UFSAR TOPIC

12.1.5 12.1-14 operating Procedures
12.2.1 12.2-1 DesignOb,jectives

i12.2.4 12.2-4 Airborne Radioactivity Monitoring
12.2.5 12.2-8 Operating Procedures
12.3.1 12.3 1 Program Obbctives and Procedures
13.1.1.2 13.1-2 Operational Phase

,

13.2 13.2-1 Training Program j13.4.2 13.4-2 Review and Audit - Preoperation
13.4.3 '3.4 2 Review and Audit Startup and b eration

,

'

| 13.5 13.5-1 Plant Procedures
13.6 13.6-1 Plant Records

'

15.1.6 15.1-8 Reactivity Coefficients
15.2.5.2 15.2-25 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
17.1 17.1 1 Quality Assurance During Design and Construction
17.1.1 17.1 1 North Anna Quality Assurance Organization
17.1.2 17.1-11 North Anna Quality Assurance Program
17.1.3 17.1-12 Virginia Electric and Power Company - Quality '

O Assurance Organization
17.1.3.1 17.1-12 Management oo Quality Assurance4

.

17.1.3.3 17.1-15 Design Control
Table 17.1 4 17.1 87 Scope of NES Procedures and Instructions: '

Criteria of 10CFR 50, Appendix B, Addressed by,

Procedures and Instructions

.

O

.
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REACTOR

Narth Anna MERITS LC0 Number 3.1.1
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.1.1.1! l

lSECTION f R&GL.,( UFSAR TOPIC

1.2.4 1,2 4 Control and Instrumentation
4.3.1.5 4.3-6 Shutdown Margins !
5.1.3.3 5.1-11 Plant Shutdown
5.2.1.1 5.2 2 Performance Objectives and Design Conditions
5.2.2.2 5.2 26 Startup and shutdown
5.5.4.2.2.3 5.5 32 Plant Shutdown
6.2.1.3.1.2 6.2-32 Main Steam Line Break Inside Containment

,

i 6.3.3.8 6.3 38 Evaluation of Shutdows ?eactivity capability
Following an Abnormal Release of Steam from the
Main Steam System

6.3.3.8.2 6.3 38 Steam Line Rupture
10.3.2 10.3-2 System Descri

Condition !! ption15.2 15.2-1 Faults of Moderate Frequency
15.2.4 15.2-18 Uncontrolled Boron Dilution
15.2.4.3 15.2-21 Procedural Prevention of Dilution
15.2.6.2.1 15.2 30 Method of Analysis
15.4 15.4-1 Condition IV Limiting Faults
Table 15.4-8 15.4 84 Core Parameters Used in Steam Break DNB Analysis

O Fig. 15.4 25 Transient Response to Steam Line Break Downstream
of Flow Measuring Nozzle with Safety Injection
and Offsite Power, Case a

Fig. 15.4-26 Transient Response to Steam Line Break at Exit of
Steam Generator with Safety Injection and Offsite
Power, Case b

Fig. 15.4-27 Transient Response to Steam Line Break Downstream
of Flow Measuring Nozzle with Safety Injection

-

and Without Offsite Power, Case c
Fig. 15.4-28 Transient Response to Steam Line Break at Exit of

Steam Generator with Safety Injection and Without
! Sffsite Power, Case b

.

O
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REACTOR

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.1.2
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.1.1.3.2

SECTION f PKiLi UFSAR TOPIC

4.3.1.5 4.3 6 Shutdown Margins
6.3.3.8 6.3 38 Evaluation oo Shutdown Reactivity Capability

Following an Abnormal Release of Steam from the
Main Steam System

15.2.4 15.2-18 Uncontrolled Boron Dilution
15.2.4.3 15.2-21 Procedural Prevention of Dilution
15.2.6.2.1 15.2 30 Method of Analysis

,

O:

,

|

1

O
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UFSAR SECTIONS P1 VIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MRITS IMPLEMENTATION |

t REACTOR

North Anna MERI?S LC0 Numbsr - Not Applicable
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.1.2.1* ;

i

SECTION f M UFSAR TOPIC !

9.3.4.3.1 9.3-55 Reactivity Control

This spec is relocated.*

I |

r
e

O
,

e

|

.

O
,

.
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REACTOR

North Anna MERITS LCO Number - 3.1.3
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number 3.1.1.4 *

SECTION f PAGE f UFSAR TOPIC !

4.3.2.3.2 4.3-28 Moderator Coefficients
4.3.2.4.3 4.3-33 Redistribution
Fig. 4.3-32 Moderator Temperature coefficient es a Function i

of Boron Concentration - 80L, Cycle 1. No Rods
Fig. 4.3 30 Moderatur Temperature Coefficient - BOL, Cycle 1, >

Not Rods
Fig. 4.3-31 Moderator Temperature coefficient - E0L, Cycle 1
15.1.6 15.1-8 Reactivity Coefficients
15.2.5.2 15.2-25 Analysis of Effects and Consequences

: References 4.3-54 FSAR - VEP FRD 42, 1981
Bases - VEP FRD 42, 1986

.

O
4

,

i

O
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REACTOR

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.1.4 |Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.1.3.1
,

SECTION f PAGE f UFSAR T0Plc ;

4.1 4.1 1 Summary Description
4.2.3.2.1 4.2-49 Reactivity Control Components ;4.2.3.2.2 4.2 54 Control Rod Drive Mechanisa '

4.3.2.4.5 4.3 34 Rod Insertion Allowance
4.3.2.6 4.3-38 Control Rod Patterns and Reactivity Worth
7.7.1.3.4 7.7-11 Rod Deviation Alam
15.2.3.1 15.2-13 Identification of Causes and Accident Description

,

15.3.7.1 15.3-17 Identification of Causes and Accident Description

!

1

t

O
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES l

AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION |

REACTOR

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.1.5 !'

Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.1.3.5

SECTION f FXi1 UFSAR TOPIC

i1.2.4 1.24 Control and Instrumentation
4.3.1.5 4.3 6 Shutdown Margins 1

5.1.3.3 .5.1 11 Plant shutdown !
5.2.2.2 5.2 26 Startup and Shutdown
5.5.4.2.2.3 5.5 32 Plant shutdown
15.2.4.3 15.2 21 Procedural Prevention of Dilution
15.2.6.2.1 15.2 30 Method of Analysis

|
|
i

I

|

o ;

\

.
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

'

REACTOR

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.1.6
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.1.3.6 l

SECTION f f&fd_f UfSAR TOPIC

4.3.2.4.5 4.3 34 Rod Insertion Allowance
4.3.2.6 4.3 38 Control Rod Patterns and Reactivity Worth
15.2.3.1 15.2 13 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.3.7.1 15.3-17 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.4.5.1.2 15.4.5.1.2 does not exist in the UFSAR15.4.6 15.4 57 Rupture of a Control Rod Drive Mechanisa Housing

l

!
'

,

O
'
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UFSAR $ECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REACTOR

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.1.7
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.2.2<

SECTION # PgnLJ. UFSAR TOPlc ;

4.3.3.3 4.3-4 Control of Power Distribution
4.3.2.2 4.3 12 Power Distribution 1
4.3.2.2.1 4.3 12 Definitions |4.3.2.2.6 4.3-18 Limiting Power Distributions
4.3.2.2.7 4.3 24 Experimental Verification of Power Distribution

Analysis
,

4.3.2.2.g 4.3 26 Monitoring Instrumentation
4.3.2.4.3 4.3-33 Redistribution4

4.4.2.2.6 4.4-11 Treatment of Peaking Factors
4.4.2.3.4 4.4-20 Hot Channel Factors
4.4.3.2.1 4.4 37 Ngclear Enthalpy Rise Hot Channel Factor,
Fig. 4.2-12 RoNI*s!erControlandRiveRodAssemblyWith

Interfacing Components
Fig. 4.2 13 Rod Cluster Control Assembly Outline
Fig. 4.2 14 Absorber Rod r

Fig. 4.3 22 Peak Power During Control Rod Malfunction -

Overpower Transients

O Fig. 4.3-23 Peak Power During Boration/ Dilution Overpower
Transients

Fig. 4.3 24 Comparison Between Calculated and Measured
Relative Fuel Assembly Power Distribution

Fig. 4.3 36 Rod Cluster Control Assembly Pattern
11.1.1 11.1-1 Radioactivity
15.1.2.3 15.1 5 Power Distribution
15.2.1.2 15.2-4 Analysis Of Effects and Consequences
15.2.12.2 15.2-52 Analysis n' Effects and Consequences
15.3.7.2 15.3 18 Analysh af Effects and Consequences
15.4.1.1 15.4-3 Accideed Description
15.4.1.3 15.4-6 Changes from Previous Analysis
15.4.2.1.1 15.4 18 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.4.6.2.2.1 15.4 63 Ejected Rod Worths and Hot Channel Factors
Table 15.4 1 15.4-79 Initial Core Conditions Assumed for the Double

Ended Cold Leg Guillotine Break
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES

'

AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REACTOR
|

,

North Anna MERITS LCO Number - 3.1.8
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.2.3 '-

SECTION f fML1 UFSAR TOPIC

4.3.2.2 4.3-12 Power Distribution
4.3.2.2.1 4.3-12 Definitions
4.3.2.2.6 4.3-18 Limiting Power Distributions
4.3.2.2.7 4.3 24 Experimental Verification of Power Distribution i

Analysis
4.3.2.4.3 4.3-33 Redistribution '

4.4.2.2.6 4.4-11 Treatment of Peaking Facters
4.4.2.3.4 4.4-20 Hot Channel Factors '

4.4.3.2.1 4.4-37 Ngclear Enthalpy Rise Hot Channel Factor,
Fig. 4.3 22 Pebdr During Control Rod Malfunction

Overpower Transients
Fig. 4.3 24 Comparison 8etween Calculated and Measured

Relative Fuel Assembly Power Distribution
15.1.2.3 15.1 5 Power Distribution
15.2.1.2 15.2-4 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
15.2.12.2 15.2-52 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
15.3.7.2 15.3-18 Analysis of Effects and Consequences0 15.4.1.1 15.6-3 Accident Description,

15.4.1.3 13.4-6 Changes from Previous Analysisi

15.4.2.1.1 15.4-18 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.4.6.2.2.1 15.4 63 Ejected Rod Worths and Hot Channel Factors
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES !

AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REACTOR !

North Anna MERITS LCO Number - 3.1.g
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.2.1i

SICTION f EAfil UFSAR T0Plc

4.3.1.3 4.3-4 Control of Power Distribution i4.3.2.2 4.3-12 Power Distribution
4.3.2.2.4 4.3 16 Axial Power Distributions
4.3.2.2.6 4.3 18 Limiting Power Distributions !

s

4.3.2.2.7 4.3 24 Experimental Verification of Power Distribution
Analysis *

4.3.2.2.9 4.3 26 Monitoring Instrumentationi

4.3.2.4.3 4.3 33 Redistribution
:4.3.2.8.6 4.3-47 Stability Control and Protection

4.4.2.2.6 4.4 11 Treatment of Peaking Factors !

,

4.4.2.4 4.4-22a Flux Tilt Considerations
4.4.3.2.2 4.4 38 Axial Heat Flux Distributions

,

Table 4.3 4 4.3-62 Axial Stability Index, PWR Core with a 12 foot
Height

Fig. 4.3-10 Normalized Power Density Distribution Near Middle
of Life, Unrodded Core, Not Full Power,
Equilibrius Xenon

Fig. 4.3 14 Typical Axial Power Shapes Occurring at Start of
,

O Life
Fig. 4.3-15 Typical Axial Power Shapes occurring at Middle of

Life
Fig. 4.3-16 Typical Axial Power Shapes Occurring at End of

Life >

Fig. 4.3-17 Comparison of Assembly Axial Power Distribution
with Core Average Axial Distribution, Bank
Slightly Inserted, Part Length at Mid Plane

Fig. 4.3-25 Comparison of Calculated and Measured Axial Sha
Fig. 4.4-10 Measured Versus Predicted Critical Heat Flux

pe

WRB-1 Correlation
15.1.2.3 15.1-5 Power Distribution :15.1.5 15.1-7 Rod Cluster Coatrol Assembly insertion i

Characteristic
15.3.1.2 15.3-3 Method of Analysis i
15.4.1.1 15.4-3 Accident Description '

!

i

i
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REACTOR
l
i

North Anna MERITS LCO Number - 3.1.10
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.2.4

SECTION f PKil UFSAR 70Plc

4.3.2.2.2 4.3 15 Radial Power Distribution
4.3.2.8.4 4.3 47 Stability Control and Protection !4.4.2.2.2 4.4-8 Radial Power Distribution in U0, Fuel Rods '

4.4.3.2.1 4.4 37 Ngclear Enthalpy Rise Hot Chann41 Factor,

15.1.2.3 15.1-5 PoM0i!tribution
15.2.1.2.2 15.2-6 Results
15.4.2.1.1 15.4 18 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF NERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REACTOR

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.1.11,

Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.1.3.2

SECTION f PKill UFSAR TOPIC
;

4.3.2.4.5 4.3 34 Rod Insertion Allowance
7.7.1.2 7.7 5 Rod Control System
7.7.1.3.2 7.7 8 Rod Position Monitoring of Control Rods
15.2.3.1 15.2-13 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.3.7.1 15.3-17 lientification of Causes and Accident Description +
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES'

AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REACTOR

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.1.12
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.10.2-

,

SECTION # RAEL1 UFSAR TOPIC

4.3.2.3.4 4.3-31 Comparison of Calculated and Experimental
Reactivity Coefficients

.4.3.3 4.3 4.3-49 Analytical Methods
.
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES i

AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

O REACTOR
'

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.1.13
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.10.3

,

SECTION f PAGE f UFSAR TOPIC ,

t

4.3.2.3.4 4.3 31 Comparison of Calculated and Experimental
Reactivit Coefficients

4.3.3 4.3 4.3 49 Analytica Methods
,
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

INSTRUMENTATION
i

i ;

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.2.1 |

) Current North Anna Technical Specification Number 2.2.1 l

SECTION f PXLt UFSAR TOPIC
,

1.3.2 1.3-3 Comparison of Final and Preliminary Design
Table 1.3 5 1.3 18 Comparison of RCP Sus Protection
3.1 3.1-1 Confomance With AEC General Design Criteria,

3.1.16 3.1 21 Protection System Functions
3.1.18 3.1-25 Protection System Independence
3.1.19 3.1-27 Protection System Failure Modes
3.1.20 3.1-28 Separation of Protection and Control Systems
3.1.21 3.1-29 Protection System Requirements for Reactivity

control Na1 functions !
3.10.1 3.10-1 Nuclear Steam Supply System ;
3.11.1 3.11-1 Nuclear Steam Supply System

1

4.3.2.2.6 4.3-18 Limiting Power Distributions
4.3.2.5.2 4.3 36 Rod Cluster Control Assemblies
4.3.2.5.3 4.3-37 Thimble Plug Assemblies
5.2.1 5.2 2 Design Criteria Methods and Procedures
5.2.2.1 5.2-24 Nomal Operation
5.5.1.3.1 5.5-4 Pump Perfomance
5.5.1.3.2 5.5 5 Coastdown Capability ,

O 5.5.3.2 5.5-21 Design Description
Table 5.5-12 5.5-89 Reactor Coolant System Design Pressure Settings
5.6.1 5.6 1 Design Bases

,

5.6.2.2 5.6 6 Flow Indication
5.6.2.3 5.6 6 Pressure Indication
7.1 7.1-1 Introduction
7.1.1 7.1-1 Definitions
7.1.2 7.1-4 Identification of Safety-Related Systems i

7.1.3.1 7.1-5 Design Criteria Compliance
7.1.3.2 7.1-6 Reactor Trip System
7.2.1 7.2-1 Description
7.2.2 7.2-22 Analysis
Table 7.2-1 7.2-52 List of Reactor Trips
Table 7.2-2 7.2-55 Reactor Trip System Trip Accuracies
Table 7.2-3 7.2-57 Protection System Interlocks
Table 7.2 4 7.2 58 Trip Correlation
Fig. 7.2-1 Index and Symbols
Fig. 7.2-2 Reactor Trip Signals
Fig. 7.2-3 Nuclear Instrumentation and Manual Trip Signals
Fig. 7.2-4 Setpoint Reduction Function for Typical '

Overtemperature AT Trips
,

| Fig. 7.2-5 Primary Coolant System Trip Signals
,

| Fig. 7.2-6 Pressurizer Trip signals
Fig. 7.2-7 Steam Generator Trip Signals
Fig. 7.2 8 Turbine Trips, Runbacks, & Other Signals
Fig. 7.2-9 Safeguards Actuation Signals

.
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES |
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

INSTRUMENTATION

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number 3.2.1
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 2.2.1

,

4

11CTIONJ P,&GL1 UFSAR TOPIC.

i

Fig. 7.2 10 Nuclear Instrumentation Permissives and Blocks l
F1 . 7.2-12 Design to Achieve Isolation Between Channels i
7. 1 7.7 1 Description .

i 7.7.1.4 7.7 12 Plant Control System Interlocks j
7.7.1.11 7.7 21 Process Instrumentation :
7.7.2.1 7.7 33 Separation of Protection and Control Systems i
7.7.2.6 7.749 Turbine Trip With Reactor Trip

1Table 7.7-1 7.7 42 Plant Control System Interlocks '

4.1.3 8.1 3 Identification of Safety Related Systems-

10.2 10.2 1 Turbine Generator
10.4.3.3 10.4-15 Dssign Evaluation '

15.1 15.1-1 Condition ! - Normal Operation and Operational
Transients

Table 15.1-1 15.3-25 Nuclear Steam Supply System Power Ratings ,

Table 15.1 2 15.1-26 Summary of Initial Conditions and Computer Codes
Used

Table 15.1-3 15.1-30 Trip Points and Time Delays to Trip Assumed in
Accident Analyses

O Table 15.14 15.1-31 Determination of Maximum overpower Trip Point
Power Range Neutron Flux Channel Based 'i Nominal
Setpoint Considering Inherent Instruar.ntation|

| Errors -

| Table 15.1-5 15.1-32 Core sad Gap Activities for 17 x 17 Fuel Assembly
Fig. 15.1-1 Illustration of Overtemperature and Overpower

Delta T Protection -

Fig. 15.1 2 Negative Reactivity Insertion versus Time on '

Reactor Trip;

Fig. 15.1 3 Normalized RCCA Reactivity Worth versus Rod
;

Insertion
Fig. 15.1-4 Normalized RCCA Bank Reactivity Worth versus Time

After Trip
Fig. 15.1 5 Doppler Power coefficient Used in Accident *

Analysis '

Fig. 15.1 6 posidual Decay Heat '

Fig. 15.1-7 Fuel Rod Cross Section :
. 15.2.1.1 15.2-2 Identification of Causes and Accident Description :
| 15.2.1.2 15.2-4 Analysis of Effects and Consequences

15.2.1.3 15.2-7 Conclusions
Table 15.2-1 15.2-67 Time Sequence of Events for Condition II Events
Fig. 15.2 1 Uncontrolled Rod Withdrawal From a Subcritical

Condition, Neutron Flux versus Time
Fig. 15.2-2 Uncontrolled Rod Withdrawal Frum a Subcritical

Condition. Therms 1 Flux versus Time
,

.
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

INSTRUMENTATION

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.2.1
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 2.2.1

$f,$ TION # EAGL1 UFSAR TOPIC

Fig. 15.2-3 Uncontrolled Rod Withdrawal From a suberitical
Condition Temperature versus Time

15.2.2.1 15.2-7 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.2.2.2 15.2-9 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
15.2.2.3 15.2-11a Uncontrolled Rod Withdrawal Transient for

Two-Loop Operation with and without the Loop Stop
Velves Closed

15.2.2.4 15.2-13 Conclusions
15.2.3.1 15.2-13 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.2.3.2 15.2-13 Anal sis of Effects and Consequences

i 15.2.3.3 15.2-17 Conc usions
15.2.4.1 15.2-18 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.2.4.2 15.2-19 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
15.2.4.3 15.2-21 Procedural Prevention of Dilutiun
15.2.4.4 15.2-23 Conclusions
15.2.5.1 15.2-24 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.2.5.2 15.2-25 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
15.2.5.3 15.2-27 Conclusions
15.2.6.1 15.2-27 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.2.6.2 15.2-30 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
15.2.6.2.3 15.2-32 Conclusions
15.2.7.1 15.2-33 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.2.7.2 15.2-34 Analysis of Effects and Consequences

'15.2.7.3 15.2-37 Conclusions
15.2.8.1 15.2-38 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.2.8.2 15.2-39 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
15.2.8.3 15.2-41 Results of Two Loop operation
15.2.8.4 15.2-41 Conclusions
15.2.9.1 15.2-43 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.2.9.2 15.2-44 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
15.2.9.3 15.2 44 Conclusions
15.2.10.1 15.2-45 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.2.10.2 15.2-46 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
15.2.10.3 15.2-49 Conclusions .

15.2.11.1 15.2-49 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.2.11.2 15.2-50 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
15.2.11.3 15.2-52 Conclusions
15.2.12.1. 15.2-52 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.2.12.2 15.2-52 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
15.2.12.3 15.2-54 Conclusions
15.2.13.1 15.2-54 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.2.13.2 15.2-55 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
15.2.13.3 15.2-58 Failure of the Decay Heat Release Piping
15A.13.4 15.2-61 Conclusions

.
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: UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
!

AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

')_ INSTRUMENTATION

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.2.11 '

Current North Anna Technical Specifilcation Number - 2.2.1

SECTION f PXd,1 UFSAR TOPIC

15.2.14.1 15.2-62 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.2.14.2- 15.2-63 Analysis of Effects and Consequences

'

15.2.14.3 15.2 65 Conclusions
Fig. 15.2-4 Transient Response for Uncontrolled Rod

Withdrawal from Full Power Teminated By High
Neutmn Flux Tript Sheet 1

Fig. 15.2-5 Transient Respoase for Uncontrolled Rod
Withdrawal from Full Power Terminated By High
Neutron Flux Trip, Sheet 2

Fig. 15.2-6 Transient Response for Uncontrolled Rod
Wf thdrawal from Full Power Terninated By
Overtemperature AT Trip Sheet 1

Fig. 15.2-7 Transient hesponse for~ Uncontrolled ~ Rod
Withdrawal from Full Power Teminated By
Overtemperature AT Trip, sheet 7,

Fig. 15.2-8 Effect of Reactivity Insertion Rate on Minimum.
DNBR for a Rod Withdrawal Accident from 1005
Power

Fig. 15.2-9 Effect of Reactivity Insertion Rate on Minimum-
nO- DNBR for a Rod Withdrawal-Accident from 605 Power

Fig. 15.2-10 Effect of Reactivity Insertion Rate on Minimus
DNBR for a Rod Withdrawal Accident from 105 Power

Fig. 15.2-11 Rod Withdrawal Transient at 655 Power, Two-Loop
Operation with Loop Stop Valves Closed

Fig. 15.2-12 Rod Withdrawal Transtant at 105 Power Two-Loop
Operation with Loop Stop Valves Closed

Fig. 15.2-13 Rod Withdrawal Transient at 605 Power, Two-Loop
Operation with Loop Stop Valves Open

Fig. 15.2-14 Rod Withdrawal Transient at 105 Power, Two-Loop
Graration with Loop Stop Valves Open

,

Fig. 15.?-15a iransient Response to a Dropped Rod Cluster
Control Assembly (Sheet 1)

Fig. 15.2-15b Transient Response to a Dropped Rod Cluster
Contrcl Assembly (Sheet 2)

Fig. 15.2-16 Variation in Reactivity Insertion Rate with
Initial Boron Concentration for a Dilution Rate
of 165 GPM -

Fig. 15.2-17~ All Loops Operating, One Pump Coasting Down, Flow
.

Coastdown versus Time'

Fig. 15.2-18 All Loops Operating, One Pump Coasting Down, Flux
Transients versus "ine

Fig. 15.2-19 All Loops Operating, One Pump Coasting Down, DNBR
versus Time

OV

1

'
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF NERITS IMPLEMENTATION

INSTRUMENTATION

North Anna NERITS LC0 Number - 3.2.1
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 2.2.1

SECTION # E&fil UFSAR TOPIC

Fig. 15.2-20 Two out of Three Loops Operating, One Pump l
Coasting Down, Flow Coastdowns versus Time, No '

Loops Isolated I
Fig. 15.2-21 Two out of Three Loops Operating, One Pump |

Coasting Ocwn, Flux Transients versus Time, No-

,

Loops Isolated
Fig. 15.2-22 Two out of Three Loops Operating, One Pump

Coasting Down, DN8R versus Time, No Loops
Isolated

Fig. 15.2-23 Two out of Three Loops Operating, one Pump,

! Coasting Down, Flow coastdowns versus Time, One
L Isolated Loop

Fig. 15.2-24 Two out of Three Loops Operating, One Pump
Coasting Down, Flux Transients versus Time. One
Loop Isolated

Fig. 15.2-25 Two out of Three Loops Operating, One Pump
Coasting Down, DNBR versus Time, One Loop
Isolated

p Fig. 15.2-26 Startup of an Inactive Reactor Coolant Loop, Loop-
-V Stop Valves Initially Open

- Fig. 15.2-27 Loss of Load Accident, with Pressurizer Spray and
Power-operated Relief Valve, Beginning of Life,
Sheet 1

Fig. 15.2-27a toss of Load Accident, with Pressurizer Spray and
Power-0perated Relief Valve, Beginning of Life,
Sheet 2

Fig. 15.2-29 Loss of Load Accident, with Pressurizar Spray and
Power-0perated Relief Valve, End of Life Sheet 1

Fig. 15.2-30 1.oss of Load Accident, with Pressurizer Spray and,

L Power-Operated Relief Valve, End of Life, Sheet 2
Fig. 15.2-31 Loss of Load Accident, without Pressurizer Sprayt-

| and Power-0perated Relief Valve, Beginning of
Life, Sheet 1

.

'

Fig. 15.2-31a Loss of Load Accident, without Pressurizer Spray
and Power-operated Relief Valve, Beginning of
1.ife, Sheet-2

Fig. 15.?-33 Loss of Load Accident, without Pressurizer Spray
and Power-Operated Relief Valve, End of Life,
Sheet 1

- Fig. 15.2-34 Loss of Load Accident, without Pressurizer Spray
and Power-0perated Relief Valve, End of Life,
Shtet 2

h

.
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

INSTRUMENTATION

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.2.1
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 2.2.1

SECTION 8 PEAL 1 UFSAR TOPIC

Fig. 15.2-35a Primary Temperature, of Loops not Receiving
Auxiliary Feedwater, Vessel Mass Flow Rate,
Pressurizer Pressure and Water Volume as a
Function of Time, Loss of Normal Feedwater'

Accident (with Offsite Power Available)
Fig. 15.2-35b Primary Temperature, of Loops not Receiving

Auxiliary Feedwater, Vessel Mass Flow Rate,
Pressurizer Pressure and Water Volume as a
Function of Tisme, Loss of Normal Feedwater
Accident (without Offsite Power Available)Fig. 15.2-36a Feodwater Control Malfunction, End of Life with
Rod Control (Sheet 1)

Fig. 15.2-36b Feedwater Control Malfunction, End of Life with
Rod Control (Sheet 2)

Fig. 15.2-37 Excessive Load Increase without Rod Control,
Minimun Feedback, Sheet 1

Fig. 15.2-38 Excessive Load Increase without Rod Cuntrol,
Minimum Feedback, Sheet 2

Fig. 15.2-3g Excessive Load Increase without Rod Control,
-

Maximum Feedback, Sheet 1
.

Fig. 15.2-40 Excessive Load increase without Rod Control,
Maximus Feedback, Sheet 2

. Fig. 15.2-41 Excessive Load Increase with Rod Control, Minimus
Feedback, Sheet 1

Fig. 15.2-42 Excessive. Load Increase with Rod Control, Minimus
Feedback, Sheet 2

Fig. 15.2-43 Excessive Load Increase with Rod Control, Maximus
Feedback, Sheet 1

Fig. 15.2-44 Excessive Load Increase with Rod Control, Maximus
Feedback, Sheet 2

Fig. 15.2-54 Flux Transient for Accidental Depressurization
Fig. 15.2-55 Pressur!zer Pressure Transient for Accidental

Depressurization
Fig. 15.2-56 DNBR Transierit for Accidental Depressurization
Fig. 15.2-57 Variation of keff with Core Temperature
Fig. 15.2-58 Safety Injection Flow Rate and RCS Pressure
Fig. 15.2-59 Transient Response for a Steam Lir.e Break

Equivalent to 262 lb/see at 1020 psia with
Outside Power Available

Fig. 15.2-60 Transients for a Decay Heat Release Line Failure,
Not Zero Power Case, 2 Sheets

Fig. 15.2-61 Transients for a Decay Heat Release Line Failure,
Full Power Case, 2 Sheets

e
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES !

AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

INSTRUMENTATION
|

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.2.1
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 2.2.1

SECTION # PAGL1 UFSMLIQPIC

Fig. 15.2-62 Spurious Actuation of Safety Injection System at
Power, Sheet 1

Fig. 15.2 63 Spurious Actuation of Safety Injection System at
Power, Sheet 2

15.3.1.1 15.3-2 Accident Description
15.3.1.2 15.3-3 Method of Analysis
15.3.1.3 15.3-5 Results '

15.3.1.4 15.3-6 Conclusions
15.3.1.5 15.3-7 Post-TMI Evaluation
15.3.2.1 15.3-8 Identification of Causes and Accident Description,

15.3.2.2 15.3-8 Analysis cf Effects and Consequences|
| 15.3.2.3 15.3 8 Conclusions

15.3.3.1 15.3-8 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.3.3.2 15.3-10 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
15.3.3.3 15.3-11 Conclusions
15.3.4.1 15.3-11 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.3.4.2 15.3-13 Analysis of Effects and Consequences

L 15.3.4.3 15.3-14 Conclusions'

15.3.5.1 15.3-14a Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.3.5.2 15.3-14a Analysis of Effects and Consequences'

| 15.3.6.1 15.3-16 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
|; 15.3.6.2 15.3-16 Analysis of Effects and Consequences

15.3.7.1 15.3-17- Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.3.7.2 15.3-18 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
15.3.7.3 15.3-Ig . Conclusions
15.3.8 15.3-20 Breaks in Instrument Line or Lines from Reactor

Coolant System That Penetrate Containment
Table 15.3-1 15.3-23 Assumptions and Results for Small Break
Table 15.3-2 15.3-24 Time Sequence of Events for Small Break
Table 15.3-3 15.3 25 Time Sequence of Events for Condition III Events
Fig. 15.3-1 Safety Injection Flow Rate
Fig. 15.3-2 Core Power
Fig. 15.3-3 Core Power Distribution
Fig. 15.3-4 RCS Depressurization Transient
Fig. 15.3-5 Core Mixture Height-
Fig. 15.3-6 Steam Flow
Fig. 15.3-7 Hot Spot Fluid Temperature
Fig. 15.3-8 Rod Film Coefficient
Fig. 15.3-g Clad Temperature Transient
Fig. 15.3-10 RCS Depressurization Transient
Fig. 15.3-11 Core Mirture Height
Fig. 15.3-12 Clad Temperature Transient

! Fig. 15.3-13 RCS Depressurizstion Transient
i Fig. 15.3-;4 Core Mixture Height
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Fig. 15.3-15 Clad Temperature Transient
Fig. 15.3-16 Interchange Between Region I and Region 3

Assembly
Fig. 15.3-17 Interchange Between Region 1 and Region 2

Assembly, Burnable Po< son Rods Being Retained by-
the Region 2 Assembly

Fig. 15.3-18 Interc3an
Assembly,ge Between Region 1 and Region 2Burnable Poison Rods Being Transferred
to the Region 1 Assembly -,

Fig. 15.3-1g Enrichment Error: A Region 2 Assembly Loaded into
'

the Core Central Positnon
Fig. 15.3-20 Loading a Region 2 Assembly into a Region 1

Position Near Core Periphery
Fig. 15.3-21 All Loops Operating, All Loops Coasting Down,

Core Flow versus Time
Fig. 15.3-22 All Loops Operating, All Loops Coasting Down.

Flux Transients versus Time
Fig. 15.3-23 All Loops Operating, All Loops Consting Down,

O DNBR versus Time
1 Fig. 15.3-24 All But One Loop Operating, All Loops Coasting

-

Down, Flow Coastdowns versus Time, No Isolated
| Loops

| Fig. 15.3-25 All But One Loop Operating, All Loops Coasting
Down, Flux Transients versus Time, No Isolated
Loops

Fig. 15.3-26 All But One Loop Operating, All Loops Coasting
Down, No Isolated Loops, DNBR versus Time

Fig. 15.3-27 All But One Loop Operating, All Loops Coasting
Down, 1 Isolated Loop, Flow Coastdowns versus
Time

Fig. 15.3-28 All Sut One Loop Operating, All Loops Coasting
Down, 1 Isolated Loop, Flux Transients versus
Time

Fig. 15.3-2g All But One Loop Operating, All Loops Coasting
Down,1 Isolated Loop, DNBR versus Time

15.4.1 15.4-2 Major Reactor Coolant System Pipe Ruptures
15.4.1.1 15.4-3 Accident Description
15.4.1.2 15.4-4 Analysis
15.4.1.3 15.4-6 Changes from Previous Analysis
15.4.1.4 15.4-7 Resu'ts
15.4.1.5 15.4-g Conclusions
15.4.1.6 15.4-11 Containment Transient Analysis
15.4.1.7 15.4-11 Offsite Effects 1

15.4.1.8 15.4-15 Doses from Leakage of ECCS Components

:

|
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15.4.1.9 15.4-17 Summary
15.4.2.1- 15.4-18 Rupture of a Main Steam Line
15.4.2.2 15.4-29 Major Rupture of a Main Feedwater Pipe
15.4.3.1 15.4-38 Accident Description i15.4.'3.2 15.4-40 Analysis of Effects and Consequences

115.4.3.3 15.4-44 Conclusions
15.4.3.4 15.4-44 Analysis of Effects and Consequences to the

Environment
15.4.4.1 15.4-46 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.4.4.2 15.4-47 Anal sis of Effects and Consequsecos
15.4.4.3 15.4-51a Conc usions
15.4.5.1 15.4-51a Identification of Causes and Accident Description~

15.4.5.2 15.4 52 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
15.4.5.3 15.4-56 Conclusions
15.4.6.1 15.4-57 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.4.6.2 15.4-60 Anal sis of Effects and Consequences
15.4.6.3 15.4-67 Conc usions
15.4.7.1 15.4-67 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.4.7.2 15.4-68 Analysis of Effects and ConsequencesO Table 15.4-1 15.4-79 Initial Core Conditions Assumed for the

Double-Ended' Cold-Leg Guillotine Break
Table 15.4-2 15.4-80 -Containment Data
Table 15.4-3 15.4-81 Time Sequence of Events
Table 15.4-4 15.4-81 Results for DECLG
-Table 15.4-5 15.4-82 Reflood Mass and Energy Releases DECLG
Table 15.4-6 15.4-82 Broken Loop Accumulator Flow to Containment DECLG
Table 15.4-7 15.4-83 Integrated Thyroid and External Radiation Doses

Following a Hypothetical Accident Based on a
Leakage Rate of 0.1% of Contained Volume Per Day
for 60 Min.

Table 15.4-8 15.4-84 Core Parametars Used in Steam Break DNB Analysis
Table 15.4-9 15.4-86 Time Sequence of Events for Major Secondary

System Pipe Rupture
Table 15.4-10 15.4-67 Time Sequence of Events for Postulated Fendline

Rupture
Table IS A-ll 15.4-88 Summiary of Results for Locked-Rotor Transients
Table 15.4-lla 15.4-88a Offsite Dose Consequences for Locked-Rotor

Transient
Table 15.4-12 15.4-89 Nuclear Characteristics of Highest-Rated

Discharged 15 x 15 Assembly
Table 15.4-13 15.4-90 Activities in Highest-Rated 15 x 15 Assembly at

Time of Reactor Shutdown
Table 15.4-14 15.4-91 Activity Release to Pool Water from Fuel-Handling

Incident for 15 x 15 Fuel Assembly
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Table 15.4-15 - 15.4 92 Parameters Used in the Analysis of the Rod
Cluster Control Assembly Ejection Accident

Table 15.4-16 15.4-g3 Instrument Characteristics
Table 15.4-17 15.4-94 Activities Released to the Environment for

Fuel-Handling Accident Inside the Containment,
Case 2

Table 15.4-18 15.4-g5 Dose Calculations Fuel-Handling Accident Inside
the Containment, Case 2

Fig. 15.4-1- Peaking Factor versus Core Height - FQ = 2.20
Fig. 15.4-2 Mass velocity - DECLG
Fig. 15.4-3 Heat Transfer Coefficient
Fig. 15.4-4 Core Pressure - DECLG
Fig. 15.4-5 Break Flow Rate - DECLG
Fig. 15.4-6 Core Pressure Drop - DECLG
Fig. 15.4-7 Peak Clad Temperature - DECLG
Fig. 15.4-8 Fluid Temperature - DECLG
Fig. 15.4-g Core Flow - Top and Bottom - DECLG
Fig. 15.4-10 Reflood Transient - DECLG

- Fig. 15.4-11 Accumulator Flow, Blowdown - DECLG
Fig. 15.4-12 Pumped ECCS Flow, Reflood - DECLG
fig. 14.4-13 Containment Pressure - DECLG
Fig. 15.4-14 Core Power Transient - DECLG
Fig. 15.4-15 Break Energy Released to Containment - DECLG
Fig.-15.4-16 Containment Wall Heat Transfer Coefficient -

DECLG
Fig. 15.4-17 Reflood Transient - DECLGe

Fig. 15.4-18 -Fluid Quality - DECLS
Fig. 15.4-19 Specific Activities in Containment Following a

DBA
Fig. 15.4-20 Integrated Thyroid Dose at Exclusion Area

Boundary vs Time
Fig. 15.4-21 Integrated Thyroid Dose vs Distance
Fig. 15.4-22 Integrated Whole Body Dose vs Distance Downwind

From Containment
Fig. 15.4-23 Integrated Thyroid Dose at Exclusion Area

Boundary vs Time
Fig. 15.4-24 Variation of Reactivity with Power at Constant

Core Average Temperature
Fig. 15.4-25 Transient Response to Steaa-Line Break Downstream

of Flow Measuring Nozzle with Safety Injection
and Offsite Power Case a-

Fig. 15.4-26 Transient Response to Stean-Line Break at Exit of
Steam Generator with Safety Injection and Offsite
Power Cnse b
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Fig. 15.4-27 Transient Response to Steam-Line Brea.k Downstream
of Flow Measuring Nozzle with Safety Injection
and without Offsite Power Case c

Fig. 15.4-28 Transient Response to Steam-Line Break at Exit of
Steam Generator with Safety Injection and without i

Offsite Power Case d I
Fig. 15.4-29 Integrated Flow Rate of Sorated Water versus Time ;
Fig. 15.4-30 Main Feedline Rupture Accident - Core Average

Temperature, Pressurizer Pressure, and '

Pressurizer Water as a Function of Time - with
Offsite Power

|~ Fig. 15.4-31 Main Feed 11ne Rupture Accident - Core Average
i Temperature, Pressurizer Pressure, and-

Pressurizer Water as a Function of Time - without
i Offsite Power

Fig. 15.4-32 VRA S. G. Tube Rupture Break and Injected Mass
Flow Rates

Fig. 15.4-33 All Loops Operating One Locked Rotor, Pressure-

~Os
versus Time

Fig. 15.4-34 Two out of Three Loops Operating, One Locked
Rotor, Pressure versus Time, No Loops Isolated

Fig. 15.4-35 Two out of Three Loops Operating, One Locked|

| Rotor, Pressure versus Time, One Loop Isolated
Fig. 15.4-36 All Loops Operating, One Locked Rotor, Core Flow

'

! versus Time
Fig. 15.4-37

All Loops Operating'ine, One Locked Rotor, Flux.Transients versus
Fig. 15.4-38 Two out of Three Loops Operatir,g, One Locked

Rotor, Core Flow versus Time, No Loops Isolated
Fig. 15.4-39 Two out of Three Loops Operating, One Locked

Rotor, Flux Transients versus Time, No Loops
Isolated

Fig. 15.4-40 Two out of Three Loops Operating, One Locked
Rotor, Core Flow versus Time, One Loop Isolated

Fig. 15.4-41 Two out of Three Loops Operating, One Locked
Rotor, Flux Transients versus Time

Fig. 15.4-42 All Loops Operating, One Locked Rotor, Clad
Temperature versus Time

Fig. 15.4-43 Nuclear Power Transient BOL HFP Rod Ejection
Accident

Fig. 15.4-44 Hot Spot Fuel and Clad Temperature versus Time,
BOL HFP Rod Ejection Accident

Fig. 15.4-45 Nuclear Power Transient E0L HZP Rod Ejection
Accident!O Fig. 15.4-46 Hot Spot Fuel and Clad Temperature versus Time,
EOL HZP Rod Ejection Accident

.
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1.3.2 1.3-3 Comparison of Final and Preliminary Design
Table 1.3-5 1.3-18 Comparison of RCP Bus Protection
3.1 3.1-1 Confoman e With AEC General Design Criteria

,

3.1.16 3.1-21 Protection System Functions
3.1.18 3.1-25 Protection System Independence
3.1.19 3.1-27 Protection System Failure Modes
3.1.20 3.1-28 Separation of Protection and Control Systems
3.1.21 3.1 29 Protection System Requirements for Reactivity

Control Malfunctions
+ 3.10.1 3.10-1 Nuclear Steam Supply System
m 3.11.1 3.11-1 Nuclear Steam Supply System

4.3.2.2.6 4.3-18 Limiting Power Distributions.

4.3.2.5.2 4.3-36 Rod Cluster Control Assemblies
4.3.2.5.3 4.3-37 Thimble Plug Assemblies
5.2.1 4.2-2 Design Criteria Methods an6 Proceduras
5.2.2.1 5.2-24 Normal Operation
5.5.1.3.1 5.5-4 Pump Performance
5.5.1.3.2 5.5-5 Coastdown capability
5.5.3.2 5.5-21 Design Description,

'

Table 5.5-12- 5.5-89 Reactor Coolant System Design Pressure Settings
5.6.1 5.6-1 Design Bases
5.6.2.2 5.6-6 Flow Indication <

5.6.2.3 5.6-6 Pressure Indication
- 7.1 7.1-1 Introduction
7.1.1 7.1-1 Definitions
7.1.2 . 7.1-4 Identification of Safety-Related Systems

L 7.1.3. I' 7.1-5 Design Criteria Compliance
7.1.3.2 - 7.1 -6 - Reactor Trip System
7.2.1 7.2-1 Description
7.2.2 7.2-22 Analysis
Table 7.2-1 7.2-52 List of Reactor Trips
Table 7.2-2 7.2-55 Reactor Trip System Trip Accuracieso

Table 7.2-3 7.2-57 Protection System Interlocks
Table 7.2-4 7.2-58 Trip Correlatica
Fig. 7.2-1 Index and Symbois
Fig. 7.2-2 Reactor Trip Signals
Fig. 7.2-3 Nuclear Instrumentation and Manual Trip Signals-
Fig. 7.2-4 Setpoint Reduction Function for Typical

overtemperature AT Trips
Fig. 7.2-5 Primary Coolant System Trip Signals
Fig. 7.2-6 Pressurizer Trip $1gnals
Fig. 7.2-7 Steam Generator Trip Signals
Fig. 7.2-8 Turbine Trips Runbacks, & Other Signals
Fig. 7.2-g Stfeguards Actuation Signalc

O Fig. 7.2-10 Nuclear Instrumentation Permissives and Blocks
Fig. 7.2-12 Design to Achieve Isolation Between Channels
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7.7.1 7.7-1 Description,

7.7.1.4 7.7-12 Plent Control System Interlocks !7.7.1.11 7.7-21 Process Instrumentation !7.7.2.1 7.7-33 Separation of Protection and Control Systems
7.7.2.6 7.7-39 Turbine Trip With Reactor Trip
Table 7.7-1 7.7-42 Plant Control System Interlocks
8.1.3 8.1-3 Identification of Safety-Related Systems
10.2 10.2-1 Turbine Generator
10.4.3.3 10.4-15 Design Evaluation
15.1 15.1-1 Condition I - Normal Operation and Operational

Transients
Table 15.1-1 15.1-25 Nuclear Steam Supply System Power Ratings
Table 15.1-2 15.1-26 Sussiary of Initial Conditions and Computer Codes

Used
Table 15.1-3 15.1-30 Trip Points and Time Delays to Trip Assumed in

Accident Analyses
Table 15.1-4 15.1-31 Determination of Maximum Overpower Trip Point

Power Range Neutron Flux Channel Based on Nominal

O' Setpoint Considering Inherent Instrumentation
! Errors

Table 15.1-5 15.1-32 Core and Gap Activities for 17 x 17 Fuel Assembly
Fig. 15.1-1 Illustration of Overtemperature and Overpower

Delta T Protection
Fig. 15.1-2. Negative Reactivity Insertion-versus Time on

Reactor Trip
fig. 15.1-3 Nomalized RCCA Reactivity Worth versus Rod

Insertion
Fig. 15.1-4 Normalized RCCA Bank Reactivity Worth versus Time

After Trip
Fig. 15.1-5 Doppler Power Coefficient Used in Accident ;

Analysis
Fig. 15.1-6 Residual Decay Heat
Fig. 15.1-7 Fuel Rod Cross Section
15.2.1.1 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.2.1.2 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
15.2.1.3 Conclusions
Table 15.2-1 Time Sequence of Events for Condition II Events
Fig. 15.2-1 Uncontrolled Rod Withdrawal From a Subcritical

Condition, Neutron Flux versus Time+

Fig. 15.2-2 Uncontrolled Rod Withdrawal Frw. a Subcritical
Condition, Themal Flux versus Time

Fig. 15.2-3 Uncontrolled Rod Withdrawal From a Subcritical
Condition, Temperature versus Time

15.2.2.1 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
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15.2.2.2 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
15.2.2.3 Uncontrolled Rod Withdrawal Transient for

Two-Loop Operation with and without the Loop Stop )
,

Valves closed ;

15.2.2.4 Conclusions '

15.2.3.1 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.2.3.2 Anal sis of Effects and Consequences
15.2.3.3 Conc usions
15.2.4.1 Identification of Causes and Accident Description

i 15.2.4.2 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
15.2.4.3 Procedural Prevention of Dilution
15.2.4.4 Conclusions
15.2.5.1 15.2-24 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.2.5.2 15.2-25 Anal sis of Effects and Consequences
15.2.5.3 15.2-27 Conc usions
15.2.6.1 15.2-27 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.2.6.2 15.2-30 Analysis of Effects and consequences
15.2.6.2.3 15.2-32 Conclusions
15.2.7.1 15.2-33 Identification of Causes a d Accident Description

O 15.2.7.2 15.2-34 Analysis of Effects and Cu. sequences-

,

15.2.7.3 15.2-37 Conclusions
15.2.8.1 15.2-38 Identification of Causas and Accident Description
15.2.8.2 15.2-39 Analysis of Effects and consequences
15.2.8.3 15.2-41 Results of Two Loop Operation
15.2.8.4' 15.2-41 Conclusions
15.2.0.i 15.2-43 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.2.9.2 15.2-44 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
15.2.9.3 15.2-44 Conclusions
15.2.10.1 15.2-45 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.2.10.2 15.2-46 Analysis of Effects M Lansequences
15.2.10.3 15.2-49 Conclusions
15.2.11.1 15.2-49 Identificatio. of Leus aM Accident Description
15.2.11.2 15.2-50 Analysis of Effects ans Consequences
15.2.11.3 15.2-52 Conclusions
15.2.12.1 15.2-52 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.2.12.2 15.2-52 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
15.2.12.3 15.2-54 Conclusions
15.2.13.1 15.2-54 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.2.13.2 15.2-55 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
15.2.13.3- 15.2-58 Failure of the Decay Heat Release Piping
15.2.13.4 15.2-61 Conclusions
15.2.14.1 15.2-62 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.2.14.2 15.2-63 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
16.2.14.3 15.2-65 Conclusions
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Fig. 15.2-4 Transient Response for Uncontrolled Rod
Withdrawal from Full Power Terminated By High |

Neutron Flux Trip, Sheet 1
Fig. 15.2-5 Transient Response for Uncontrolled Rod

Withdrawal from Full Power Terminated By High
Neutron Flux Trip. Sheet 2

Fig. 15.2-6 Transient Response for Upcontrolled Rod
Withdrawal from Full Poww Terminated By
Overtemperature AT Trip, Sheet 1

Fig. 15.2-7 Transient Response for Uncontrolled RodL

p Withdrawal from Full Power Terminated By
Overtemperature AT Trip, Sheet 2

I Fig. 15.2-8 Effect of Reactivity Insertion Rate on Minimum
DNBR for a Rod Withdrawai Accident from 1005
Power

Fig. 15.2-g Effect of Reactivity Insertion Rate on Minimum
DNBR for a Rod Withdrawal Accident from 605 Power,

|- Fig. 15.2-10 Effect of Reactivity Insertion Rate on Minimum
:

DNBR for a Rod Withdrawal Accident from 105 Power
| Fig. 15.2-11 Rod Withdrawal Transient 6t 655 Power, Two-Loop

Operation with Loop Stop Valves Closed
Fig. 15.2-12 Rod Withdrawal Transient at 105 Power, Two-Loop

Operation with Loop Stop Valves Closed
Fig. 15.2-13 Rod Withdrawal Transient at 605 Power,-Two-Loop

Operation with Loop Stop Valves Open
Fig. 15.2-14 Rod Withdrawal Transient at 105 Power, Two-Loop

Operation with Loop Stop Valves Open
Fig. 15.2-15a Transient Res.>onse to a Dropped Rod cluster

Control Assem>1y (Sheet 1)
Fig. 15.2-15b Transient Response to a Dropped Rod Cluster

Control Assem>1y (Sheet 2)
Fig. 15.2-16 Variation in Reactivity Insertion Rate with

Initial Boron Concentration for a Dilution Rate
of 165 GPM

Fig. 15.2-17 All Loops Operating, One Pump Coasting Down, Flow
Coastdown versus Time

Fig. 15.2-18 All Loops Operating,.One Pump Coasting Down3 Flux
|- Transients versus Time
| Fig. 15.2-19 All Loops Operating, One Pump Coasting Down, DNBR
'

versus Time
Fig. 15.2-20 Two out of Three Loops Operating, One Pump

Coasting Down, Flow Coastdowns versus Time, No,

'

Loops Isolated
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Fig. 15.2-21 Two out of Three Loops Operating, one Pump
Coasting Down, Flux Transients versus h ae, No
Loops Isolated

Fig. 15.2-22 Two out of Three Loops Operating, One Pump
Coasting Downc DNBR versus Time, No Loops
Isolated

Fig. 15.2-23 Two out of Three Loops Operating, One Pump
Coasting Down, Flow Coastdowns versus Time, One
Isolated Loop

Fig. 15.2-24 Two out of Three Loops Operating, one Pump
Coasting Down, Flux Transients versus Time, one
Loop Isolated

Fig. 15.2-25 Two out of Three Loops Operating, One Pump
- Coasting Down, DNBR versus Time, One Loop

Isolated
Fig. 15.2-26 Startup of an Inacthe Reactor Coolant Loop, Loop

Stop Valves Initially Open
Fig. 15.2-27 Loss of Load Accident, with Pressurizer Spray and

Power-0perated Relief Valve, Beginning of Life,
. Sheet 1

Fig. 15.2-27a Loss of Load Accident, with Pressurizar Spray and
Power-0perated Relief Valve, Beginning of Life,
Sheet 2

Fig. 15.2-2g Loss of Load Accident, with Pressurizer Spray and,

Power-0perated Relief Valve, End of Life, Sheet 1
Fig. 15.2-30

-

Loss of Load Accident, with Pressurizer Spray and
Power-0perated Relief Valve, End of Life, Sheet 2

= Fig. 15.2-31 Loss of Load Accident, without Pressurizer Spray
-

and Power-0perated Relief Valve, Beginning of-

Life, sheet 1
Fig. 15.2-31a Loss of Load Accident, without Pressurizer Spray

and Power-0perated Relief Valve, Beginning of,

'

Life, Sheet 2
- Fig. 15.2-33 Loss of Load Accident .without Pressurizer Spray

and Power-0perated Relief Valve, End of Life,
Sheet 1

Fig. 15.2-34 Loss of Load Accident, without Pressurizer Spray
and Power-0perated Relief Valve, End of Life,
Sheet 2

Fig. 15.2-35a Frimary Temperature, of Loops not Receiving
Auxiliary Feedwater, Vessel Mass Flow Rate,
Pressurizer Pressure and Water Volume as a

'

Function of Time, Loss of Normal Feedwater
Accident (with Offsite Power Available)
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Accident (without Offsite Power Available)Fig. 15.2-36a Feedwater Control Malfunction, End of Life with
Rod Control (Sheet 1)Fig. 15.2-36b Feedwater Control Malf9nction, End of Life with
Rod Control (Sheet 2)Fig. 15.2-37 Excessive Load Increase without Rod Control,
Minim a t'oedback, Sheet 1

Fig. 15.2-38 Excessive Load Increase without Rod Control,
Minimum Feedback,- Sheet 2

Fig. 15.2-39 Excessive Load Increase without Rod Control,
Maximum Feedback, Sheet 1

Fig. 15.2-40 Excessive Load Increase without Rod Control,
Maximum Feedback, Sheet 2

Fig. 15.2-41 Excessive Load Increase with Rod Control, Minimus
Feedback, Sheet 1

Fig. 15.2-42 Excessive Load Increase with Rod Control, Minimus
Feedback, Sheet 2

Fig. 15.2-43 Excessive Load Increase with Rod Control, Maximum
Feedback, Sheet 1

Fig. 15.2-44 Excessive Load Increase with Rod Control, Maximus
Feedback, Sheet 2.

Fig. 15.2-54 Flux Transient for Accidental Depressurization
Fig. 15.2-55 Pressurizer Pressure Transient for Accidental

Depressurization
Fig. 15.2-56 DN8R Transient for Accidental Depressurization
Fig. 15.2-57 Variation of keff with Core Temperature
Fig. 15.2-58 Safety Injection Flow Rate and RCS Pressure
Fig. 15.2-59 Transient Response for a Steam Line Break

Equivalent to 262 lb/sec at 1020 psia with
Outside Power Available

Fig. 15.2-60 Transients for a Decay Heat Release Line Failure,
Hot Zero Power Case, 2 Sheets

Fig. 15.2-61 Transients for a Decay Heat Release Line Failure,
Full Power Case, 2 Sheets-

Fig. 15.2-62 Spurious Actuation of Safety Injection System at,

Power, Sheet 1
Fig. 15.2-63 Spurious Actuation of Safety Injection System at

Power, Sheet 2
15.3.1.1 15.3-2 Accident Description
15.3.1.2 15.3-3 Method of Analysis
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t Fig. 15.3-20 Loading a Region 2 Assembly into a Region 1
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L Core Flow versus Time
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Flux Transients versus Time
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Fig. 15.3-26
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15.4.3.2 15.4-40 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
15.4.3.3 15.4-44. Conclusions
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From Containment

Fig. 15.4 23 Integrated Thyroid Dose at Exclusion Area
Daundary vs Time

Fig. 15.4 24 Variation of Reactivity with Power at Constant '

Core ~ Average Temperature
Fig. 15.4-25 Transient Response to Steam-Line Break Downstream

of Flow Measuring Nozzle with Safety Injection
and Offsite Power Case a

Fig. 15.4-26 Transient Response to Steam-Line Break at Exit of
Steam Generator with safety Injection and offsite
Power Case b

Fig. 15.4-27 Transient Response to Steam-Line Break Downstream
of Flow Measuring Nozzle with Safety Injection
and without Offsite Power Case c

Fig. 15.4-28 Transient Response to Steam-Line Break at Exit of
Steam Generator with Safety Injection and without

. Offsite Power Case d
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Fig. 15.4-2g Integrated Flow Rate of Borated Water versus Time
Fig. 15.4-30 Main Feed 11ne Rupture Accident - Core Average

Temperature, Pressurizer Pressure, and
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Offsite Power

Fig. 15.4-31 Main Feedline Rupture Accident - Core Average
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Pressurizer Water as a Function of Time - without
Offsite Power

Fig. 15.4-32 VRA S. G. Tube Rupture Break and Injected Mass
Flow Rates

Fig. 15.4-33 All Loops Operating, One Locked Rotor, Pressure
versus Time

Fig. 15.4-34 Two out of Three Loops Operating, One Locked
Rotor, Pressure versus Time No Loops Isolated

Fig. 15.4-35 Two out of Three Loops Operating, One Locked
Rotor, Pressure versus Time, One Loop Isolated

Fig. 15.4-36 All Loops Operating, One Locked Rotor, Core Flow
versus Time

- Fig. 15.4-37 All Loops Operating, One Locked Rotor, Flux
Transients versus Time

Fig. 15.4-38 Two out of Three Loops Operating, One Locked
Rotor, Core Flow versus Time, No Lwps Isolated

Fig. 15.4-3g Two out of Three Loops Operating, One Locked
Rotor, Flux Transients versus Time, No Loops
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Fig. 15.4-40 -Two out of Three Loops Operating, One Locked
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Fig. 15.4-41 Two out of Three Loops Operating, One Locked-
Rotor, Flux Transients versus Time

Fig. 15.4-42 All Loops Operating, One Locked Rotor, Clad
Temperature versus' Time

Fig. 15.4-43 Nuclear Power Transient BOL HFP Rod Ejection
Accident

Fig. 15.4-44 Hot Spot Fuel and Clad Temperature versus Time,
BOL HFP Rod Ejection Accident

Fig. 15.4-45 Nuclear Power Transient E0L HIP Rod Ejection
Accident

Fig. 15.4-46 Hot Spot Fuel and Clad Temperature versus Time,
E0L HZP Rod Ejection Accident

9

. . . _ _ _ _ _ _



_ __ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . _ _.._ _.. _ __. _ __ _ _ __

'

UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

INSTRUNENTATION

North Anna MERITS LCO Number - 3.2.2
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.3.2.1

SECTION f PKiLi UFSAR TOPIC

1.2.9 1.2-7 Engineered Safety Features
1.3.1.2 1.3 1 Comparison of Engineered Safety Features
1.3.1.4 1.3-2 Comparison of Instrumentation and Electrical

Systems
1.3.2 1,3-3 Comparison of Final and Preliminary Design
Table 1.3-4 1.3-17 Comparison of Containment Atmosphere Pressure

Sensors
Table 1.3-6 1.3-19 Comparison of Actuation Signals of Engineered

Safety Features
Table 1.3-7 1.3-21 Comparison of Emergency Generator and Steam

Generator Auxiliary Feedwater Pump Start Signals.

3.1 3.1-1 Conformance With AEC General Design Criteria
3.1.4.2 3.1-8 Dis:ussion
3.1.2.2 3.1-13 Discussion
3,1.16.2 '3.1-22 Discussion
3.1.17.2 3.1-24 Discussion

L 3.1.18 3.1-25 Protection System Independence
3.1.19 3.1-27 Protection System Failure Modes,O 3.1.20 3.1-28 Separation of Protection and Control Systems
3.10.1 3.10-1 Nuclear Steam Supply System

'

i 3.11.1 3.11-1 Nuclear Steam' Supply System
L 5.6.1 5.6-1 Design 8ases
'

5.6.2.3 5.6-6 Pressure Indication
6.1.1 6.1-1 . General
6.2.1.3.1.2 6.2-32 Main-Steam-Line Break Inside Containment
6.2.2.1 6.2-67 Design Bases
6.2.2.3.2 6.2-99 Recirculation Spray Pump Net Positive Suction

Head
6.2.4.3 6.2-148 Design Evaluation
Table 6.2-15 6.2-198 Accident Chronology - Pump Suction DER with

Failure of a Diesel Generator
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Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.3.3.5

SECTION J PAGE f UFSAR TOPIC

Fig. 7.7-7 Pressurizer Heater ControlFig. 7.7-8 Feedwater Control and Isolation
-9.2.4 9.2-41 Condensate Storage Facilities
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGESi[, AS A RESULT OF MERITS INPLEMENTATION

REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM

-North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.3.1,

: Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.2.5

SECTION f R&gli UFSAR TOPIC

1.3.2 1.3 3 Comparison of Final and Preliminary Designs
1.5.1.5 1.5-12 Departure from Nucleate Boiling
1.5.1.6 1.5 14 Incore Flow Mixing,

Fig. 1.5-2 DNB Test Facility Schematic'

4.4.1.1 4.4 1 Departure from Nucleate Boiling Design Basis
4.4.1.3 4.4-3 Core Flow Design Basis
4.4.2.1 A.4 4 Summary Comparison
4.4.2.3 4.4-11 Critical Heat flux or DNBR and Mixing Technology
4.4.2.3.1 4.4-12 DNB Technology
4.4.2.3.2 4.4-16 Definition of DN8
4.4.2.10.5 4.4-31 Uncertainties in DNBR Calculations
4.4.3.8 4.4-50 Energy Release During Fuel Element Burnout
Fig. 4.4-5 Axial Variation of Average Clad Temperature for

Rod Operating at 5.43 kw/ft
Fig. 4.4-6 Comparison of All "R" Grid Data for Typical Cell

'

Fig. 4.4-7 Comparison of All "R" Grid Data for Thimble CellsFig. 4.4-8 Comparison of all 17 x 17 DNB Data
Fig. 4.4 9 Probability Curves for W-3 and "R" Grid DNB

Correlations
-Fig. 4.4-10 Measured versus Predicted Critical Heat Flux -

WRB-1 Correlation
Fig. 4.4-11 TDC Versus Reynolds Number for 26-in. Grid

Spacing
5.1.2.1 5.1-4 Reactor Coolant Flow
5.1.2.2 5.1-5 Best Estimate Flow
5.1.2.3 5.1-5 Thermal Design Flow
5.1.2.4- 5.1-6 Mechanical Design Flow
5.1.2.5 5.1-6 Flows with one Pump Shut Down
5.2.1.1 5.2-2 Performance Objectives and Design Conditioris
5.5.1.1 5.5-11 Design Bases

.

5.6 5.6-1 Instrumentation Application
7.2.1.1.1 7.2-6 Nuclear overpower Trips

'

7.2.1.1.2 7.2-9 Cori Thermal Overpower Trips
7.2.1.1.3 7.2-11 Reactor Coolant System Pressurizer Pressure and

Water Level Trips
7.2.1.1.4 7.2-13 Reactor Coolant System Low Flow Trips
7.2.2.1.2 7.2-23 Trip Setpoint Discussion
7.2.2.1.3 7.2-27 Reactor Coolant Flow Measurement
15.1.2.2 15.1-4 Initial Conditions
15.1.4 15.1-6 Instrumentation Drift and Calorimetric Errors -

Power Range Neutron Flux
15.1.9.3 15.1-18 MARVEL
15.1.9.4 15.1-18. LOFTRAN

.
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES

( AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REACTOR C0OLANT SYSTEM

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.3.1 |Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.2.5

SECTION f PAGE f. UFSAR TOPIC

15.2.1.2 15.2-4 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
15.2.I'3 15.2-7 Conclusions.

15.2.2.1 15.2-7 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.2.2.2 15.2-9 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
15.2.3.2 15.2-14 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
15.2.3.3 15.2-17 Conclusions
15.2.5.2 15.2-25 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
15.2.6.2.1 15.2-30 Method of Analysis
15.2.6.2.2 15.2-31 Results
15.2.6.2.3 15.2-32 Conclusions
15.2.7.3 15.2-37 Conclusions
15.2.9.3 15.2-44 Conclusions
15.2.10.1 15.2-45 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.2.10.2 15.2-46 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
15.2.10.3 15.2-49 Conclusions
15.2.11.2 15.2-50 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
15.2.12.2 15.2-52 Analysis of Effects and ConsequencesO .

15.2.13.J 15.2-58 Failure of the Decay Heat Release Piping
15.2.14.3 15.2-65 Conclusions
15.3.2.3 15.3-8 Conclusions

! 15.3.4.2 15.3-13 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
15.3.7.2 15.3-18 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
15.4.1 15.4-2 Major Reactor Coolant System Pipe Ruptures
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
[ -

AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

-REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.3.2
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.1.1.5

SECTION # E UFSAR TOPIC

1.2.4 1.-2-4 Control and Instrumentation
1.3.1.2 1.3-1 Comparison of Engineered Safety Features
5.1.3.1 5.1-8 Plant Startup
5.5.4.2.2.1 5.5-31 Reactor Startup
13.5 13.5-1 Plant Procedures
15.1 15.1-1 Condition I - Normal Operation and Operational '

Transients
15.1.2.2 15.1-4 Initial Conditions

e 15.2.2.3 15.2-Ila Uncontrolled Rod Withdrawal Transient for ,"

Two-Loop Operation With and Without the Loop Stop I

Valves Closed
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION,

,

REACTOR C0OLANT SYSTEM

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.3.3 -

Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.4.9.1
.

!
SECTION f E UFSAR TOPIC

.

3.1.27 3.1-35 Fracture Prevention of Reactor Coolant Pressure
Boundary

3.1.27.1 3.1-35 AEC Criterion
3.1.27.2 3.1-35 Discussion >

4.2.2.1 4.2-32 Design Bases
4.2.2.2 4.2 34 Description and Drawings '

4.3.2.9 '4.3-49 Vessel Irradiation
5.1.1.1 5.1-2 Reactor Vessel
5.2 5.2-1 Integrity of the Reactor Coolant System Boundary ,

5.2.1.1 5.2-2 Perfomance Objectives and Design Conditions
5.2.1.2 5.2-13 Design Evaluation
5.2.2 5.2-24 Overpressurization Protection
5.2.2.2 5.2-26 Startup and Shutdown
5.2.2.3 5.2-28 Water Solid Protection
5.2.3.3.1 5.2-41 Nil-Ductility Temperature,

5.2.5.1 5.2-54 Programt
'

5.3 5.3-1 Thermal-Hydraulic System Design
5.4.1.2 5.4-1 Design Transients
5.4.1.4 5.4-2 Inspection
5.4.3.3 5.4-6 Themal Stresses Due to Gamma Heating
5.4.3.6 5.4-6 Irradiaion and Surveillance Program
5.4.3.7 5.4-15 Capability for Annealing the Reactor Vessel
5.4.4.4 5.4-17 Inservice Inspection
5.5.4.2 5.5-28 System Description
Fig. 5.2-8 Reactor Coolant System Heatup Limitations - Unit

1
Fig. 5.2-9 Reactor Coolant System Cooldown Limitations -

Unit 1
Fig. 5.2-10 Reactor Coolant System Heatup Limitations - Unit

2
Fig. 5.2-11 Reactor Coolant System Cooldown Limitations -

Unit 2
Fig. 5.2-12 Effect of Fluence and Copper Content of Shift of

RTNDT for Reactor Vessel Steels Exposed to 550
Deg-F Temperature

Fig. 5.2-13 Fluence vs Full Power Years
Fig. 5.2-14 kid Lower Bound Fracture Toughness A533V Grade

B Class 1
Fig. 5.2-15 Corten and Sailors Correlations
Fig. 5.4-1 Reactor Vessel
Fig. 5.4-2 Specimen Guide to Thermal Shield Attachment

| Fig. 5.4-3 Typical Surveillance Capsule Elevation View
Fig. 5.4-4 Surveillance Capsule, Plan View,

15.1 15.1-1 Condition I - Normal Operation and Operational,

| Transients
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGESO AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.3.4
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.4.1.1

i

SECTION f P,&E f. UFSAR TOPIC

l1.3.2 1.3-3 Comparison of Final and Preliminary Designs j1.5.1.6 1.5-14 Incore Flow Mixing 14.4.1.1 4.4 1 Departure from Nucleate Boiling Design Basis
,4.4.1.3 4.4-3 Core Flow Design Basis t

4.4.1.5 4.4-3 Other Considerations
4.4.2.6 4.4 23 Core Coolant Flow Distribution |

,

4.4.2.7.1 4.4 24 Core Pressure Drops
L 4.4.2.7.2 4.4-25 Hydraulic Loads
| 4.4.2.8.1 4.4-26 Surface Heat Transfer Coefficients
t 4.4.2.8.2 4.4-27 Total Core and Vessel Pressure Drop

4.4.2.10.2 4.4 30 Uncertainties in Pressure Drops
i4.4.2.10.6 4.4-32 Uncertainties in Flow Rates

4.4.2.11 4.4-33 Plant Configuration Data 1

4.4.3.1.1 4.4-34 Flow Paths Considered in Core Pressure Drop and
Thermal Design

4.4.3.1.2 4.4-35 Inlet Flow Distributions
|

,

'

4.4.3.1.3 4.4-35 Empirical Friction Factor CorrelationsO '

4.4.3.3 4.4-38 Core Thermal Response i4.4.3.4.1 4.4-39 Core Analysis !
4.4.3.5 4.4-46 Hydrodynamic and Flow Power Coupled Instability
4.4.3.8 4.4-50 Energy Release During Fuel Element Burnout !

4.4.3.10 4.4-51 Fuel Rod Behavior Effects from Coolant Flow
Blockage !

4.4.4.1 4.4-53 Tests Before Initial Criticality
Table 4.4-1 4.4-67 Reactor Design Comparison Table (original design)

,Table 4.4-2 4.4-71 Thermal-Hydraulic Design Parameters for One of 1

Three Coolant Loops Out of Service
5.1 5.1-1 Susunry Description
5.1.1.1 5.1-2 Reactor Vessel
5.1.1.2 5.1-3 Steam Generators j

5.1.1.3 5.1-3 Reactor Coolant Pumps j
, 5.1.1.4 5.1-3 Piping
l 5.1.1.8 5.1-4 Loop Stop Valves

5.1.2.1 5.1-4 Reactor Coolant Flow
5.1.2.2 5.1-5 Best Estimate Flow
5.1.2.3 5.1-5 Thermal Design Flow
5.1.2.4 5.1-6 Mechanical Design Flow
5.1.2.5 5.1-6 Flows with One Pump Shutdown
5.1.3.1 5.1-8 Plant Startup

! 5.1.3.3 5.1-11 Plant Shutdown
i 5.2.1.1 5.2-2 Performance Objectives and Design Conditions

5.2.1.2 5.2-13 Design EvaluationO 5.2.2.2 5.2-26 Startup and Shutdown

|
|

|

|
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT 0F MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.3.4
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.4.1.1

SECTION # P.86L,.i UFSAR TOPIC

5.3 5.3-1 Themal Hydraulic System Design
5.5.1.1 5.5-1 Design Bases
5.5.1.3.1 5.5-4 Pump Performance
5.5.1.3.2 5.5-5 Coastdown Capability
5.5.1.3.3 5.5-5 Flywheel Integrity
5.5.1.3.4 5.5-5 Bearing Integrity
5.5.1.3.8 5.5-7 Pump Cavitat<on
5.5.2.1 5.5-14 Design Bases
5.5.2.2 5.5-15 Design Description
5.5.2.3.1 5.5-16 Forced Convection
5.5.2.3.2 5.5-16 Natural Circulation Flow
5.5.3.1 5.5-21 Design Bases
5.5.3.2 5.5-21 Design Description
5.5.4 5.5-27 Residual Heat Removal System
5.5.4.1 5.5-27 Design Bases
~5.5.4.2 5.5-28 System Description
'5.5.4.2.1 5.5-30 Component DescriptionO 5.5.4.2.1.1 5.5-30 Residual Heat Removal Pumps3

5.5.4.2.1.2 5.5-30 Residual Heat Exchangers
5.5.4.2.1.3 5.5-31 Residual Heat Removal System Valves

! 5.5.4.2.2.1 5.5-31 Reactor Startup'

5.5.4.2.2.2 5.5-32 P0wer Generation and Hot Standby Operations |5.5.4.2.2.3 5.5-32 Plant Shutdown '

5.5.4.2.2.4 5.5-33 Refueling
5.5.4.2.2.5 5.5-34 Monitoring Instrumentation
5.5.4.3.1 5.5-34 System Availability and Reliability
5.5.4.3.2 5.5-36 Overpressurization Protection
5.5.4.3.3 5.5-36 Radiological Considerations
5.5.4.3.4 5.5-37 Cooldown Using Natural Convection
5.5.4.4 5.5-38 Tests and Inspections
5.6 5.6-1 Instrumentation Application
Fig. 5.1-3 Pump Head - Flow Characteristics
Fig. 5.3-1 Temperature vs Power
Fig. 5.5-2 Reactor Coolant Pump Estimated Performance

Characteristic
7.2.2.1.3 7.2-27 Reactor Coolant Flow Measurement
Table 14.1-2 14.1-45 List of Startup Tests
15.2.8.2 15.2-39 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
Table 15.2-3 15.2-73 Natural Circulation Flow

1

.

- -
- - _



- - - . - - - . . -- - . - _ _ _ . .. . ___. - .

._ .. _

UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REACTOR C0OLANT SYSTEM

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.3.5
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.4.1.2

SECTION # P.&fil.1 UFSAR TOPIC

1.3.2 1.3-3 Comparison of Final and Preliminary Designs
1.5.1.6 1.5-14 Incore Flow Mixing
4.4.1.1 4.4-1 Departure from Nucleate Boiling Design Basis
4.4.1.3 4.4-3 Core Flow Design Basis
4.4.1.5 4.4-3 Other Considerations
4.4.2.6 4.4-23 Core Coolant Flow Distribution
4.4.2.7.1 4.4-24 Core Pressure Drops
4.4.2.7.2 ~4.4-25 Hydraulic Loads

|4.4.2.8.1 4.4-26 Surface Heat Transfer Coefficients '

4.4.2.8.2 4.4-27 Total Core and Vessel Pressure Drop
4.4.2.10.2 4.4-30 Uncertainties in Pressure Drops
4.4.2.10.6 4.4-32 Uncertainties in Flow Rates
4.4.2.11 4.4-33 Plant Configuration Data l
4.4.3.1.1 4.4-34 Flow Paths Considered in Core Pressure Drop and

Thermal Design*,

4.4.3.1.2 4.4-35 Inlet Flow Distributions
'

j4.4.3.1.3 4.4-35 Empirical Friction Factor Correlations

['] ;4.4.3.3 4.4-38 Core Themal Response !4.4.3.4.1 4.4-3g Core Analysis
4.4.3.5 4.4-46 Hydrodynamic and Flow Power Coupled Instability
4.4.3.8 4.4-50 Energy Release During Fuel Element Burnout
4.4.3.10 4.4-51 Fuel Rod Behavior Effects from Coolant Flow

Blockage
-4.4.4.1 4.4-53 Tests Before Initial Criticality
Table 4.4-1 4.4-67 Reactor Design Comparison Table (original design)
Table 4.4-2 4.4-71 Thermal-Hydraulic Design Parameters for One of

Three Coolant Loops Out of Service
5.1. 5.1-1 Summary Description
5.1.1.1 5.1-2 Reactor Vessel
5.1.1.2 5.1-3 Steam Generators
5.1.1.3 5.1-3 Reactor Coolant Pumps
5.1.1.4 5.1-3 Piping
5.1.1.8 5.1-4 Loop Stop Valves
5.1.2.1 5.1-4 Reactor Coolant Flow
5.1.2.2 5.1-5 Best Estimate Flow
5.1.2.3 5.1-5- Thermal Design Flow
5.1.2.4. 5.1-6 Mechanical Design Flow
5.1.2.5 5.1-6 Flows with One Pump Shutdown

l 5.1.3.1 5.1-8 Plant Startup
| 5.1.3.3 5.1 11 Plant Shutdown
L 5.2.1.1 5.2-2 Performance Objectives and Design Conditions

5.2.1.2 5.2-13 Design Evaluation
5.2.2.2 5.2-26 Startup and Shutdown
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.. UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REACTOR C0OLANT SYSTEN

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.3.5
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.4.1.2

SECTION f PXiLJ, UFSAR TOPIC

5.3 5.3-1 Themal Hydraulic System Design
5.5.1.1 5.5-1 Design Bases
5.5.1.3.1 5.5-4 Pump Performance
5.5.1.3.2 5.5-5 Coastdown Capability
5.5.1.3.3 5.5-5 Flywheel Integrity
5.5.1.3.4 5.5-5 Bearing Integrity.
5.5.1.3.8 5.5-7 Pung Cavitation
5.5.2.1 5.5-14 Design Bases
5.5.2.2 5.5-15 Design Description
5.5.2.3.1 5.5-16 Forced Convection
5.5.2.3.2 5.5-16 Natural Circulation Flow
5.5.3.1 5.5-21 Design Bases
5.5.3.2 5.5-21 Design Description
5.5.4 5.5-27 Residual Heat Removal System
5.5.4.1 5.5-27 Design Bases
5.5.4.2 5.5-28 System Description

.. 5.5.4.2.1 5.5-30 Component Description
'

5.5.4.2.1.1 5.5-30 Residual Heat Removal Pumps
:* 5.5.4.2.1.2 5.5-30 Residual Heat Exchangers

5.5.4.2.1.3 5.5-31 Residual Heat Remova' System Valves
5.5.4.2.2.1 5.5-31 Reactor Startup
5.5.4.2.2.2 5.5-32 Power Generation and Hot Standby Operations
5.5.4.2.2.3 5.5-32 Plant Shutdown
5.5.4.2.2.4- 5.5-33 Refueling
5.5.4.2.2.5 5.5-34 Monitoring Instrumentation
5.5.4.3.1 5.5-34 System Availability and Reliability
5.5.4.3.2 5.5-36 Overpressurization Protection
5.5.4.3.3 5.5-36 Radiological Considerations
5.5.4.3.4 5.5-37 Cooldown Using Natural Convection
5.5.4.4 5.5-38 Tests and Inspections
5.6 5.6-1 Instrumentation Application
Fig. 5.1-3 Pump Head - Flow Characteristics
Fig. 5.3-1 Temperature vs Power
Fig. 5.5-2 Reactor Coolant Pump Estimated Performance

Characteristic
7.2.2.1.3 7.2-27 Reactor Coolant Flow Measurement
Table 14.1-2 14.1-45 List of Startup Tests
15.2.8.2 15.2-3g Analysis of Effects and Consequences
Table 15.2-3 15.2-73 Natural Circulation Flow
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
'

a
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM

1

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.3.6 i

Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.4.1.3

SECTION f PAGL1 UFSAR_IDPIC

1.3.2 1.3-3 Comparison of Final and Preliminary Designs,

1.5.1.6 1.5-14 Incore Flow Mixing
4.4.1.1 4.4-1 Departure from Nucleate Boiling Design Basis
4.4.1.3 4.4-3 Core Flow Design Basis
4.4.1.5 4.4-3 Other Considerations j4.4.2.6 4.4-23 Core Coolant Flow Distribution
4.4.2.7.1 4.4-24 Core Pressure Drops

'

4.4.2.7.2 4.4-25 Hydraulic Loads
4.4.2.8.1 4.4-26 Surface Heat Transfer Coefficients
4.4.2.8.2 -4.4-27 Total Core and Vessel Pressure Drop
4.4.2.10.2 4.4-30 Uncertainties in Pressure Drops
4.4.2.10.6 4.4-32 Uncertainties in Flow Rates
4.4.2.11 4.4-33 Plant Configuration Data
4.4.3.1.1 4.4-34 Flow Paths Considered in Core Pressure Drop and

Thermal Design
4.4.3.1.2 4.4-33 Inlet Flow Distributions
4.4.3.1.3 4.4-33 Empirical Friction Factor Correlations

Gi 4.4.3.3 4.4-38 Core Thermal Response
4.4.3.4.1 4.4 3g Core Analysis
4.4.3.5 4.4-46 Hydrodynamic and Flow Power Coupled Instability
4.4.3.8 4.4-50 Energy Release During Fuel Element Burnout
4.4.3.10 4.4-51 Fuel Rod Behavior Effects from Coolant Flow

Blockage
4.4.4.1 4.4-53 Tests Before Initial Criticality
Table 4.4-1 4.4-67 Reactor Design Comparison Table (original design) 1

Table 4.4-2 4.4-71 Thermal-Hydraulic Design Parameters for One of
Three Coolant Loops Out of Service

5.1 5.1-1 Summary Description
5.1.1.1 5.1-2 Reactor Vessel
5.1.1.2 5.1-3 Steam Senerators
5.1.1.3 5.1-3 Reactor Coolant Pumps
5.1.1.4 5.1-3 Piping
5.1.1.8 5.1-4 Loop Stop Valves
5.1.2.1 5.1-4 Reactor Coolant Flow
5.1.2.2 5.1-5 Best Estimate Flow
5.1.2.3 5.1-5 Thermal Design Flow
5.1.2.4 5.1-6 Mechanica1' Design Flow
5.1.2.5 5.1-6 Flows with One Pump Shutdown
5.1.3.1 5.1-8 Plant Startup
5.1.3.3 5.1-11 Plant Shutdown

7 5.2.1.1 5.2-2 Performance Objectives and Design Conditions
L 5.2.1.2 5.2-13 Design Evaluation

5.2.2.2 5.2-26 Startup and Shutdown

1
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.3.6
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.4.1.3 *

SECTION # EgiL1 UFSAR TOPIC

5.3 5.3 1 Thermal Hydraulic System Design
5.5.1.1 5.5-1 Design Bases
5.5.1.3.1 '5.5-4 Pump Perfomance
5.5.1.3.2 5.5-5 Coastdown capability
5.5.1.3.3 5.5-5 Flywheel Integrity
5.5.1.3.4 5.5-5 Bearing Integrity
5.5.1.3.8 5.5-7 Pump Cavitation

.5.5.2.1 5.5-14 Design Bases
5.5.2.2 5.5-15 Design Description

| 5.5.2.3.1 5.5-16 Forced Convection
5.5.2.3.2 5.5-16 Natural Circulation Flow1

| 5.5.3.1 5.5-21 Design Bases
5.5.3.2 5.5-21 Design Description
5.5.4 5.5-27 Residual Heat Removal System

| 5.5.4.1 5.5-27 Design Bases
5.5.4.2 5.5-28 System Description
5.5.4.2.1 5.5-30 Component Description ,

5.5.4.2.1.1 5.5-30 Residual Heat Removal PumpsO, 5.5.4.2.1.2 5.5-30 Residual Heat Exchangers
5.5.4.2.1.3 5.5-31 Residual Heat Removal System Valves

i 5.5.4.2.2.1 5.5-31 Reactor Startup
! 5.5.4.2.2.2 5.5-32 Power Generation and Hot Standby Operations

5.5.4.2.2.3 5.5-32 Plant Shutdown
5.5.4.2.2.4 5.5-33 Refueling
5.5.4.2.2.5 5.5 34 Monitoring Instrumentation
5.5.4.3.1 5.5-34 System Availability and Reliability
5.5.4.3.2 5.5-36 Overpressurization Protection
5.5.4.3.3 5.5-36 Radiological Considerations
5.5.4.3.'4 5.5-37~ Cooldown Using Natural Convection
5.5.4.4- 5.5-38 Tests and Inspections
5.6 5.6 1 Instrumentation Application
Fig. 5.1-3 Pump Head - Flow Characteristics-
Fig. 5.3-1 Temperature vs Power
Fig. 5.5-2 Reactor Coolant Pump Estimated Performance

Characteristic
7.2.2.1.3 7.2-27 Reactor Coolant Flow Measurement
Table 14.1-2 14.1-45 List of Startup Tests
15.2.8.2- 15.2-39 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
Table 15.2-3 15.2-73 Natural Circulation Flow
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES

>O' AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM
;

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.3.7 !
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.4.1.3

J
SECTION f PAGLf, UFSAR TOPIC

1.3.2 1.3-3 Comparison of Final and Preliminary Designs
1.5.1.6 1.5-14 Incore Flow Mixing
4.4.1.1 4.4-1 Departure from Nucleate Boiling Design Basis !

,

4.4.1.3 4.4-3 Core Flow Design Basis :
4.4.1.5 4.4-3 Other Considerations l4.4.2.6 4.4-23 Core Coolar.t Flow Distribution !4.4.2.7.1 4.4-24 Core Pressure Drops.

|4.4.2.7.2 4.4-25 Hydraulic Loads j4.4.2.8.1 4.4-26 Surface Heat Transfer Coefficients 4

4.4.2.8.2 4.4-27 Total Core and Vessel Pressure Drop !4.4.2.10.2 4.4-30 Uncertainties in Pressure Drops
4.4.2.10.6 4.4-32 Uncertainties in Flow Rates 1

,

4.4.2.11 4.4-33 Plant Configuration Data l

4.4.3.1.1 4.4-34 Flow Paths Considered in Core Pressure Drop and 1
Thermal Design

4.4.3.1.2 4.4-35 Inlet Flow Distributions
4.4.3.1.3 4.4-35 Empirical Friction Factor Correlations 1

O.
4.4.3.3 4.4-38 Core Thennal Response |

| 4.4.3.4.1 4.4-39 Core Analysis
4.4.3.5 4.4-46 Hydrodynamic and Flow Power Coupled Instability
4.4.3.8 4.4-50 Energy Release During Fuel Element Burnout-
4.4.3.10 4.4-51 Fuel Rod Behavior Effects from Coolant Flow

Blockage
4.4.4.1 4.4-53 ' Tests Before Initial Criticality

. Table 4.4-1 4.4-67 Reactor Design Comparison Table (original design)
Table 4.4-2 4.4-71 Thermal-Hydraulic Design Parameters for One of

Three Coolant Loops Out of Service
5.1 5.1-1 Summary Description
5.1.1.1 5.1-2 Reactor Vessel
5.1. I'. 2 5.1-3 Steam Generators
5.1.1.3 5.1-3 Reactor Coolant Pumps
5.1.1.4 5.1-3 Piping
5.1.1.8 5.1-4 Loop Stop Valves-
5.1.2.1 5.1-4 Reactor Coolant Flow
5.1.2.2 5.1-5 Best Estimate Flow
5.1.2.3 5.1-5 Thermal Design Flow
5.1.2.4 5.1-6 Mechanical Design Flow
5.1.2.5- 5.1-6 Flows with One Nap Shutdown
5.1.3.1 5.1-8 Plant Startup
5.1.3.3 5.1-11 Plant Shutdown
5.2.1.1 5.2-2 Performance Objectives and Design Conditions
5.2.1.2 5.2-13 Design Evaluation
5.2.2.2 5.2-26 Startup and ShutdownO ,
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM

L North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.3.7'

Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.4.1.3
.

SECTION f Mfil.), UFSAR TOPIC

L 5.3 5.3-1 Thermal Hydraulic System Design-
L 5.5.1.1 5.5-1 Design Bases
1 5.5.1.3.1 5.5-4 Pump Performance

5.5.1.3.2 5.5 5 Coastdown Capability
5.5.1.3.3 5.5-5 Flywheel Integrity
5.5.1.3.4 5.5-5 Bearing Intefirity

i 5.5.1.3.8 5.5-7 Pump Cavitat<on
5.5.2.1 5.5-14 Design Bases
5.5.2.2_ 5.5-15 Design Description
5.5.2.3.1 5.5-16 Forced Convection
5.5.2.3.2 5.5-16 Natural Circulation Flow
5.5.3.1 5.5-21 Design Bases
5.5.3.2 5.5-21 Design Description
5.5.4 5.5-27 Residual Heat Removal System
5.5.4.1 5.5-27 Design Bases
5.5.4.2 5.5-28 System Description
5.5.4.2.1 5.5-30 Component DescriptionP 5.5.4.2.1.1 5.5-30 Residual Heat Removal Pumps

- 5.5.4.2.1.2 5.5-30 Residual Heat Exchangers
5.5.4.2.1.3 5.5-31 Residual Heat Removal . System Valves
5.5.4.2.2.1 5.5-31 Reactor Startup
5.5.4.2.2.2 5.5-32 Power Generation and Hot Standby Operations
5.5.4.2.2.3 5.5-32' Plant Shutdown
5.5.4.2.2.4 5.5-33 Refueling
5.5.4.2.2.5 5.5-34 Monitoring Instrumentation
5.5.4.3.1 5.5-34 System Availability and Reliability
5.5.4.3.2 5.5-36 Overpressurization Protection
5.5.4.3.3 5.5-36 Radiological Considerations
5.5.4.3.4 5.5-37 Cooldown Using Natural Convecti0n
5.5.4.4 5.5-38 Tests and Inspections
5.6 5.6-1 Instrumentation Application
Fig. 5.1-3 Pump Head - Flow Characteristics
Fig. 5.3-1 Temperature vs Power
Fig. 5.5-2 Reactor Coolant Pump Estimated Performance

Characteristic
7.2.2.1.3 7.2-27 Reactor Coolant Flow Measurement
Table 14.1-2 14.1-45 List of Startup Tests
15.2.8.2 15.2-39 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
Table 15.2-3 15.2-73 Natural Circulation Flow

O -
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.3.8
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.4.1.3

SECTION f R&E.J. UFSAR TOPIC

1.3.2 1.3-3 Comparison of Final and Preliminary Designs ,

1.5.1.6 1.5-14 Incore Flow Mixing
4.4.1.1 4.4-1 Departure from Nucleate Soiling Design Basis
4.4.1.3 4.4-3 Core Flow Design Basis

,

4.4.1.5 4.4-3 Other Considerations
4.4.2.6 4.4-23 Core Coolant Flow Distribution
4.4.2.7.1 4.4 24 Core Pressure Drops
4.4.2.7.2 4.4-25 Hydraulic Loads
4.4.2.8.1 4.4-26 Surface Heat Transfer Coefficients
4.4.2.8.2 4.4 27 Total Core and Vessel Pressure Drop
4.4.2.10.2 4.4 30 Uncertainties in Pressure Drops
4.4.2.10.6 4.4-32 Uncertainties in Flow Rates
4.4.2.11 4.4-33 Plant Configuration Data
4.4.3.1.1 4.4-34 Flow Paths Considered in Core Pressure Drop and

Thermal Design
4.4.3.1.2 4.4-35 Inlet Flow Distributions
4.4.3.1.3 4.4-35 Empirical Friction Factor Correlations

O 4.4.3.3 4.4-38 Core Themal Response' 4.4.3.4.1 4.4-39 Core Analysis
4.4.3.5 4.4-46 Hydrodynamic and Flow Power Coupled Instability
4.4.3.8 4.4 50 Energy Release During Fuel Element Burnout
4.4.3.10 4.4-51 Fuel- Rod Behavior Effects from Coolant Flow

Blockage
4.4.4.1 4.4-53 Tests Before Initial Criticality
Table 4.4-1 4.4-67 Reactor Design Comparison Table (original design)

| Table 4.4-2 4.4-71 Thermal-Hydraulic Design Parameters for One of
| Three Coolant Loops Out of Service

5.1 5.1-1 Summary Description
5.1.1.1 5.1-2 Reactor Vessel
5.1.1.2 5.1-3 Steam Generators
5.1.1.3 5.1-3 Reactor Coolant Pumps
5.1.1.4 5.1-3 Piping
5.1.1.8 5.1-4 Loop Stop Valves
5.1.2.1 5.1-4 Reactor Coolant Flow
5.1.2.2 5.1-5 Best Estimate Flow
5.1.2.3 5.1-5 Thermal Design Flow
5.1.2.4 5.1-6 Mechanical Design Flow
5.1.2.5 5.1-6 Flows with One Pump Shutdown
5.1.3.1 5.1-8 Plant Startup
5.1.3.3 5.1-11 Plant Shutdown
5.2.1.1 5.2-2 Performance Objectives and Design Conditions i
5.2.1.2 5.2-13 Design Evaluation
5.2.2.2 5.2-26 Startup and Shutdown

,
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. UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
-

AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REACTOR C0OLANT SYSTEM -

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.3.8
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.4.1.3

SECTION 8 PKilt UFSAR TOPIC

5.3 5.3 1 Thermal Hydraulic System Design
5.5.1.1 5.51 Design Bases
5.5.1.3.1 5.5-4 Pump Performance
5.5.1.3.2 5.5-5 Coastdown Capability
5.5.1.3.3 5.5-5 Flywheel Integrity
5.5.1.3.4 5.5-5 8 earing Integrity
5.5.1.3.8 5.5-7 Pump Cavitat<on
5.5.2.1 5.5-14 Design Bases >

5.5.2.2 5.5-15 Design Description
5.5.2.3.1 5.5-16 Forced Convection
5.5.2.3.2 5.5-16 Natural Circulation Flow
5.5.3.1 5.5-21 Design Bases
5.5.3.2 5.5-21 Design Description
5.5.4 5.5-27 Residual Heat Removal System
5.5.4.1 5.5-27 Design Bases
5.5.4.2 5.5-28 System Description
5.5.4.2.1 5.5-30 Component Description
5.5.4.2.1.1 5.5-30 Residual Heat Removal PumpsO 5.5.4.2.1.2 5.5-30 Residual Heat Exchangers
5.5.4.2.1.3 5.5-31 Residual Heat Removal System Valves
5.5.4.2.2.1 5.5-31 Reactor Startup

| '5.5.4.2.2.2 5.5-32 Power Generation and Hot Standby Operations
5.5.4.2.2.3 5.5-32 Plant Shutdown
5.5.4.2.2.4 5.5-33 Refueling
5.5.4.2.2.5 5.5-34 Monitoring Instrumentation
5.5.4.3.1 5.5-34 System Availability and Reliability
5.5.4.3.2 5.5-36 Overpressurization Protection
5.5.4.3.3 5.5-36 Radiological Considerations
5.5.4.3.4 5.5-37 Cooldown Using Natural Convection
5.5.4.4 5.5-38 Tests and Inspections
5.6 5.6-1 Instrumentation Application
Fig. 5.1-3 Pump Head - Flow Characteristics
Fig. 5.3-1 Temperature vs Power
Fig. 5.5-2 Reactor Coolant Pump Estimated Performance

Characteristic
7.2.2.1.3 7.2-27 Reactor Coolant Flow Measurement
Table 14.1-2 14.1-45 List of Startup Tests
15.2.8.2- 15.2-3g Analysis of Effects and Consequences
Table 15.2-3 15.2-73 Natural Circulation Flow
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
gO AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

L REACTOR C0OLANT SYSTEM
L

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.3.9
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.7.9.1

SECTION f PAGL1 UFSAR TOPIC

1.2.10 1.2-8 Auxiliary Systems
Table 1,3-1 1.3-9 Design of North Anna Nuclear Steam Supply System:

Comparison with Systems at Beaver Valley Unit 1
and Surry Units 1 and 2

,

-3.1.30 3.1-38 Residual Heat Removal
3.1.30.1 3.1-38 AEC Criterion
3.1.30.2 3.1-39 Discussion
5.5.4 5.5-27 Residual Heat Removal System
5.5.4.1 5.5-27 Design Bases
5.5.4.2 5.5-28 System Description
5.5.4.2.1 5.5-30 Component Description
5.5.4.2.1.1 5.5-30 Residual Heat Removal Pumps
5.5.4.2.1.2 5.5-30 Residual Heat Exchangers
5.5.4.2.1.3 5.5-31 Residual Heat Removal System Valves
5.5.4.2.2.1 5.5 31 Reactor Startup
5.5.4.2.2.2 5.5-32 Power Generation and Hot Standby Operations
5.5.4.2.2.3 5.5-32 Plant ShutdownO 5.5.4.2.2.4 5.5-33 Refueling
5.5.4.2.2.5 5.5-34 Monitoring Instrumentation
5.5.4.3.1 5.5-34 System Availability and Reliability
5.5.4.3.2 5.5-36 Overpressurization Protection
5.5.4.3.3 5.5-36 Radiological Considerations
5.5.4.3.4 5.5-37 Cooldown Using Natural Convection
5.5.4.4 5.5-38 Tests and Inspections
5.6 5.6-1 Instrumentation Application
Table 5.5-8 5.5-86 Design Bases for Residual Heat Removal System

Operation
Table 5.5-9 5.5-87 Residual Heat Removal System Codes and

Classifications ,

t

Table 5.5-10 5.5-88 Residual Heat Removal System Component Data !Fig. 5.5-4 Residual Heat Removal System
6.2.4.2 6.2-135 System Design iFig. 6.2-1 Decay Heat Generation After Shutdown STP 9-2 3

,

Year Reactor Operation History |

7.6.2 7.6-1 Residual Heat Removal System Isolation Valves |
7.6.2.1 7.6-1 Description 1

7.6.2.2 7.6-2 Analysis !
15.1.8 15.1-13 Residual Decay Heat i
15.1.8.4 15.1-15 Distribution of Decay Heat Following a LOCA '

15.4.3.2.2 15.4-41 Recovery Procedure
Fig. 15.1-6 Residual Decay Heat

O

!

|
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
. AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

L REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM

North Anna MERITS LCO Number - 3.3.10
'

Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.4.1.4

SECTION f MfiLJ, UFSAR TOPIC

5.1.1.8 5.1-4 Loop Stop Valves
5.5.7 5.5 48 Valves other Than Safety and Relief Valves~

_ Table 5.5-15 5.5-91 Reactor Coolant System Boundary Valve Design
ParametersL 7.6.3 7.6-3 Reactor' Coolant System Loop Isolation Valve
Interlocks

7.6.3.1 7.6-3 Description
7.6.3.2 7.6-3 Analysis
Fig. 7.6-1 Loop Stop Valve Interlocks
15.2.6 15.2-27 Startup of an Inactive Reactor Coolant Loop
Table 15.2-1 15.2-67 Time sequence of Events for Condition II Events

O

O
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT 0F MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.3.11
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.4.1.5

SECTION f 110:L1 UFSAR TOPIC

5.1.1.8 5.1-4 Loop Stop Valves
5.5.7 5.5-48 Valves Other Than Safety and Relief Valves
Table 5.5-15 5.5-91 Reactor Coolant System Boundary Valve Design

Parameters
7.6.3 7.6-3' Reactor Coolant System Loop Isolation Valve

Interlocks
7.6.3.1 7.6-3 Description
7.6.3.2 7.6-3 Analysis
Fig. 7.6-1 Loop Stop Valve Interlocks
15.2.6 15.2-27 Startup of an Inactive Reactor Coolant t.oop
Table 15.2-1 15.2-67 Time Sequence of Events for Condition II Events

O

O
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
- AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION-

REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.3.12
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.4.4

SECTION f PKall UFSAR TOPIC

Table 1.3-1 1.3-9 Design of North Anna Nuclear Steam Supply System:
Comparison with Systems at Beaver Valley Unit I
and Surry Units 1 and 2

5.1.1.5 5.1-3 Pressurizer
5.1.3.1 5.1-8 Plant Startup
5.2.2 5.2-24 Overpressurization Protection
5.5.5 5.5-38 Pressurizer
5.5.5.1 5.5-38 Design 8ases
5.5.5.1.2 5.5-39 Pressurizer
5.5.5.2 5.5-39 Design Description
5.5.5.2.2 5.5-40 Pressurizer
5.5.5.3 5.5-41 Design Evaluation
5.5.5.3.1 5.5-41 System Pressure
5.5.5.3.2 5.5-42 Pressurizer Performance
5.5.5.3.3 5.5-42 Pressure Setpoints
5.5.5.3.5- 5.5 44 Pressurizer Design Analysis
5.5.5.4 5.5-45 Tests and Inspections
5.6 5.6-1 Instrumentation Application
Table 5.5-11 5.5 89 Pressure Design Data
Fig. 5.5-5 Pressurizer
6.2.5.3 6.2-157 Design Evaluation
7.2.1.l~.3 7.2-11 Reactor Coolant System Pressurizer Pressure and

Water Level Trips
7.2.1.5 7.2-20 Pressurizer Water Level Reference Leg Arrangement
7.2.2.3.3 7.2-41 Pressurizer Pressure
7.2.2.3.4 7.2-41 Pressurizer Water Level
Fig. 7.7-7 Pressurizer Heater Control
15.2.7.1 15.2-33 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.2.7.2- 15.2-34 Analysis of iffects and Consequences
15'.2.13.1 15.2-54 Identification of Causes and Accident Description-

-15.2.14.2 15.2-63 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
15.3.1.1 15.3-2 Accident Description
15.4.1.1 15.4-3 Accident Description
15.4.3.1 15.4-38 Accident Description

O
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. -UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES I
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION j

REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM "

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.3.13
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.4.3

SECTION # f&GLj, UFSAR TDPIC

3.9.1.1.1 3.9-2 Pressure Relief Valves
3.9.1.1.1.1 3.9-3 Open Relief System
3.9.1.1.1.2 3.9-4 Closed Relief System

' 5.1.1.7 5.1-4 Safety and Relief Tank
5.2 5.2-1 Integrity of the Reactor Coolant System Boundary
5.2.2 5.2-24 Overpressurization Protection
5.2.2.1 5.2-24 Normal Operation
5.2.2.2 5.2-26 Startup and Shutdown
5.2.2.3 5.2-28 Water Solid Protection
5.5.5.2.2 5.5-40 Pressurizer
5.5.5.2.2.4 5.5-41 Safety and Relief Valve Discharge Temperatures
5.5.8 5.5-51 Safety and Relief Valves i

5.5.8.1 5.5-51 Design Bases
5.5.8.2. 5.5-51 Design Description
5.5.8.3 5.5-54 Design Evaluation
5.5.8.4 5.5-57 Tests and Inspections
5.6 5.6-1 Instrumentation Application |

Table 5.5-17 5.5-93 Pressurizer Valves Design Parameters 1

7.6.7 7.6-6 Pressurizer Relief Valve Flow Indication
.7.7.1 7.7-1- Description ||
7.7.1.5 7.7-13 . Pressurizer Pressure Control

1 Fig. 7.7-6 Pressurizer Pressure and Level Control
. !

|~ Fig. 7.7-9 Block Diagram of Pressurizer Pressure Control
. System

15.2.2- 15.2-7 Uncontrolled Rod Cluster Control Assembly Bank
Withdrawal-at Power

15.2.7 15.2-33 Loss of External Electrical Load and/or Turbine
Trip

15.2.12 15.2-52- Accidental Depressurization of the Reactor,

Coolant System
'

15.4.2 15.4-18 Major Secondary System Pipe Rupture
15.4.3 15.4-38 Steam Generator Tube Rupture
15.4.4- 15.4-46 Single Reactor Coolant Pump Locked Rotor

..

|

l
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.3.14i

Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.4.3.2,.

SECTION # RAGL1 UFSAR TOPIC

3.9.1.1.1 3.9-2 Pressure Relief Valves
3.9.1.1.1.1 3.9-3 Open Relief System
3.9.1.1.1.2 3.9-4 Closed Relief System
5.1.1.7 5.1-4 Safety and Relief Tank
5.2 5.2-1 Integrity of the Reactor Coolant System Boundaryt

| 5.2.2 5.2-24 Overpressurization Protection
5.2.2.1 5.2 24 Normal Operation

L 5.2.2.2 5.2-26 Startup and Shutdown
l 5.2.2.3 5.2-28 Water Solid Protection

5.5.5.2.2 5.5-40 Pressurizer
5.5.5.2.2.4 5.5-41 Safety and Relief Valve Discharge Temperatures
5.5.8 5.5-51 Safety and Relief Valves
5.5.8.1 5.5-51 Design Bases
5.5.8.2 5.5-51 Design Description

| 5.5.8.3 5.5-54 Design Evaluation
| 5.5.8.4 5.5-57 Tests and Inspections

5.6 5.6-1- Instrumentation Application
Table 5.5-17 5,5-93 Pressurizer Valves Design Parameters
7.6.7 7.6 6 Pressurizer Relief Valve Flow Indication

! 7.7.1 7.7-1 Description
| 7.7.1.5 7.7-13 Pressurizer Pressure Control .

| Fig. 7.7-0 Pressurizer Pressure and Level Control
! Fig. 7.7-9 Block Diagram of Pressurizer Pressure Control

System
15.2.2- 15.2-7 Uncontrolled Rod Cluster Control Assembly Bank

Withdrawal at Power
15.2.7 15.2-33 Loss of External Electrical Load and/or Turbine

Trip
15.2.12 15.2-52 Accidental Depressurization of the Reactor

Coolant System
15.4.2 15.4-18 Major Secondary System Pipe Rupture
15.4.3 15.4-38 Steam Generator Tube Rupture +

15.4.4 15.4-46 Single Reactor Coolant Pump Locked Rotor

. . .



p . .. f.: .:. ;.:~; ^^~ ~~~ ~ 2 .
- ^ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ^ ~ - - ~ ~ ~~' ~^

}
-

.

L

i

UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
- AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

'

REACTOR C0OLANT SYSTEM

! North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.3.15 |

[ Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.4.6.2 I

SECTION f R&GLt El&lLIQl1G

Table 1.3-10 1.3-25 Comparison of Airborne Radiation Monitoring
3.1.26 3.1-34 Quality of Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary
3.1.26.1- 3.1-34 AEC Criterion
3.1.26.2 3.1-34 Discussion
5.1 5.1-1 Summary Descri ption
5.2 5.2-1 Integrity of t w Reactor Coolant System Boundary

',

5.2.1.1 5.2-2 Perforinance Objectives and Design Conditions '

5.2.4 5.2-49 Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary Leakage
Detection Systems

5.2.4.1 5.2-49 Leakage Detection
5.2.4.2 5.2-53 Identification of Leak Sources

'

5.2.4.3 5.2-54 Testing
5.2.4.4 5.2-54 Maximum Allowable Leakage
5.6 5.6-1 Instrumentation Application
Fig. 5.2-16 Containment Radiation Monitor Sensitivities
6.2.4.2 6.2-135 System Design
6.2.4.3 6.2-148 Design Evaluation

O- 9.3.3 9.3-16 Vent and Drain System
9.3.3.1 9.3-16 Design Basis
9.3.3.2 9.3-17 System Description
9.3.3.3 9.3-22 Design Evaluation
9.3.3.5' 9.3-22 Instrumentation Application
9.3.4.1.2- 9.3-25 Regulation of Reactor Coolant Inventory
11.1.2 11.1-5 Leakage Rates
11.4 11.4-1 Process and Effluent Radiation Monitoring System
11.6.3.1 11.6-2 Air Monitoring - Radiogas and Air Particulate

! Table 11.1-15 11.1-22 Leakage Rates
12.2.4 12.2-4 Airborne Radioactivity Monitoring
15.4.2.1 15.4-18 Rupture of a Main Steam Line

O
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REACTOR C00LANI SYSTEM

North Anna MERITS LC0' Number - 3.3.16-
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.4.6.2

SECTION f PKill UFSAR TOPIC

Table 3.11-1 3.11-15 Valves in the Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary
5.1 5.1-1 Sunnary Description
5.2 5.2-1 Integrity of the Reactor Coolant System Boundary
5.2.1.2 5.2-13 Design Evaluation
5.5.7.2' 5.5-48 Design Description-
5.5.7.3 5.5-50 Design Evaluation
5.5.7.4 5.5-51 Tests and Inspections
5.5.8 5.5-51 Safety and Relief Valves
Table 5.2-18 5.2-92 Operating and Inactive Valves in the Reactor

Coolant System Boundary
Table 5.2-19 5.2-94 Active Valves in the Reactor Coolant Pressure

Boundary
Table 5.5-15 5.5-91 Reactor Coolant System Boundary Valve Design

'

Parameters
Table 5.5-17 5.5-93 Pressurizer Valves Design Parameters
6.2.1.4.4 6.2-66 Type C Tests
6.2.4.1 6.2-133 Design Bases.

| 6.2.4.2 6.2-135 System Design,

| 6.2.4.3 6.2-148 Design Evaluation

.

|

|

' I

|
|
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES |

- AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REACTOR C0OLANT SYSTEM

North Anna MERITS LCO Number - 3.3.17
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.3.3.1 and 3.4.6.1

SECTION # EgiL[ UFSAR TOPIC

Table 1.310 1.3-25 Comparison of Airborne Radiation Monitoring
3.1.26 3.1-34 Quality of Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary
3.1.26.1 3.1-34 AEC Criterion
3.1.26.2 3.1-34 Discussion
5.1 5.1-1 Sumary Descri ption
5.2 5.2-1 Integrity of t w Reactor Coolant System Boundary
5.2.1.1 5.2-2 Performance Ob.jectives and Design Conditions
5.2.4 5.2-49 Reactor Coolant PressLre Boundary Leakage

L Detection Systems
5.2.4.1 5.2-49 Leakage Detection
5.2.4.2 5.2-53 Identification of Leak Sources
5.2.4.3 5.2-54 Testing
5.2.4.4 5.2-54 Maximum Allowable Leakage
5.6 5.6-1 Instrumentation Application
Fi6.g. 5.2-16 Containment Radiation Monitor Sensitivities

2.4.2 6.2-135 System Design
6.2.4.3 6.2-148 De:ign Evaluation

O 9.3.3 9.3-16 Vent-and Drain System
.

9.3.3.1 9.3-16 Design Basis-
9.3.3.2 9.3-17 System Description
9.3.3.3 9.3-22 Design Evaluation
9.3.3.5 9.3-22 Instrumentation Application
9.3.4.1.2 9.3-25 Regulation of Reactor Coolant Inventory
11.1.2 11.1-5 Leakage Rates
11.4 11.4-1 Process and Effluent Radiation Monitoring System
11.6.3.1 11.6-2 Air Monitoring - Radiogas and Air Particulate
Table 11.1-15 11.1-22 Leakage Rates
12.2.4 12.2-4 Airborne Radioactivity Monitoring
15.4.2.1 15.4-18 Rupture of a Main Steam Line

O

- - - .- - - - - _ - ._ -_ . --
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REACTOR C0OLANT SYSTEM

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.3.18
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.4.8

SECTION # P.AEL1 UFSAR TOPIC

6.2.3.1 6.2-114 Design Bases
6.2.3.2 6.2-121 System Design
11.1.1.3 11.1-3 Activities in the Reactor Coolant
11.4.2.1 11.4-2 Anticipated Concentrations, Sensitivites, and

Ranges
11.4.2.14 11.4-8 Reactor Coolant Letdown Gross Activity Monitors
Table 11.1-5 11.1.11 Parameters Used in the Calculation of Reactor

Coolant Fission Product Activities
Table 11.1-7 11.1-15 Concentration of Principal Fission Products'in

Primary Coolant with 0.25 Failed Fuel
Table llc-2 11C-30 Radioactivity Concentrations Due to Liquid

Effluents .
15.1 15.1-1 Condition I - Normal Operation and Operational

| Transients
Fig. 15.4-19 Specific Activities in Containment Following a

DBA

O
|

|.

l
1

'O
|

, _ _ .
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L UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
_ AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

l REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM -

North Anna MERITS LCO Number - 3.3.1g *

Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.4.g.3

IECTIDN_1 P.AGLt UFSAR TOPIC

3.1.27 3.1-35 Fracture Prevention of Reactor Coolant Pressure
Boundaryo

i. 3.1.27.1 3.1-35 AEC Criterion '

3.1.27.2 3.1-35 Discussion
4.2.2.1 4.2-32 Design Bases ;
4.2.2.2 4.2-34 Description and Drawings
4.3.2.g 4.3-48 Wessel Irradiation

| 5.1.1.1 5.1-2 Reactor Vessel
! 5.2 . 5.2-1 Integrity of the Reactor Coolant System Boundary
| 5.2.1.1 5.2-2 Performance Objectives and Design Conditions
t 5.2.1.2 5.2-13 Design Evaluation *

5.2.2 5.2-24 Overpressurization Protection
5.2.2.2 5.2-26 Startup and Shutdown
5.2.2.3 5.2-28 Water Solid Protection
5.2.3.3.1 5.2-41 Nil-Ductility Temperature "

5.2.5.1 5.2-54 Program
5.3 5.3 1 Thermal-Hydraulic System DesignO 5.4.1.2 5.4-1 Design Transients

V 5.4.1.4 5.4-2 Inspection
5.4.3.3 5.4-6 Thermal Stresses Due to Gamma Heating
5.4.3.6 5.4-6 Irradiaion and Surveillance Program

L 5.4.3.7 5.4-15 Capability for Annealing the Reactor Vossel
I 5.4.4.4 5.4-17 Inservice Inspection
'

5.5.4.2 5.5-28 System Description
Fig. 5.2-8 Reactor Coolant System Heatup Limitations - Unit

1

Fig. 5.2-g Reactor Coolant System Cooldown Limitations -
Unit I

; Fig. 5.2-10 Reactor Coolant.Systee Heatup Limitations - Unit
'

2
Fig. 5.2-11 Reactor Coolant System Cooldown Limitations -

1 Unit 2
Fig. 5.2-12 Effect of Fluence and Copper Content of Shift of

RTNDT for Reactor Vessel Steels Exposed to 550
Deg-F Temperature

Fig. 5.2-13 Fluence vs Full Power Years
Fig. 5.2-14 kid Lower Bound Fracture Toughness A533V Grade

B Class 1
| Fig.-5.2-15 Corten and Sailors Correlations
| Fig. 5.4-1 Reactor Vessel
| Fig. 5.4-2 Specimen Guide to Thermal Shield Attachment
|_ Fig. 5.4-3 Typical Surveillance Capsule Elevation View

.

Fig. 5.4-4 Surveillance Capsule, Plan View
'

15.1 15.1-1 Condition I - Normal Operation and Operational
Transients

-_ ___._ - . ._- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM

North Anna MERITS Lt0 Number - 3.3.20
Current North Anne Technical Specification Number - 3.10.4-

SECTION # PAGL1 UFSAR TOPIC

4.3.2.2.8 4.3-26 Testing -!
4.3.2.3.2 4.3-28 Moderator Coefficients-
4-3.2.3.4 4.3-31 Comparison of Calculated and Experimental

Reactivity Coefficients
13.4.3 13.4-2 Review and Audit - Startup and Operation
14.1 14.1-1 Test Program
14.1.2 14.1-2 Initial Startup Test Program
14.1.2.3 14.1-6 Initial Criticality and Low Power Physics Tests
14.1.3 14.1-8 Startup Physics Test Program Differences Between 1

Unit I and Unit 2 !
14.1.4 14.1-9 Special Low Power Tests - Unit 2
Table 14.1-2 14.1-45 List of Startup Tests
Table 14.1-3 14.1-61 Unit 2 Startup Physics Tests
Table 14.1-4 14.1-62 Physics Tests That Have Been Deleted for Unit 2

.

.

O -
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UFSAR $ECTIONS REVIEWE0 FOR CHANGES
As A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

EMERGENCY CORE C00 LING SYSTEM

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 0.4.1
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.5.1

KCTION # P.AELj, UFSAR T0Plc

1.2.7 1.t 2 Nuclear Steam Supply System
1.2.9 1.2 7 Engineered Safety Features
1.3.2 1,3-3 Comparison of Final and Preliminary Designs
Table 1.3 1 1.3 9 Design of North Anna Nuclear Steam Supply System:

Comparison with Systems at Beaver Valley Unit I
and Surry Units 1 and 2

Table 1.3 2 1.3 13 Comparison of Engineered Safety Features
3.1.32 3.1-41 Inspection of Emergency Core Cooling System
Table 4.3-9 4.3 66 Critical Boron Concentrations Hot Zero Power,

Beginning of Life
5.2.4.1 5.2 49 Leakage Detection
5.2.4.2 5.2 53 Identification of Leak Sources
5.2.4.3 5.2 54 Testing
5.2.4.4 5.2-54 Maximus Allowable Leakage
5.5.7.2 5.5 48 Design Description
6.2.1.1.1.2 6.2-3 LOCTIC Computer Code

O 6.2.1.1.2 6.2-15 Subcompartments
6.2.2.2 6.2 70 System Design
6.2.2.2.5 6.2 91 Heat Exchangers and Vessels
6.2.2.3.2 6.2 99 Recirculation Spray Pump Net Positive Suction

Head
6.2.2.4.2 6.2-109 Recirculation Spray Subsystems
6.2.2.5.2 6.2-112 Recirculation Spray Subsystems
6.2.3.3 6.2-124 Design Evaluation

6.3.1.1 6.3-1 Core Cocling Capability
6.3.2.1 6.3-4 Component Description
6.3.2.1.1 6.3-4 Accumulators
6.3.2.1.4.4 6.3-12 Accumulator Check Valves
6.3.2.2 6.3 17 Systea Operation
6.3.2.2.1 6.3-18 Injection Mode after Loss of Primary Coolant
6.3.2.2.7 6.3 26 Accumulator Motor Operated Valve Protection
6.3.3.1 6.3-27 Evaluation of Core Cooling Capability Following a

LOCA
6.3.3.1.1 6.3 27 Large Break Analysis
6.3.3.1.6 6.3 31 Range of Core Protection
6.3.3.2 6.3-32 System Response
6.3.4.2 6.3 45 Preoperational System Tests
6.3.4.4 6.3-49 Periodic Component Testing
6.3.5.2.2 6.3 52 Accumulator Pressure
6.3.5.4 6.3 53 Level Indication

O -
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UFSAR $[CTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

EMERGENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEM
,

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.4.1
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.5.1

SECTION f PAGLJ, UFSAR TQPlc

6.3.5.4.2 6.3 53 Accumulator Water Level
6.3.5.5.1 6.3 54 Accumulator Isolation Valve Position Indication
6A.1 6A 2 Mass and Energy Release Rates During Reflood4

6C 6C-5 Single Failure Capability
jTable 6.2-2 6.2 177 Input Data to the LOCTIC Program North Anna Power

Station - Unit 1 or 2 l
>

Table 6.3 7 6.3 68 Nomal Operating Status of Emergency Core Cooling
System Components for Core Cool < ng

Table 60-1 6C-7 Single active failure for ECCS components
Fig. 6.2 85 NPSHA Transients Worst Case R$ Pump NPSH Nomal

ESF, HLDER
Fig. 6.2-105 pH of Quench Spray and Containment Sump Solutions

vs Time Hot Leg DER, Winter Conditions, Minimum
ESF -

i Fig. 6.2-106 pH of Quench Spray and Containment Sump Solutions :
, ' vs Time, Not Leg DER Winter Conditions, Normal
'

ESF Except Minimum Quench Spray
Fig. 6.3-5 Initial Accumulator Pressure Increased

Proportionally to Gas Volume Reduction after
In Leakage

| Fig. 6.3-6 Tank Pressure Roset to 600 psia after In-Leakage
Fig. 6.3-10 Sequence of Events Following Postulated Accidents '

Fig. 6.3-21 Boric Acid Solubility vs Temperature
7.3.2.9.1 7.3-38 Loss of Coolant Protection !
7.6.6 7.6 5 Accumulator Isolation Valve Control
Fig. 7.6 3 Functional Block Diagram for Opening Accumulators

Isolation Valve
9.3.3.2 9.3 17 System Description
9.3.3.5 9.3-22 Instrumentation Application
9.3.4.2.2.1 9.3 29 pH Control
9.3.4.2.2.4 9.3-31 Chemical Shim and Reactor Coolant Makup
9.3.4.2.4.8 9.3-41 Boric Acid Tanks
Table 9.3-7 9.3 88 Boron Recovery System Component Design Data
15.1.2 15.1 3 Initial Power Conditions Assumed in Accident

Analyses
15.1.8.4 15.1-15 Distribution of Decay Heat Following a LOCA
15.2.13.1 15.2 54 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.3.4.1 15.3-11 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.4.1 15.4 2 Major Reactor Coolant System Pipe Ruptures
15.4.1.1 15.4 3 Accident Description
15.4.1.7 15.4-11 Offsite Effects

O Table 15.1 1 15.1 25. Nuclear Steam Supply System Power Ratings
Table 15.1 2 15.1-26 Summary of Initial Conditions and Computer Codes

Used

- - _ - _ ~.- .___ . _
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES :

AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION
;

EMERGENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEM i

| North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.4.1 ['

Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.5.1
i

SECTION f fgLi UF1AR TOPIC

Table 15.1 3 15.1 30 Trip Points and Time Delays to Trip Assumed in
Accident Analyses

tTable 15.1 4 15.1-31 Determination of Maximum Overpower Trip Point -

Power Range Neutron flux Channel Based on Nominal :
Setpoint Considering Inherent Instrumentation i

Errors
Table 15.1-5 15.1 32 Core and Gap Activities for 17x17 Fuel Assembly

Operation at 2900 MWt for 650 Days
Table 15.1 6 15.1-32 Core Temperature Distribution 17x17 Fuel Assembly
Table 15.4 3 15.4 81 Time Sequence of Events

,

Table 15.4 6 15.4 82 Broken Loop Accumulator Flow to containment DECLG
Fi . 15.4 1 Peaking Factor versus Core Height Fq = 2.20
Fi . 15.4,2 Mass Velocity DECLG ,

Fi . 15.4-3 Heat Transfer Coefficient
. Fig. 15.4 4 Core Pressure - DECLG tj Fig. 15.4-5 Break Flow Rate - DECLG

O Fig. 15.4 6 Core Pressur Drop - DECLG
,

-

Fig. 15.4-7 Peak Clad Temperature DECLG
Fig. 15.4 8 Fluid Temperature - DECLG
Fig. 15.4-g Core Flow - Top and Botton - DECLG
Fig. 15.4-10 Reflood Transient - DECLG
Fig. 15.4 11 Accumulator Flow, Blowdown - DECLG
Fig. 15.4-12 Pumped ECCS flow, Reflood - DECLG
Fig. 15.4-13 Containment Pressure - DECLG
Fig. 15.4-14 Core Power Transient - DECLG
Fig. 15.4-15 Break Energy Released to Containment - DECLG
Fig. 15.4-16 Containment Wall Heat Transfer Coefficient -

DECLG
Fig. 15.4-17 Reflood Transient - DECLG
Fig. 15.4-18 Fluid Quality - DECLG

|
,

|
,

O -

!
!
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

; EMERGENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEM

|
| North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.4.2
| Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.5.2

SECT 10N # fgnLt UFSAR TOPIC

1.2.2 1.2-1 Structures
1.2.3 1.2-2 Nuclear Steam Supply System
1.2.g 1.2-7 Engineered Safety Features '

l.2.10 1.2-8 Auxiliary Systems )
: Table 1.3 6 1.3-1g Comparison of Actuation Signals of Engineered |

Safety Features
Table 2.3 20 2.3 61 Site Hypothetical Accident Dilution Factors
Fig. 2.3-22 Site Hypothetical Accident Dilution Factors !

3.1 3.1-1 Conformance with AEC General Design Criteria
3.1.26.2 3.1-34 Discussion
3.1.32 3.1-41 Inspection of Emergency Core Cooling System
3.1.33 3.1-42 Testing of Emergency Core Cooling System
3.1.35 3.1-44 Inspection of Containment Heat Removal Sy., tem
3.6 3.6-1 Criteria for Protection AAssociated wth a Loss-of gainst Dynamic EffectsCoolant Accident
3.6.1 3.6-1 Acceptance Criteria

O 3.6.2 3.6-1 Protection Approaches
3.8.1.4.4 3.8 22 Evaluation of Effects of High-Energy Pipe Break
3.8.2.1.4.4 3.8 53 Load Combinations-

3.8.2.2 3.8-63 Design Basis -

3A 3A 1 Compliance with Safety Guides
3C 3C-1 Effects of Piping System Breaks Outside

Containment
3C.2.4 3C Ig Protection Against Pipe Whip
3F 3F-1 Safety Related Equipment Temperaure Transients

During the Limiting Main Steam Line Break
Table 3.2-1 3.2-5 Structures, Systems, and Components that are

Designed to Seismic and Tornado Criteria
Table 3C-8 3C-112 Whip Restraint Function
Table 3F-1 3F-13 Heat Transfer Coefficient
Fig. 3.6-5 Main Steam Loop A Analysis, Unit 1,

Fig. 3.6-6 Main Steam toop B Analysis, Unit 1'

Fig. 3.6-7 Main Steam Loop C Analysis, Unit 1
Fig. 3.6-8 Feedwater Loop A Analysis, Unit 1
Fig. 3.6-g Feedwater Loop 8 Analysis, Unit 1
Fig. 3.6-10 feedwater Loop C Analysis, Unit 1
Fig. 3.6-11 Main Steam Loop A Analysis, Unit 2
Fig. 3.6-12 Main Steam Loop B Analysis, Unit 2
Fig. 3.6-13 Main Steam Loop C Analysis, Unit 2
Fig. 3.6-14 Feedwater Loop A Analysis, Unit 2
Fig. 3.6-15 Feedwater Loop B Analysis, Unit 2

'

Fig. 3.6-16 Feedwater Loop C Analysis, Unit 2
Fig. 3.6 17 Pipe Restraint System
Fig. 3.6-18 Energy from Blowdown Thrust

. . ___. _ ._..__ _ , __. _ . _ _ _ _ . _ ___ -- --
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION,

;

EMERGENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEM +

|
North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.4.2 :

; Current North Anna Technical Specification Number 3.5.2

SEITION f PAfill UFSAR 10PIC

4.4.1.3 4.4 3 Core Flow Design Basis
4.4.2.6 4.4 23 Core Coolant Flow Distribution
4.4.2.10.6 4.4 32 Uncertainties in Flow Rates *

4.4.3.10 4.4 51 Fuel Rod Behavior Effects from Coolant Flow +

Blockage
Fig. 4.4 25 Has been deleted
5.1 5.1-1 Summary Description
5.2.1.2 5.2-13 Design Evaluation

.

5.2.2 5.2-24 Overpressurization Protection
5.2.4 5.2-4g Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary Leakage

Detection Systems >

5.5.10 5.5-76a Reactor Coolant Vent System
5.6 5.6-1 Instrumentation Application
5A 5A 1 Analysis of the Effects of a LOCA on Reactor

Coolant System Supportsi

6.1 6.1 1 General

O. 6.2.1.1.1 6.2-1 Containment
| 6.2.1.1.1.1 6.2-1 Design Criteria

6.2.1.1.1.2 6.2-3 LOCTIC Computer Code
6.2.1.1.2 6.2-15 Subcompartments
6.2.1.3.1 6.2 27 Containment
6.2.1.3.1.1 6.2 28 Loss of Coolant Accident I

6.2.1.3.1.2 6.2-32 Main Steam Line Break Inside Containment '

6.2.1.3.2.2 6.2-45 Upper Reactor Cavity !
6.2.2.1 6.2 67 Design Bases 1

6.2.2.2 6.2-70 System Design ]
6.2.2.3.1 6.2 92 Containment Depressurization System !6.2.2.3.2 6.2-9g Recirculation Spray Pump Net Positive Suction

Head
6.2.2.4.2 6.2-109 Recirculation Spray Subsystems
6.2.2.4.3 6.2-110 Sump Model
6.2.2.5.2 6.2-112 Recirculation Spray Subsystems
6.2.3.6 6.2-132 Materials
6.2.4.2 6.2-135 System Design
6.2.4.3 6.2-148 Design Evaluation
6.2.5.3 6.2 157 Design Evaluation
6.2.6.3 6.2-161 Design Evaluation
6.2.7.3 6.2-167 Design Evaluation
6.3 6.3-1 Emergency Core Cooling System
6.3.1 6.3 1 Design Bases
6.3.1.1 6.3 1 Core Cooling Capability

O 6.3.1.2 6.3 2 Shutdown Capability
6.3.1.3 6.3 2 Single Failure Capability

- . _ . - - . - -_ - -. . . - -- --. - -
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES,

AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION,

EMERGENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEM

i

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.4.2
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.5.2

SECTION f MGLJ, UFSAR TOPIC
:

6.3.1.4 6.3 2 Loss of Offsite Power
6.3.1.5 6.3-2 Seismic Requirements !
6.3.2 6.3-2 System Design
4.3.2.1 6.3 4 Component Description j6.3.2.1.1 6.3 5 Accumulators
6.3.2.1.2 6.3-7 Boron Injection Tank
6.3.2.1.3 6.3 8 Pumps
6.3.2.1.3.1 6.3-8 Low Head Safety Injection
6.3.2.1.3.2 6.3-9 Centrifugal Charging Pumps
6.3.2.1.4 6.3-10 Valves
6.3.2.1.4.1 6.3-10 Motor Operated Valves

,

6.3.2.1.4.2 6.3-11 Manual Globe, Gate, and Check Valves |
'

6.3.2.1.4.3 6.3-12 Diaphragm Valves
6.3.2.1.4.4 6.3 12 Accumulator Check Valves
6.3.2.1.4.5 6.3-13 Relief Valves
6.3.2.1.4.6 6.3 14 Single Failure of ECCS Valves

O- 6.3.2.1.5 6.3 16 Piping .

6.3.2.2 6.3 17 System Operation,
'

6.3.2.2.1 6.3-18 Injection Mode after Loss of Primary Coolant
6.3.2.2.2 6.3-20 Changeover from the Injection Mode to

Recirculation after Loss of Primary Coolant
6.3.2.2.3 6.3-22 Recirculation Mode after Loss of Primary Coolant
6.3.2.2.5 6.3-24 Limiting Conditions for Maintenance During

Operation
6.3.2 2.6 6.3-24 Pump Net Positive Suction Head
6.3.3.1.1 6.3-27 Large Break Analysis
6.3.3.1.2 6.3-28 Small Pipe treak Analysis
6.3.3.1.3 6.3 28 Recirculation Cooling
6.3.3.1.4 6.3-29 Effect of LHS! Valve Misfunction on ECCS Flow
6.3.3.1.5 6.3-30 Required Operating Status of Emergency Core

; Cooling System Components
| 6.3.3.1.6 6.3-31 Range of Core Protection
! 6.3.3.2 6.3-32 System Response

G 3.3.5 6.3-34 Emergency Core Cooling System Piping Failures
6.3.3.6 6.3-35 External Recirculation Loop
6.3.3.7 6.3 36 Shared Components of the ECCS
6.3.3.8 6.3-38 Evaluation of Shutdown Reactivity Capability'

Following an Abnormal Release of Steam from the
i Main Steam System

6.3.3.9 6.3-39 Evaluation of Loss of Offsite Power
6.3.3.10 6.3-39 Evaluation of the Capability to Withstand

O Postaccident Environment
6.3.3.12 6.3-43 Minimum Containment Pressure Analysis

|

. ..-_.,__,____._,__.,_._.-_..._,__.m._ . , . . . . _ . . . _ . , _ _ . _ _ _. -
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

EMERGENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEM

North Anna MERITS LCO Number - 3.4.2
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.5.2

SECTION f Regli UFSAR T0Plc

6.3.4 6.3-45 Tests and Inspections |
| 6.3.4.1 6.3 45 Quality Control

6.3.4.2 6.3 45 Preoperational System Tests
6.3.4.3 6.3 48 Startup Testing
6.3.4.4 6.3 4g Periodic Component Testing !6.3.5 6.3 51 Instrumentation Application *

6.3.5.1 6.3 51 Temperature Indication
6.3.5.3 6.3-52 Flow Indication ;

6.3.5.3.2 6.3 53 Charging Pump In.jection Flow,

6.3.5.3.3 6.3 53 Charging Pump Recirculation Flow
6.3.5.5 6.3-54 Valve Position Indication
6.4.1.3.1 6.4 8 Evaluation of Radiological Protection
6A.2 6A-23 Mass and Energy Release Rates During Reflood
6C 6C-1 Single Failure Capability
6C.2 6C-3 Single Failure Capability
60.3.1 6C-5 Single Failure CapabilityO Table 6.2-7 6.2-186 Subcompartment Limiting Breaks ,

Table 6.2-13 6.2-196 Summary of Results of Containment Analysis
Spectrum of Break Sizes and Locations

Table 6.2-41 6.2-242 Particle Distribution All Particle Sizes
Containment Particle Sampling Analysis

Table 6.2-48A 6.2-258 North Anna 1 and 2 NPSH Analysis - Hot Leg DER -
Nomal ESF

Table 6.2-66 6.2-299 Fission Product Concentrations in Sump Solution
Following a DBA

Table 6.2-67 6.2-300 Fission Product Concentrations in Sump Solution
Following a DBA,

l Table 6.2 68 6.2-301 Fission Product Concentrations in Sump Solution
Following a DBA

Table 6.2 69 6.2-302 Fission Product Concentrations in Sump Solution
Following a DBA

Table 6.3-1 6.3-57 Correlation of Drawiry Numbers Found in Figures
6.3-1 and 9.3 40 to T3eir FSAR Figure Numbers

. Table 6.3 2 6.3 58 Emergency Core Cooling System Component
| Parameters
|' Table 6.3-3 6.3 61 Emergency Core Cooling System Code Requirements

Table 6.3-4 6.3-62 Materials Employed for Emergency Core Cooling
System Components

Table 6.3-5 6.3 64 ECCS Relief Valve Data
Table 6.3-6 6.3-66 Changeover Sequence
Table 6.3-7 6.3-68 Nomal Operating Status of Emergency Core Cooling

O System Components for Core Cooling

- - - - -_- _- - ..
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES ;O AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION |

EMERGENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEM !

'

; North Anna MERITS LC0 Number 3.4.2
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.5.2 :
SECTION f PKnL1 UFSAR TOPIC -

;

Table 6.3 4 6.3 69 Maximum Potential Recirculation loop Leakage i
External to containment i

Table 6.3-10 6.3-71 Listing of Detailed Containment Heat Sinks for i

North Anna Units 1 and 2
Table 6.3-13 No such table
Fig. 6.1-1 Engineered Safety Features Systems >

Fig. 6.2-1 Decay Heat Generation after Shutdown STP 9-2 3
Year Reactor Operating History

Fig. 6.2-67 Containment Quench and Recirculation Spray {
Subsystems

Fig. 6.2-81 Dotati of Sump for IRS Pump
Fig. 6.2 82 Detail of Sump for IRS Pump Section 2-2 *

Fig. 6.2-83 Containment Quench and Recirculation Spray i

Systems
Fig. 6.2-95 Recirculation Spray Cooler Duty Worst Cese

O Depressurization Minimum ESF, PSDER, 40 Deg F !

RWST, 95 Deg-F TX
Fig. 6.2-96 Recirculation Spray Subsystem Flow Testing

Arrangement
,

Fig. 6.2-97 Quench Spray Flow Rate vs Time, DER of a Hot Leg,,

I Winter Conditions, Minimum ESF
Fig. 6.2-98 Quench Spray Flow Rate vs Time, DER of a Hot Leg.

Winter Conditions, Normal ESF except Minimum '

Quench Sprays
.

Fig. 6.2 99 Static Head in RWST vs Time, DER of Hot Leg,
Winter Conditions Minimum ESF

Fig. 6.2-101 Static Head in CAT vs Time, DER of Hot Leg,
Winter Conditions Minimum ESF

Fig. 6.2-102 Static Head in CAT vs Time, DER of a Hot Leg.
Winter Conditions, Normal ESF except Minimum
Quench Sprays

| Fig. 6.2-103 Concentration of Na0H vs Time for Quench Spray
and Containment Sump Solutions, Not Leg DER,
Winter Conditions, Minimum ESF

Fig. 6.2-104 Concentration of Na0H vs Time for Quench Spray
and Containment Sump Solutions, Hot Leg DER,
Winter Conditions, Normal ESF except Minimum
Quench Sprays

Fig. 6.2-105 pH of Quench Spray and Containment Sump Solutions
vs Time, Hot leg DER, Winter Conditions, Minimum
ESFO

.. . . _ . - . - - - - - . - _ ...
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES lO AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION |

.

EMERGENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEM }
1,

North Anna MERITS LCO Number 3.4.2
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number 3.5.2

SECTION f RAE i UFSAR TOPIC

Fig. 6.2-106 pH of Quench Spray and Containment Sump Solutions J

vs Time, Not Leg DER, Winter Conditions, Normal !

ESF except Minimum Quench Spray
Fig. 6.3-1 Safety Injection System - Unit 1, Sheet 1 ,

Fig. 6.3-2 Safety Injection System - Unit 1, Sheet 2
Fig. 6.3-3 Safety Injection System - Unit 2, Sheet 1
Fig. 6.3-4 Safety Injection System - Unit 2, Sheet 2

,

'

Fig. 6.3 7 North Anna Low Head Safety Injection Pump i

Performance Curve
Fig. 6.3-8 North Anna Charging / Safety Injection Pump

Performance Curve
Fig. 6.3-13 Pressure Transients Worst Case LHSI Pump NPSH

Minimum ESF, PSDER
Fig. 6.3-18 Simplified Schematic Low Head Safety Injection

System
Fig. 6.3-22 Low Head SI Pump Test Arrangement, Sheet 1O Fig. 6.3-23 Low Head SI Pump Test Arrangement, Sheet 2
7.1.3.6 7.1-14 Safety Related Equipment Identification

| 7.2.1.1.7 7.2-16 Safety Injection Signal Actuation Trip
,

7.2.2.2.1 7.2-28 Evaluation of Compliance with IEEE-279,1971
7.3.1.3.3 7.3 11 Safety Injection,

7.3.1.3.3.2 7.3-12 Operation'

j 7.3.1.3.5 7.3-14 Engineered Safety Features Actuation Devices
| 7.3.2.1.1 7.3-27 Single Failure Criteria
| 7.3.2.1.5.8 7.3-32 Actuator Testing
; 7.3.2.9.1 7.3-38 Loss of Coolant Protection
! 7.3.2.9.2 7.3-38 Steam Line 8reak Protection
| 7.3.2.10 7.3-40 Automatic Changeover from Injection Hode to

Recirculation Mode after Loss of Primary Coolant:
.

7.5 7.5-1 Safety Related Display Instrumentation
|
i Table 7.3-1 7.3-46 Instrumentation Operating Conditions for

Engineered Safety Features
Table 7.3 3 7.3-48 Interlocks for Engineered Safety Features

Actuation System
Fig. 7.2-9 Safeguards Actuation Signals
Fig. 7.3-7 Containment Depressurization Actuation and Reset

- Train A
Fig. 7.3-11 Safety Injection System Actuated Devices
Fig. 7.3-12 Auxiliary Feedwater Pumps Startup
Fig. 7.3-34 ECCS Logic / Automatic Switchover from Injection

Phase to Recirculation PhaseO 8.3.1.1 8.3 2 - Station Service Power System
|

|

- - - - - - - - _ - _ - . _ . - . . . - - _ . - -
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATIONO '

EMERGENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEM

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number 3.4.2
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.5.2 >

SECTION # PKil UFSAR TOPlc !

; 8.3.1.1.1 8.3 2 Description -

' 8.3.1.1.2.3 8.3-28 Criteria for Cable and Raceway Routing,
Designation, and Identification >

8.3.1.1.2.4 8.3-40 Criteria for Identifying Safety Related Equipment
Table 8.3-6 8.3-61 Emergency Diesel Generator Loading Schedule - Sus

1H
Table 8.3-7 8.3-65 Emergency Diesel Generator Loading Schedule - Bus

IJ
,

9.2.1.3 9.2-13 Design Evaluation
9.3.3 9.3-16a Vent and Drain Systemi

9.3.4.1.6 9.3-26 Emergency Core Cooling
9.3.4.2.1 9.3-26 Charging, Letdown, and Seal Water System
9.3.4.2.4 9.3-36 Component Description
9.5.6 9.5-50 Diesel Generator Starting System
Table 9.3-5 9.3-78 Principal Component Data Summary
Table 9.3-6 9.3-86 Chemical and Volume Control System Code

RequirementsO Fig. 9.3 21 Vent and Drain System - Unit 1, Sheet 1*

Fig. 9.3-22 Vent and Drain System - Units 1 and 2, Sheet 2
Fig. 9.3 23 Vent and Drain System - Units 1 and 2, Sheet 3
Fig. 9.3-24 Vent and Drain System - Unit 2, Sheet 1
Fig. 9.3-25 Vent and Drain System - Unit 2 Sheet 2
Fig. 9.3 40 Chemical and Volume Control System, Sheet 1
Fig. 9.3 41 Chemical and Volume Control System, Unit 1,

Sheet 2
Fig. 9.3-42 Chemical and Volume Control System, Unit 1,

Sheet 3
Fig. 9.3 43 Chemical and Volume Control System Unit 2,

Sheet 1
Fig. 9.3-44 Chemical and Volume Control System, Unit 2,

Sheet 2
Fig. 9.3-45 Chemical and Volume Control System, Unit 2,

Sheet 3
! 10.4.8.3 10.4-40 Safety Evaluation

11.1.2 11.1-5 Leakage Rates
Table 11.1-5 11.1-12 Parameters Used in the Calculation of Reactor :

1Coolant Fission Product Activities
Table 11.1-15 11.1-22 Leakage Rates
12A.5 12A-17 Description of Neutron Supplementary Shield j

| Table 12A-3 12A-25 Vent Areas. Effective L/A, and K-Factors used in '

the Reactor Cavity Analysis with RELAP4/M005 !
Table 12A-8 12A-32 ECCS Stress Summary, Reactor Coolant Loop 1 and J( RHR 1

Table 12A-9 12A-34 ECCS Stress Sunnary, Low-Head SI and RHR j;

l

l

l
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
4

AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION
,

CMERGENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEM
!

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.4.2
.

Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.5.2
|!

SECTION f E UFSAR TOPIC '

Table 12A 10 12A 35 ECCS Stress Summary, Reactor Coolant Loop 1 and :
Low Head St

Table 12A-11 12A 36 ECCS Stress Summary, Reactor Coolant Loop 2, RHR '

and Low Head SI
Table 12A-12 12A-37 ECCS Stress Summary, SI, Not Leg, Problem 703
Table 12A-13 12A 38 ECCS Stress Summary, SI, Not Leg, Problem 706
Table 12A-14 12A-39 ECCS Stress Summary, $1, Hot Leg, Problem 707
Table 12A-15 12A 40 ECCS Stress Summary, 51, Cold Leg, Problem 727 !

Table 12A-16 12A 42 ECCS Stress Summary, SI, Cold Leg, Problem 733 -

Table 12A-17 12A-43 ECCS Stress Summary, SI, Cold Leg, Problem 734
Fig. 12A-16 Elevation View of Reactor Cavity
Fig. 12A-17 Reactor Cavity Plan View
Fig. 12A-18 Plan View of Refueling Cavity showing the Nodal t

Arrangement !

i Fig. 12A-Ig Block Diagram for the Reactor Cavity
Fig. 12A-20 Pressure Transient Nodes 1,2,3,7,12,25,27O Fig. 12A-21 Pressure Transient Nodes 4,8,11,15,16,22 -

Fig. 12A 22 Pressure Transient Nodes 5,9,23
Fig. 12A-23 Pressure Transient Nodes 6,10,13,18 '

,

15.1.2 15.1-3 Initial Power Conditions Assumed in Accident
Analyses

15.1.8.4 15.1-15 Distribution of Decay Heat Following a LOCA
15.2.4.1 15.2-18A Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.2.4.3 15.2-21 Procedural Prevention of Dilution
15.2.10.1 15.2-45 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.2.13.1 15.2 54 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.2.14 15.2-62 Spurious Operation of the Safety Injection System

at Power
15.2.14.1 15.2-62 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.3 15.3-1 Condition III - Infrequent Faults

| 15.3.1 15.3-2 Loss of Reactor Coolant from small Ruptured Pipes
or from Cracks in Large Pipes that Actuates the'

| Emergency Core Cooling System
' 15.3.1.1 15.3 2 Accident Description

15.3.1.2 15.3 3 Method of Analysis

|
15.3.1.3 15.3-5 Results
15.3.1.4 15.3-6 Conclusions
15.3.1.5 15.3-7 Post-TMI Evaluation
15.3.2 15.3-8 Minor Secondary System Pipe Breaks
15.4 15.4-1 Condition IV - Limiting Faults
15.4.1 15.4-2 Major Reactor Coolant System Pipe Ruptures

O 15.4.1.1 15.4-3 Accident Description
15.4.1.2 15.4-4 Analysis
15.4.1.3 15.4-6 Changes from Previous Analysis
15.4.1.3.3 No such section
15.4.1.4 15.4-7 Results

-- - _- - - - - - - - . - -_-_.- . - _ . . . - - - . . . - - .
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

EMERGENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEM

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.4.2
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.5.2

If4Il0N t PKd ! UFSAR TOPIC

15.4.1.7 15.4-11 Offsite Effects |
15.4.2.1.3 15.4-28 Analysis of Effects and Consequences to the !

Environment
15.4.2.1.10 No such section
15.4.2.2.1 15.4-29 Identificction of Causes and Accident Description .

15.4.2.2.2 15.4-31 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
15.4.3.1 15.4-38 Accident Description i

15.4.3.2.1 15.4-40 Method of Analysis
Table 15.1-1 15.1-25 Nuclear Steam Sapply System Power Ratings
Table 15.1-2 15.1-26 Summary of Initial Conditions and Computer Codes

|Used
Table 15.1-3 15.1-30 Trip Points and Time Delays to Trip Assumed in ,

Accident Analyses
Table 15.1-4 15.1-31 Determination of Maximum Overpower Trip Point

Power Range Neutron flux Channel Based on Nominal
Setpoint Considering Inherent Instrumentation

O Errors
Table 15.1-5 15.1-32 Core and Gap Activities for 17x17 Fuel Assembly

Operation at 2900 MWt for 650 Days
^

,

l Table 15.1-6 15.1-32 Core Temperature Distribution 17x17 Fuel Assembly
Table 15.2-1 15.2 67 Time Sequence of Events for Condition II Events
Table 15.3-1 15.3-23 Assumptions and Results for Small Break
Table 15.3-2 15.3-24 Time Sequence of Events for Small Break
Table 15.4-4 15.4-81 Results for DECLG
Table 15.4-5 15.4 82 Reflood Mass and Energy Releases DECLG
Fig. 15.3 1 Safety Injection Flow Rate

| Fig. 15.3-2 Core Power
Fig. 15.3-3 Core Power Distribution
Fig. 15.3 4 RCS Depressurization Transient
Fig. 15.3 5 Core Mixture Height
Fig. 15.3-6 Steam Flow

| Fig. 15.3-7 Hot Spot Fluid Temperature
| Fig. 15.3-8 Rod Film Coefficient

Fig. 15.3-9 Clad Temperature Transient
Fig. 15.3 10 RCS Depressurization Transient
Fig. 15.3-11 Core Mixture Height
Fig. 15.3-12 Clad Temperature Transient
Fig. 15.3-13 RCS Depressurization Transient
Fig. 15.3 14 Core Mixture Height
Fig. 15.3-15 Clad Temperature Transient

1O

:
t
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION,

EMERGENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEM

,

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.4.2
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.5.2 '

SECTION f P.&GL.1 UFSAR TOPIC

Fi . 15.4-1 Peaking Factor versus Core Height - Fq = 2.20 '

F1 . 15.4 2 Mass Velocity - DECLG,

t Fi . 15.4-3 Heat Transfer Coefficient
I F1 . 15.4-4 Core Pressure - DECLG' ,

Fi . 15.4-5 Break Flow Rate - DECLG !

Fi . 15.4-6 Core Pressur Drop - DECLG
Fig. 15.4-7 Peak Clad Temperature - DECLG
Fig. 15.4 8 Fluid Temperature - DECLGt

Fig. 15.4-g Core Flow Top and Botton DECLG
Fig. 15.4-10 Reflood Transient - DECLG
Fig. 15.4-11 Accumulator Flow, Blowdown - DECLG
Fig. 15.4-12 Pumped ECCS flow, Reflood - DECLG
Fig. 15.4-13 Containment Pressure DECLG

,

Fig. 15.4-14 Core Power Transient - DECLG i

Fig. 15.4-15 Break Energy Released to Containment DECLG
Fig. 15.4-16 Containment Wall Heat Transfer Coefficient -

O DECLG
Fig. 15.4-17 Reflood Transient - DECLG
Fig. 15.4-18 Fluid Quality - DECLG

|

|

|
|

O
|
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION !

EMERGENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEM
,

North Anna MERITS'LCO Number - 3.4.3
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.5.3

SECTION f R&E.1 UFSAR 10PIC

1.2.2 1.2-1 Structures
1.2.3 1.2-2 Nuclear Steam Supply System
1.2.9 1,2-7 Engineered Safety Features
1.2.10 1.2-8 Auxiliary Systems
Table 1,3 6 1,3-19 Comparison of Actuation Signals of Engineered

safety Features
Table 2.3-20 2.3 61 Site Hypothetical Accident Dilution Factors

)Fig. 2.3-22 Site Hypothetical Accident Dilution Factors
3.1 3.1-1 Conformance with AEC General Design Criteria
3.1.26.2 3.1 34 Discussion,

3.1.32 3.1-41 Inspection of Emergency Core Cooling System
3.1.33 3.1-42 Testing of Emergency Core Cooling System :
3.1.35 3.1-44 Inspection of Containment Heat Removal System
3.6 3.6-1 Criteria for Protection Against Dynamic Effects :

Associated wth a Loss-of-Coolant Accident
3.6.1 3.6-1 Acceptance Criteria -

3.6.2 3.6 1 Protection Approaches
3.8.1.4.4 3.8 22 Evaluation of Effects of High Energy Pipe Break
3.8.2.1.4.4 3.8 53 Load Combinations

| 3.8.2.2 3.8 63 Design Basis
| 3A 3A-1 Compliance with Safety Guides
j 3C 3C-1 Effects of Piping System Breaks outside

,

i Containment
3C.2.4 3C-Ig Protection Against Pipe Whip

| 3F 3F-1 Safety-Related Equipment Temperaure Transients
During the Limiting Main Steam Line Break

Table 3.2-1 3.2 5 Structures, Systems, and Components that are
Designed to Seismic and Tornado Criteria

Table 3C-8 3C 112 Whip Restraint Function
Table 3F-1 3F-13 Heat Transfer Coefficient
Fig. 3.6 5 Main Steam Loop A Analysis, Unit 1
Fig. 3.6-6 Main Steam Loop B Analysis, Unit 1
Fig. 3.6 7 Main Steam Loop C Analysis, Unit 1
Fig. 3.6 8 Feedwater Loop A Analysis, Unit 1
Fig. 3.6-g Feedwater Loop B Analysis, Unit 1
Fig. 3.6-10 Feedwater Loop C Analysis, Unit 1
Fig. 3.6-11 Main Steam Loop A Analysis, Unit 2 '

Fig. 3.6-12 Main Steam Loop B Analysis, Unit 2
Fig. 3.6-13 Main Steam Loop C Analysis, Unit 2
Fig. 3.6-14 Feedwater Loop A Analysis, Unit 2
Fig. 3.6-15 Feedwater Loop B Analysis, Unit 2
Fig. 3.6-16 Feedwater Loop C Analysis, Unit 2

O Fig. 3.6-17 Pipe Restraint System
Fig. 3.6-18 Energy from Blowdown Thrust
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATIONO

EMERGENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEM i

|
'

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.4.3,

' Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.5.3
,

SECTION f Mfill UFSAR TOPlc

4.4.1.3 4.4-3 Core Flow Design Basis '

4.4.2.6 4.4 23 Core Coolant Flow Distribution |
4.4.2.10.6 4.4 32 Uncertainties in Flow Rates
4.4.3.10 4.4-51 Fuel Rod Behavior Effects from Coolant Flow

Blockage '

Fig. 4.4-25 Has been deleted ;

5.1 5.1-1 Summary Description :,

5.2.1.2 5.2 13 Design Evaluation
5.2.2 5.2-24 Overpressurization Protection
5.2.4 5.2 49 Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary Leakage

Detection Systems t

5.5.10 5.5-76a Reactor Coolant Vent System
5.6 5.6-1 Instrumentation Application
5A 5A-1 Analysis of the Effects of a LOCA on Reactor

Coolant System Supports '

6.1 6.1-1 General
6.2.1.1.1 6.2-1 ContainmentO 6.2.1.1.1.1 6.2-1 Design Criteria *

6.2.1.1.1.2 6.2-3 LOCTIC Computer Code
6.2.1.1.2 6.2-15 Subcompartments
6.2.1.3.1 6.2-27 Containment
6.2.1.3.1.1 6.2-28 Loss of Coolant Accident
6.2.1.3.1.2 6.2-32 Main Steam Line Break Inside Containment
6.2.1.3.2.2 6.2-45 Upper Reactor Cavity
6.2.2.1 6.2-67 Design Bases
6.2.2.2 6.2-70 System Design
6.2.2.3.1 6.2-92 Containment Depressurization System
6.2.2.3.2 6.2 99 Recirculation Spray Pump Net Positive Suction

Head
6.2.2.4.2 6.2-109 Recirculation Spray Subsystems
6.2.2.4.3 6.2-110 Sump Model
6.2.2.5.2 6.2-112 Recirculation Spray Subsystems
6.2.3.6 6.2-132 Materials
6.2.4.2 6.2-135 System Design
6.2.4.3 6.2-148 Design Evaluation i,

6.2.5.3 6.2-157 Design Evaluation'

l 6.2.6.0 6.2-161 Design Evaluation
' 6.2.7.3 6.2-167 Design Evaluation

6.3 6.3-1 Emergency Core Cooling System
6.3.1 6.3-1 Design Bases
6.3.1.1 6.3-1 Core Cooling Capability I
6.3.1.2 6.3-2 Shutdown Capability
6.3.1.3 6.3-2 Single Failure Capability

- . . - _ - _ - - - _ - - -
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
i

AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

EMERGENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEM

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.4.3
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number 3.5.3

SICTION 1 RAGLJ UFSAR 10PIC

6.3.1.4 6.3 2 Loss of Offsite Power
6.3.1.5 6.3-2 seismic Requirements
6.3.2 6.3 2 Systes Design
5.3.2.1 6.3-4 Component Description
6.3.2.1.1 6.3-5 Accumulators
6.3.2.1.2 6.3 7 Boron Injection Tank
6.3.2.1.3 6.3-8 Pumps
6.3.2.1.3.1 6.3-8 Low Head Safety Injection 1

6.3.2.1.3.2 6.3 9 Centrifugal Charging Pumps '

6.3.2.1.4 6.3-10 Valves l

! 6.3.2.1.4.1 6.3-10 Motor Operated Valves
t 6.3.2.1.4.2 6.3 11 Manual Globe Gate, and Check Valves

6.3.2.1.4.3 6.3-12 DiaphragmValves !

1

6.3.2.1.4.4 6.3-12 Accumulator Check Valves '

6.3.2.1.4.5 6.3 13 Relief Valves
6.3.2.1.4.6 6.3-14 Single Failure of ECCS Valves

1

O' 6.3.2.1.5 6.3-16 Piping
6.3.2.2 6.3 17 System Operationi

6.3.2.2.1 6.3-18 Injection Mode after Loss of Primary Coolant
6.3.2.2.2 6.3-20 Changeover from the Injection Mode to

Recirculation after Loss of Primary Coolant
6.3.2.2.3 6.3-22 Recirculation Mode after Loss of Primary Coolant
6.3.2.2.5 6.3-24 Limiting Conditions for Maintenance During

Operation -

6.3.2.2.6 6.3-24 Pump Net Positive Suction Head
6.3.3.1.1 6.3 27 Large Break Analysis
6.3.3.1.2 6.3-28 Small Pipe Break Analysis
6.3.3.1.3 6.3-28 Recirculation Cooling
6.3.3.1.4 6.3-29 Effect of LHS! Valve Misfunction on ECCS Flow
6.3.3.1.5 6.3-30 Required Operating Status of Emergency Core

i- Cooling System Components
6.3.3.1.6 6.3-31 Range of Core Protection
6.3.3.2 6.3-32 System Response
6.3.3.5 6.3 34 Emergency Core Cooling System Piping Failures
6.3.3.6 6.3 35 External Recirculation Loop

| 6.3.3.7 6.3-36 Shared Components of the ECCS
6.3.3.8 6.3-38 Evaluation of Shutdown Reactivity Capability

Following an Abnormal Release of Steam from the
Main Steam System

6.3.3.9 6.3-39 Evaluation of Loss of Offsite Power
6.3.3.10 6.3-39 Evaluation of the Capability to Withstand

Postaccident EnvironmentO 6.3.3.12 6.3-43 Minimum Containment Pressure Analysis

. - . .-- - - - - -__ - . . - - - - - _ - - .- -- . - -
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT 0F MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

'

EMERGENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEM

North Anna MERITS LCO Number - 3.4.3
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.5.3

SECTION f EnLi UF1AR TOPIC !

6.3.4 6.3-45 Tests and Inspections I
6.3.4.1 6.3 45 Quality Control |
6.3.4.2 6.3-45 Prooperational System Tests ;

6.3.4.3 6.3 44 Startup Testing |

6.3.4.4 6.3 49 Periodic Component Testing |
6.3.5 6.3-51 Instrumentation Application 1

6.3.5.1 6.3-51 Temperature Indication !
' 6.3.5.3 6.3-52 Flow Indication

6.3.5.3.2 6.3-53 Charging Pump Injection Flow >

6.3.5.3.3 6.3-53 Charging Pump Recirculation Flow
6.3.5.5 6.3 54 Valve Position Indication
6.4.1.3.1 6.4 8 Evaluation of Radiological Protection
6A.2 6A-23 Mass and Energy Release Rates During Reflood
6C 6C-1 Si le Failure Capability
6C.2 6C-3 Sin le Failure Capability
6C.3.1 6C-5 Si le Failure capability

O. Table 6.2-7 6.2-186 Subcompartment Limiting Breaks
,!Table 6.2-13 6.2-196 Summary of Results of Containment Analysis

Spectrum of Break Sizes and Locations
; Table 6.2 41 6.2-242 Particle Distribution All Particle Sizes
; Containment Particle Sampling Analysis-

Table 6.2-48A 6.2-258 North Anna 1 and 2 NPSH Analysis - Hot Leg DER -
Normal ESF

: Table 6.2-66 6.2 299 Fission Product Concentrations in Sump Solution
'

Follovi a DBA
Table 6.2-67 6.2-300 Fission uct Concentrations in Sump Solution

Following a DBA
Table 6.2-68 6.2 301 Fission Product Concentrations in Sump Solution

To11owing a DBA
Table 6.2-69 6.2-302 Fission Product Concentrations in Sump Solution

Following a DBA
Table 6.3-1 6.3 57 Correlat on of Drawing Numbers Found in Figures

6.3-1 and g.3-40 to Their FSAR Figure Numbers
Table 6.3-2 6.3-58 Emergency Core Cooling System Component

Parameters
Table 6.3 3 6.3-61 Emergency Core Cooling System Code Requirements
Table 6.3 4 6.3 62 Materials Employed for Emergency Core Cooling

System Components
Table 6.3 5 6.3 64 ECCS Relief Valve Data i

Table 6.3 6 6.3 66 Changeover Sequence
Table 6.3 7 6.3-68 Nomal Operating Status of Emergency Core Cooling

,

System Components for Core Cooling

|

, _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ - . . _ . _ _ , . . . . , . . . _ . _ , , _ . . .__ _ , - . _ . , _ . .,
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES'

AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

EMERGENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEM

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.4.3
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.5.3

SECTION f P.ML,1 UFEAR TOPIC l
!Table 6.3-8 6.3-69 Maximum Potential Recirculation Loop Leakage

External to Containment
Table 6.3 10 6.3 71 Listing of Detailed Containment Heat Sinks for

North Anna Units 1 and 2
, Table 6.3 13 No such table '

! Fig. 6.1-1 Engineered Safety Features Systems
Fig. 6.2 1 Decay Heat Generation after Shutdown STP 9-2 3

Year Reactor Operating History
Fig. 6.2-67 Containment Quench and Recirculation Spray

Subsystems ,

Fig. 6.2-81 Detail of Sump for IRS Pump
Fig. 6.2-82 Detail of Sump for IRS Pump Section 2 2
Fig. 6.2-83 Containment Quench and Recirculation Spray

Systems
Fig. 6.2 95 Recirculation Spray Cooler Duty Worst Case

Depressurization Minimum ESF, PSDER, 40 Deg F

O RWST, 95 Deg F TX '

Fig. 6.2-96 Recirculation Spray Subsystem Flow Testing
Arrangement

Fig. 6.2-g7 Quench Spray Flow Rate vs Time, DER of a Hot Leg.
Winter Conditions Minimum ESF

Fig. 6.2-98 Quench Spray Flow Rate vs Time, DER of a Hot Leg.
Winter Conditions, Nomal ESF except Minimum
Quench Sprays

Fig. 6.2-99 Static Head in RWST vs Time DER of Hot Leg.
Winter Conditions, Minimum ESF

Fig. 6.2-101 Static Head in CAT vs Time, DER of Hot Leg.
Winter Conditions Minimum ESF

Fig. 6.2-102 Static Head in CAT vs Time DER of a Hot Leg.
Winter Conditions, Normal ESF except Minimum
Quench Sprays

Fig. 6.2-103 Concentration of Na0H vs Time for Quench Spray
and containment Sump Solutions Hot Leg DER.
Winter Conditions, Minimum ESF

Fig. 6.2-104 Concentration of Na0H vs Time for Quench Spray
and Containment Sump Solutions, Not Leg DER,
Winter Conditions, Nomal ESF except Minimum ,

Quench Sprays
i Fig. 6.2-105 pH of Quench Spray and Containment Sump Solutions
| vs Time, Hot Leg DER, Winter Conditions, Minimum
'

ESF

|O
I
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES,

L AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION
'

EMERGENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEM
|

| North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.4.3
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.5.3

i

SECTION f PXiLJ, UFSAR TOPIC
]
IFig. 6.2-106 pH of Quench Spray and Containment Sump Solutions

vs Time, Not Leg DER, Winter Conditions, Normal
i

ESF except Minimum Quench Spray ;

Fig. 6.3-1 Safety Injection System - Unit 1, Sheet 1 '

Fig. 6.3-2 Safety Injection System - Unit 1, Sheet 2
Fig. 6.3-3 Safety Injection System Unit 2, Sheet 1

1

Fig. 6.3-4 Safety Injection System - Unit 2, Sheet 2
,

| Fig. 6.3-7 North Anna low Head Safety injection Pump
i Perforiaance Curve
| Fig. 6.3-8 North Anna Charging / Safety Injection Pump
I Perforiaance Curve '

Fig. 6.3-13 Pressure Transients Worst Case LHS! Pump NPSH
'

'

Minimum ESF, PSDER
| Fig. 6.3-18 Simplified Schematic Low Head Safety Injection i

System
Fig. 6.3-22 Low Head $1 Pump Test Arrangement, Sheet 1

O Fig. 6.3-23 Low Head $1 Pump Test Arrangement, Sheet 2
7.1.3.6 7.1-14 Safety Related Equipment Identification ;

I 7.2.1.1.7 7.2 16 Safety Injection Signal Actuation Trip
7.2.2.2.1 7.2 28 Evaluation of Compliance with IEEE-279, 1971
7.3.1.3.3 7.3-11 Safety Injection
7.3.1.3.3.2 7.3-12 Operation
7.3.1.3.5 7.3 14 Engineered Safety Features Actuation Devices
7.3.2.1.1 7.3-27 Single Failure Criteria
7.3.2.1.5.8 7.3-32 Actuator Testing
7.3.2.g.1 7.3-38 Loss of Coolant Protection

; 7.3.2.g.2 7.3-38 Steam Line Break Protection
7.3.2.10 7.3 40 Automatic Changeover from Injection Mode to i,

'

Recirculation Mode after Loss of Primary Coolant
7.5 7.5-1 Safety Related Display Instrumentation
Table 7.3-1 7.3 46 Instrumentation Operating Conditions for

Engineered Safety Features
Table 7.3-3 7.3 48 Interlocks for Engineered Safety Features t

Actuation System
Fig. 7.2-g Safeguards Actuation Signals
Fig. 7.3-7 Containment Depressurization Actuation and Reset

- Train A
Fig. 7.3-11 Safety Injection System Actuated Devices
Fig. 7.3 12 Auxiliary Feedwater Pumps Startup
Fig. 7.3-34 ECCS Logic / Automatic Switchover from Injection

Phase to Recirculation Phase
8.3.1.1 8.3-2 Station Service Power System

-- - - - _ -- - __ __ -- - -_. _.
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES

; AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION l

EMERGENCY CORE CODLING SYSTEM,

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number 3.4.3 JCurrent North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.5.3 )

SECTION f PAGL1 UFSAt TOPIC |

8.3.1.1.1 8.3 2 Description
4.3.1.1.2.3 8.3 28 Criteria for Cable and Raceway Routing, '

| Designation, and Identification
8.3.1.1.2.4 8.3 40 Criteria for Identifying Safety Related Equipment

.

Table 8.3 6 8.3 61 Emergency Diesel Generator Loading Schedule Bus t

lH
Table 8.3-7 8.3-65 Emergency Diesel Generator Loading Schedule Bus

IJ ,

9.2.1.3 9.2-13 Design Evaluation
9.3.3 9.3-16a Vent and Drain System :

9.3.4.1.6 9.3 26 Emergency Core Cooling
9.3.4.2.1 9.3 26 Charging, Letdown, and Seal Water System
9.3.4.2.4 9.3-36 Component Description
9.5.6 9.5 50 Diesel Generator Starting System
Table 9.3 5 9.3-78 Principal Component Data Summary
Table 9.3 6 9.3 86 Chemical and Volume Control System Code-

Requirements '
| ,

| Fig. 9.3 21 Vent and Drain System - Unit 1, Sheet 1
Fig. 9.3-22 Vent and Drain System - Units 1 and 2, Sheet 2
Fig. 9.3 23 Vent and Drain System Units 1 and 2 Sheet 3
Fig. 9.3-24 Vent and Drain System - Unit 2, Sheet 1
Fig. 9.3-25 Vent and Drain System - Unit 2, Sheet 2
Fig. 9.3-40 Chemical and Volume Control System, Sheet 1

,Fig. 9.3-41 Chemical and Volume Control System, Unit 1,
Sheet 2 !

Fig. 9.3 42 Chemical and Volume Control System, Unit 1,
Sheet 3 |

Fig. 9.3 43 Chemical and Volume Control System. Unit 2, .

Sheet 1
|Fig. 9.3 44 Chemical and Volumo Control System, Unit 2,

Sheet 2 {Fig. 9.3-45 Chemical and Volume Control System, Unit 2, ;

Sheet 3
10.4.8.3 10.4-40 Safety Evaluation
11.1.2 11.1-5 Leakage Rates
Table 11.1-5 11.1-12 Parameters Used in the Calculation of Reactor

Coolant Fission Product Activities
JTable 11.1-15 11.1-22 Leakage Rates

12A.5 12A-17 Description of Neutron Supplementary Shield
Table 12A-3 12A 25 Vent Areas. Effective L/A, and K Factors used in

the Reactor Cavity Analysis with RELAP4/M005
Table 12A-8 12A-32 ECCS Stress Summary, Reactor Coolant Loop 1 andO5 RHR
Table 12A-9 12A-34 ECCS Stress Summary, Low Head 51 and RHR

-- . -.. - _ . _ - - - .-- , - _. -- ._ . _ . . - - _ - . . - . - _ - .
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES |

AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION l

EMERGENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEM I
'

|

! North Anna MERITS IC0 Number 3.4.3
I Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.5.3

SICIIM i RAE ! UFSAR TOPIC

Table 12A 10 12A 35 ECCS Stress Sunnary, Reactor Coolant Loop 1 and
Low Head SI

Table 12A Il 12A-36 ECCS Stress Summary, Reacter Coolant Loop 2, RHR
and low Head $1 i

Table 12A 12 12A-37 ECCS Stress Summary, SI, Not Leg, Problem 703 |
Table 12A-13 12A 38 ECCS Stress Summary, SI, Hot Leg, Problem 706 !Table 12A 14 12A-3g ECC5 Stress Sunnary, $1, Hot Leg, Problem 707
Table 12A 15 12A 40 ECCS Stress Summary, 51, Cold Leg, Problem 727 '

Table 12A-16 12A-42 ECCS Stress Summary, SI, Cold Leg, Problem 733
Table 12A 17 12A-43 ECCS Stress Summary, SI, Cold Leg, Problem 734
F1 . 12A-16 Elevation View of Reactor Cavity
Fi . 12A 17 Reactor Cavity Plan View
Fi . 12A-18 Plan View of Refueling Cavity showing the Nodal

Arrangement .

Fig. 12A Ig Block Diagram for the Reactor Cavity
Fig. 12A 20 Pressure Transient Nodes 1,2,3,7,12,25,27

O' Fig. 12A-21 Pressure Transient Nodes 4,8,11,15,16,22
Fig. 12A 22 Pressure Transient Nodes 5,g,23 ,

Fig. 12A 23 Pressure Transient Nodes 6,10.13,18
15.1.2 15.1-3 Initial Power Conditions Assumed in Accident

Analyses
15.1.8.4 15.1-15 Distribution of Decay Heat Following a LOCA
15.2.4.1 15.2-18A Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.2.4.3 15.2-21 Procedural Prevention of Dilution
15.2.10.1 15.2-45 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.2.13.1 15.2 54 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.2.14 15.2 62 Spurious Operation of the Safety Injection System

at Power
15.2.14.1 15.2 62 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.3 15.3-1 Condition !!! - Infrequent Faults
15.3.1 15.3-2 Loss of Reactor Coolant from small Ruptured Pipes

or from Cracks in large Pipes that Actuates the
Emergency Core Cooling System

.

15.3.1.1 15.3 2 Accident Description :
15.3.1.2 15.3-3 Method of Analysis
15.3.1.3 15.3-5 Results
15.3.1.4 15.3-6 Conclusions
15.3.1.5 15.3-7 Post-TMI Evaluation
15.3.2 15.3-8 Minor Secondary System Pipe Breaks
15.4 15.4-1 Condition IV - Limiting Faults
15.4.1 15.4-2 Major Reactor Coolant System Pipe Ruptures

O, 15.4.1.1 15.4-3 Accident Description
15.4.1.2 15.4-4 Analysis
15.4.1.3 15.4 6 Changes from Previous Analysis
15.4.1.3.3 No such section
15.4.1.4 15.4-7 Results

. _ - . _ _ - _ . _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGESO AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

EMERGENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEM

.

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.4.3 I

Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.5.3

SECTION f PKnLi Uf1Mt 10PIC,

15.4.1.7 15.4-11 Offsite Effects
15.4.2.1.3 15.4-28 Analysis of Effects and Consequences to the

Environment
15.4.2.1.10 No such section '

15.4.2.2.1 15.4-29 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.4.2.2.2 15.4-31 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
15.4.3.1 15.4 38 Accident Description
15.4.3.2.1 15.4-40 Method of Analysis
Table 15.1-1 15.1 25 Nuclear Steam Supply System Power Ratings
Table 15.1-2 15.1 26 Summary of Initial Conditions and Computer Codes

Used
Table 15.1-3 15.1-30 Trip Points and Time Delays to Trip Assumed in

Accident Analyses
Table 15.1-4 15.1-31 Determination of Maximum Overpower Trip Point

Power Range Neutron flux Channel Based on Nominal
Setpoint Considering Inherent Instrumentation,

Errors
Table 15.1-5 15.1-32 Core and Gap Activities for 17x17 Fuel Assembly

Operation at 2900 MWt for 650 Days
Table 15.1-6 15.1-32 Core Temperature Distribution 17x17 Fuel Assembly
Table 15.2 1 15.2-67 Time Sequence of Events for condition !! Events <

Table 15.3-1 . 15.3-23 Assumptions and Results for Small Break.
.

Table 15.3 2 15.3 24 Time Sequence of Events for Small Break i

Table 15.4-4 15.4 81 Results for DECLG
Table 15.4 5 15.4 82 Reflood Mass and Energy Releases DECLGi

Fig. 15.3-1 Safety In,jection Flow Rate'

Fig. 15.3-2 Core Power
Fig. 15.3 3 Core Power Distribution
Fig. 15.3-4 RCS Depressurization Transient
Fig. 15.3 5 Core Mixture Height
Fig. 15.3 6 Steam Flow
Fig. 15.3-7 Hot Spot Fluid Temperature
Fig. 15.3-8 Rod Film Coefficient
Fig. 15.3 9 Clad Temperature Transient J

Fig. 15.3 10 RCS Depressurization Transient
Fig. 15.3 11- Core Mixture Height
Fig. 15.3-12 Clad Temperature Transient
Fig. 15.3 13 RCS Depressuritation Transient
Fig. 15.3 14 Core Mixture Height
Fig. 15.3 15 Clad Temperature Transient ;

O

>
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

EMERGENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEM

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.4.3
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.5.3

SECTION f P.AE.1 UFSAR TOPIC

Fig. 15.4-1 Peaking Facter versus Core Height - Fq = 2.20
Fig. 15.4 2 Mass Velocity - DECLG
Fig. 15.4 3 Heat Transfer Coefficient
Fig. 15.4-4 Core Pressure DECLG
Fig. 15.4 5 Break Flow Rate - DECLG
Fig. 15.4 6 Core Pressur Drop - DECLS
Fig. 15.4-7 Peak Clad Temperature - DECLG
Fig. 15.4 8 Fluid Temperature DECLS ;
Fig. 15.4-g Core Flow - Top and Botton DECLG
Fig. 15.4 10 Reflood Transient - DECLG
Fig. 15.4-11 Accumulator Flow, Blowdown - DECLG
Fig. 15.4-12 Pumped ECCS flow Reflood - DECLG
Fig. 15.4 13 Containment Pressure - DECLG -

Fig. 15.4-14 Core Power Transient DECLG
'

Fig. 15.4-15 Break Energy Released to Containment - DECLG-

Fig. 15.4-16 Containment Wall Heat Transfer Coefficient -
DECLG

'

Fig. 15.4-17 Reflood Transient DECLG
'

Fig. 15.4 18 Fluid Quality - DECLG '

>
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

EMERGENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEM
,

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.4.4 1

Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.4.6.2.e l

SECTIDM f P.gilj, UFSAR TDPIC I

5.2.4 5.2-49 Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary Leakage
Detection Systems

5.2.4.1 5.2-49 Leakage Detection
5.2.4.2 5.2-53 Ident<fication of Leak Sources .

5.2.4.3 5.2 54 Testing
5.2.4.4 5.2-54 Maximus Allowable Leakage .

5.5.1.3.1 5.5 4 Pump Perforinance
5.5.1.3.11 5.5 9 Shaft Seal Leakage

,

5.5.7.2 5.5 48 Design Description
Table 5.5-1 5.5-79 Reactor Coolant Pump Design Parameters
6.2.4.2 6.2 135 System Design
Table 6.3 8 6.3 69 Maximum Potential Recirculation Loop Leakae

External to Containment
9.3.4.1.5 9.3-26 Seal Water Injection

c 9.3.4.2.1 9.3 26 Charging, Letdown, and Seal Water System
| 9.3.4.3.3 9.3-56 Seal Water Injection

10.4.8.3 10.4-40 Safety Evaluation

;

,

O
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES,

AS A RESULT 0F MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

EMERGENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEM
<

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number 3.4.5
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.5.5 :

SECTION f fynW UfSAR TOPIC

Table 1.3-2 1.3 13 Comparison of Engineered Safety Featur$;s
Fig. 1.2-2 Plot Plan
6.2.1.1.1.1 6.2-1 Design Criteria
4.2.1.3.1.1 6.2-28 Loss of Coolant Accident
6.2.2.2 6.2-70 System Design
6.2.2.2.5 6.2 91 Heat Exchangers and Vessels !6.2.2.3.2 6.2-99 Recirculation Spray Pump Net Positive Suction '

Head ,

6.2.2.3.3 6.2-104 Containment Depressurization Time
6.2.2.4.1 6.2-106 Quench Spray Subsystems
6.2.2.5.1 6.2-111 Quench Spray Subsystems

' 6.2.3.1 6.2-114 Design Bases
6.2.3.4 6.2-131 Tests and Inspections

,

6.2.3.6 6.2-132 Materialsi
,

6.3.2.2.2 6.3-20 Changeover From the Injection Mode to
Recirculation after Loss of Primary Coolant

6.3.3.3 6.3 33 Coolant Storage Reserves

O 6.3.3.4 6.3-33 Boron Concentration
6.3.5.4 6.3 53 Level Indication

i 6.3.5.4.1 6.3 53 Refueling Water Storage Tank Level
6.3.5.5.2 6.3 54 Low Head Safety Injection Pump RWST Suction Valve
Table 6.2-1 6.2-175 Reactor Containment Limits on Operating

Conditions
Table 6.2-11 6.2-193 Satan V Mass and Energy Release Rates Hot Leg

| Single Ended Split
| Table 6.2-43 6.2-245 Containment Depressurization System Design Data

Table 6.2-50 6.2 277 Sensitivity of NPSH to RWST and Service Water l
Temperature

Table 6.3-7 6.3 68 Normal Operating Status of Emergency Core Cooling
System Components for Core Coolingi

! Fig. 6.2-65 Absolute Differential Pressure Response for Surge
Line DER

Fig. 6.2-68 RWST Internal Weir
Fig. 6.2-g9 Static Head in RWST vs Time, DER of Hot Leg.

Winter Conditions, Minimus ESF
Fig. 6.2 100 Static Head in RWST vs Time, DER of Hot Leg.

Winter Conditions, Normal ESF except Minimum
Quench Sprays

Fig. 6.3-11 RWST Level and Alaru Setpoints
Fig. 6.3 21 Boric Acid Solubility vs Temperature
7.5.2 7.5-1 Analysis
Table 7.5-2 7.5 6 Main Control Board Indicators and/or Recorders

Available to the Operator, Condition IV Events

1
. .. - - - - _ _ _ _ - -..-- - _ . _ _ _ -- .___ _ _ _ ___ _ _ .__
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

)
EMERGENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEM i

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number 3.4.5
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.5.5

.

SECTION 8 PKnL1 UFSAR TQPlc

9.1.4.4.11 9.1 30a Refueling Water Storage Tank *

9.3.4.2.1 9.3-26
Charging,Shie and Reactor Coolant MakupLetdown, and Seal Water System9.3.4.2.t.4 9.3 31 Chee<ca

!11.3.5.4 11.3-12 Refueling Water Storage Tanks
L 15.4.1.1 15.4-3 Accident Description

,

;

t

Oi

.
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

EMERGENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEM

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.4.6 '

Current North Anna Technic. 1 Specification Number 3.5.4.1

SECTION f PMEJ UFSAR TOPIC

Table 1.3-2 1.3 13 Comparison of Engineered Safety Features
6.3.2.1.2 6.3-7 Boron Injection Tank
6.3.5.1.1 6.3-51 Boron Injection Tank Temperature
6.3.5.1.2 6.3 52 Heat Tracing Temperature
6.3.5.2.1 6.3-52 Boron Injection Tank Pressure
6.3.5.3.1 6.3-52 Boric Acid Recirculation Flow
9.3.4.2.1 9.3-26 Charging, Letdown, and Seal Water System
9.3.4.2.4.8 9.3-41 Boric Acid Tanks
9.3.4.2.4.23 9.3-48 Electrical Heat Tracing
15.2.14.1 15.2-62 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.4.2.1.1 15.4-18 Identification of Causes and Accident Description

O

O
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

CONTAINMENT

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number 3.5.1
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.6.1.1, 3.6.1.2, 3.6.1.3,

and 3.6.3.1

SICTION f PKnL1 UFSAR TOPlc

3.1.12 3.1 16 Containment Design
3.1.43 3.1 51 Containment Design Basis
3.1.4g 3.1 57 Primary Containment Isolation
3.1.50 3.1-54 Closed System Isolation Valves
3.8.1.5 3.8 25 Construction Materials
3.8.2.1.4 3.8-42 Containment Liner
3.8.2.2 3.8 63 Design Basis
3.4.2.7 3.8-75 Construction Materials
Table 3.8-7 3.0-150 Load Combinations for Liner Plate and Access

Openings
Fig. 3.8-16 Personnel and Equipment Hatch Assemblies
6.2.1.1 6.2-1 Design 8 asis

,

6.2.1.1.1.1 6.2-1 Design Criteria
6.2.1.1.2.1 6.2 15 Design Criteria
6.2.1.3.1 6.2-27 Containment
6.2.1.4 6.2 63 Testing and InsPaction
6.2.1.5 6.2 67 Instrumentation Application
6.2.4 6.2-133 Containment ! W ttien System
Table 6.2-1 6.2-175 Reactor Co M . ant Limits on Operating

Conditions
Table 6.2-1A 6.2-176 Containment Structure Desion Conditions
Fig. 6.2-107 Typical Containment Isolation Arrangements
15.3.8 15.3-20 Breaks in Instrument Line or Lines from Reactor

Coolant System that Penetrate Containment
15.4.1 15.4-1 Major Reactor Coolant System Pipe Ruptures
15.4.2 15.4-18 Major Secondary System Pipe Rupture
Table 15.4-7 15.4 83 Integrated Thyroid and External Radiation Doses

Following a Hypothetical Accident Based on a
Leakage Rate of 0.1% of Contained Volume Per Day
for 60 Minutes

Fig. 15.4 20 Integrated Thyroid Dose at Exclusion Boundary vs
Time

Fig. 15.4-21 Integrated Thyroid Dose vs Distance

O
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

CONTAIM9ENT
'

North Anna MERITS LCO Number - 3.5.2 .

Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.6.2.1

SECTION f M UFSAR TOPIC

Table 1.3-1 1.3-9 Design of North Anna Nuclear Steam Supply System:
Comparison with Systems at Beaver Valley Unit I
and Surry Units 1 and 2

Table 1.3-3 1.3-16 Comparison of Containment Concepts
3.1.34 3.1-43 Containment Heat Removal
3.11.2.1 3.11-5a Quench Spray Subsystem
Table 3.11-2 3.11-21 Location of ESF Devices
6.1 6.1-1 General
6.2.1.1.1 6.2-1 Containment
6.2.1.1.1.2 6.2-3 LOCTIC Computer Code
6.2.1.3.1 6.2-27 Containment
6.2.1.3.1.1 6.2-28 Loss of Coolant Accident
6.2.1.3.2 6.2-43 Subcompartments
6.2.2.1 6.2-67 Design Basis
6.2.2.2 6.2-70 System Design
6.2.2.3 6.2-92 Design Evaluation
6.2.2.3.2 6.2-99 Recirculation Spray Pump Net Positive Suction

Head
. 6.2.2.3.3 6.2-104 Containment Depressurization Time

6.2.2.4.1 6.2-106 Quench Spray Subsystems
6.2.2.5.1 6.2-111 Quench Spray Subsystem
6.2.3.1 6.2-114 Design Bases
6.2.3.3 6.2-124 Design Evaluation
6.2.4.2 6.2-135 System Design
6.2.6.3 6.2-161 Design Evaluation
6.3.3.12 6.3-4? Minimum Containment Pressure Analysis
Appendix 6A 6A-1 Mass and Energy Release Rates During Reflood
Table 6.2-13 6.2-196 Summary of Results of Containment Analysis

Spectrum of Break Sizes and Locations
Table 6.2-19 6.2-207 Peak Containment Pressure-and Temperature Results

Based on Steam Releases of Quality 1.0 at 05
Power

Table 6.2-43 6.2-245 Containment Depressurization System Design Data
Table 6.2*47 6.2-254 Break Effluent Assumptions for Containment

Decompression and NPSH Analysis
Table 6.2-75 6.2-325 Containment Pressure Analysis for Inadvertent

Operation of Quench Spray System
Table 6.3-10 6.3-71 Listing of Detailed Containment Heat Sinks for

North Anna Units 1 and 2
Table 6.3-11 6.3-76 Minimum Time Delays in the Quench Spray Pump

Actuation Time
Fig. 6.1-1 Engineered Safety Featuras System

O



..

UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

CONTAINNENT

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.5.2
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.6.2.1

SECTIDM f PML1 UFSAR TOPlc

Fig. 6.2-12 containment Pressure vs Time Spectrum of Pump
Suction Ruptures

Fig. 6.2-13 Containment Pressure vs Time PSOER - Single
Failure Analysis .

Fig. 6.2-16 Containment Atmo e.p re Temperature 4.9 Ft2
Steam Line Bren 'Jytkies of Flow Restrictor, 0%
Power, Maxirea Pr*Mure 25 fps - Bubble Rise
Velocity, Shout 1

Fig. 6.2-17 Containment Atmosphere Temperature 4 9 Ft2
Stesa line Break Upstream of Flow Restrictor 05,

Power, Maximus Pressure 25 fps - Bubble Rise
Velocity, Sheet 1

Fig. 6.2-1B Containment Atmosphere Temperature 4.9 Ft2
Steam Line Break Upstream of Flow Restrictor, 0%
Power, Maximus Pressure 25 fps - Bubble Rise
Velocity, Sheet 2

Fig. 6.2-19 Containment Atmosphere Temperature 4.9 FtI
Steam Line Break Upstress of Flow Restrictor 0%
Power, Maximus Pressure 25 fps - Bubble Rise
Velocity, Sheet 2

Fig. 6.2-20 Containment Atmosphere Temperature 4.9 Ft2
Steam Line Break Upstress of Flow Restrictor 0%
Power, Maximus Pressure 25 fps - Bubble Rise
Velocity, Sheet 3

Fig. 6.2-21 Containment Atmosphere Temperature 4.9 Ft2
Steam Line Break Upstream of Flow Restrictor, 0%
Power, Maximum Pressure 25 fps - Bubble Rise
Velocity, Sheet 3

Fig. 6.2-22 Containment Atmosphere Temperature 4.9 Ft2
Steam Line Break Upstream of Flow Restrictor, 0%
Power, Maximus Pressure 25 fps - Bubble Rise
Velocity, Sheet 4

2Fig. 6.2-23 Containment Atmosphere Temperature 4.9 Ft
Steam Line Break Upstream of Flow Restrictor, 0%
Power, Maximus Pressure 25 fps - Bubble Rise
Velocity, Sheet 4

2Fig. 6.2-24 Containment Atmosphere Temperature 4.9 Ft
Steam Line Break Upstream of Flow Restrictor, 0%
Power, Maximus Pressure 25 fps - Bubble Rise
Velocity, Sheet 5

2Fig. 6.2-25 Containment Atmosphere Temperature 4.9 Ft
Steam Line Break Upstream of Flow Restrictor. 0%
Power, Maximus Pressure 25 fps - Bubble RiseO Velocity, Sheet 5

,
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
O AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION :V '

CONTAllMENT

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.5.2
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.6.2.1

SECTION f MGL1 UFSAR TQPIC

Fig. 6.2-67 Containment Quench and Recirculation Spray |Subsystems
iFig. 6.2-72 Non Normalized Density Function f(d) of Drop i

Diameters for Quench Spray Header at 40 psi
Fig. 6.2-73 Non-Normalized Density Function f(d) of Drop

Diameters for Quench Spray Header at 25 psi
jFig. 6.2-74 Particle Size vs Volume Percentage for Whirljet

Nozzles at 10 psio
' Fig. 6.2-75 Particle Size vs Volume Percentage for Whirljet

Nozzles at 40 psi .

Fig. 6.2-76 Particle Size vs Volume Percentage for 1 HH 30100
Injector Fulljet

Fig. 6.2-77 Spray Analyzer
,

Fig. 6.2-83 Containment Quench and Recirculation Spray
Systems'

Fig. 6.2-84 Containment Sump Temperature vs Time, Cold Leg
DER

O- Fig. 6.2-89 Quench Spray Flow Rate Worst Case RS Pumps Norm
ESF, HLDER

Fig. 6.2-93 Quench Spray Flow Rate Worst Case
Depressurization Minimum ESF, PSDER

Fig. 6.2-95 Recirculation Spray Cooler Duty Worst Case
Depressurization Minimum ESF, PSDER, 40F RWST,,

9;F TX
Fig. 6.2-96 Recirculation Spray Subsystem Flow Testing

Arrangement
Fig. 6.2-97 Quench Spray Flow Rate vs Time, DER of a Hot Leg,

Winter Conditions, Minimum ESF
Fig. 6.2-98 Quench Spray Flow vs Time, DER of a Hot Leg,

Winter Conditions, Normal ESF Except Minimum
| Quench Sprays

Fig. 6.2-99 Static Head in RWST vs Time, DER of Hot Leg,
Winter Conditions, Minimum ESF

Fig. 6.2-100 Static Head in RWST vs Time, DER of Hot Leg,
Winter Conditions, Normal ESF Except Minimum
Quench Sprays

Fig. 6.2-101 Static Head in CAT vs Time, DER of Hot Leg,
Winter Conditions, Minimum ESF

Fig. 6.2-102 Static Head in CAT vs Time, DER of a Hot Leg,
Winter Conditions, Normal ESF Except Minimum
Quench Sprays

Fig. 6.2-103 Concentration of Na0H vs Time for Quench Spray

O and Containment Sump Solutions, Hot Leg DER,
Winter Conditions, Minimum ESF

|

|
. . - . - - -
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AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION.,

CONTAllWENT

North Anna MERITS LCO Number - 3.5.2
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.6.2.1

SECTION # PAGE i UFSAR TOPIC

Fig. 6.2-104 Concentration of NaOH vs Time for Quench Spray
and Containment Sump Solutions, Hot Leg DER,
Winter Conditions, Normal ESF Except Minimum
Quench Sprays

Fig. 6.2-105 pH of Quench Spray and Containment Sump Solutions
vs Time, Hot Leg DER, Winter Conditions, Minimus
ESF

Fig. 6.2-106 pH of Quench Spray and Containment Sump Solutions
vs Time, Hot Leg DER, Winter Conditions, Nronal
ESF Except Minimum Quench Spray

15.4.1 15.4-1 Major Reactor Coolant System Pipe Ruptures
15.4.2 15.4-18 Major Secondary System Pipe Rupture
Table 15.4-3 15.4-81 Time Sequence of Events

O

|

.

O |.

1
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FDR CHANGES ,

.
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

$

CONTAlletENT

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.5.3
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.6.2.2

SECTION f RAfill UFSAR TDPIC

1.2.9 1.2-7 Engineered Safety Features
1.3.2 1.3-3 Comparison of Final and Preliminary Designs
3.5.2 3.5-7 Design for Missiles Postulated Outside of Reactor

Containment
3.8.1.1.12 3.8-14 Casing Cooling Pump House ,

3.11.2.2 3.11-6 Recirculation Spray Subsystem
Table 3.11-2 3.11-21 Location of ESF Devices
6.2.1.1.1 6.2-1 Containment
6.2.2.1 6.2-67 Design Bases
6.2.2.2 6.2-70 System Design
6.2.2.3.1 6.2-92 Containment Depressurization System

,

6.2.2.3.2 6.2-99 Recirculation Spray Pump Net Positive Suction'

Head
6.2.2.3.3 6.2-104 Containment Depressurization Time
6.2.2.4.2 6.2-109 Recirculation Spray Subsystems
6.2.2.5.2 6.2-112 Recirculation Spray Subsystem

| . 6.2.2.5.3 6.2-113 Casing Cooling
' 6.2.3.1 6.2-114 Design Bases

6.2.4.2 6.2-135 System Design
Table 6.2-43 6.2-245 Containment Depressurization System Design Data
Table 6.2-46 6.2-251 Consequence of Component Malfunctions
Table 6.2-47 6.2-254 Break Effluent Assumptions for Containment

Decompression and NPSH Analysis
Table 6.2-48 6.2-256 Sensitivity Study Input Parameters
Table 6.2-49 6.2-276 Sensitivity of NPSH to Single Failures and Break

Locations Assumption Temperature of.50 degF RWST
and 35 degF Service Water,

Fig. 6.2-80
Fig. 6.2-81
Fig. 6.2-82
Fig. 6.2-83
15.4.1 15.4-1 Major Reactor Coolant System Pipe-Ruptures
15.4.2 15.4-18 Major Secondary System Pipe Rupture

1

_. - .__ _ ._ -
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES

AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

CONTAINMENT ~ 1

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number 3.5.4 '

Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.6.2.3

SECTION f P.AEL.1 UFSAR TOPIC

6.2.2.2 6.2-70 System Design ;

6.2.2.5.1 6.2-111 Quench Spray-Subsystem '

6.2.3.1 6.2-114 Design Bases
6.2.3.3 6.2-124 Design Evaluation
6.2.3.4 6.2-131 Tests and Inspections
6.2.3.6 6.2-132 Materials
6.2.4.2 6.2-135 System Design
Table 6.2-55 6.2-245 Iodine Removal Coefficients - North Anna Power

Station - Units 1 and 2
Fig. 6.2-105
Fig. 6.2-106

O

1

|

l

|

|O
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| UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES |
|- AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION !.

CONTAllmENT

L North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.5.5
| Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.6.1.4 I

t
'

SECTION # MELL UFSAR TOPIC

i- 1.3.1.3 1.3-1 Comparison of Containment Concepts
Table 1.3-3 1,3-16 Comparison of Containment Concepts J|.
Table 1.3-4 1.3-17 Comparison of Containment Atmosphere Pressure

I Sensors |
| 3.1.44 3.1-52 Fracture Prevention of Containment Pressure .

8oundary |
,

| 3.8.2.2 3.8-63 Design Basis
"

6.2.1.1.1 6.2-1 Containment
6.2.1.1.1.1 6.2-1 Design Criteria
6.2.1.3.1 6.2-27 Containment
6.2.1.3.1.2 6.2-32 Main Steam Line Break Inside Containment
6.2.2.1 6.2-67 Design Basis
6.2.2.3.2 6.2-99 Recirculation Spray Pump Not Positive Suction

Head
6.2.2.3.3 o.2-104 Containment Depressurization Time
6.2.6.3 6.2-161 Design Evaluation
6.2.6.5 6.2-164 Instrumentation Application

O 6.3.3.1.2 6.3-28 Small Pipe Break Analysis
6.3.3.12 6.3-43 Minimum Containment Pressure Analysis
Table 6.2-14 6.2-197 Summary of Results of Containment Analysis Single

Failure Analysis for Pump Suction DER
Table 6.2-40 6.2-241 Sensitivity of Containment Depressurization to

Single Failures
| Table 6.2-75 6.2-325 Containment Pressure Analysis for Inadvertent

Operation of Quench Spray System
.

'

Fig. 6.2-91 Pressure Transient Vorst Case Depressurization
Minimum ESF, PSDER, 50F RWST, 95F Service Water

Fig. 6.2-92 Condensing Coefficient Worst Case
Depressurization Minimum ESF, PSDER, 40F RWST,
95F TX

Fig. 6.2-93 Quench Spray Flow Rate Worst Case
Depressurization Minimum ESF, PSDER

Fig. 6.2-94 Temperature Transient Worst Case Depressruization
Minimum ESF, PSDER, 40F RWST, 95F TX

Fig. 6.2-95 Recirculation Spray Cooler Duty Worst Case
Depressurization Minimum ESF, PSDER, 40F RWST,
95F TX

7.3.1.3.2 7.3-8 Containment Pressure
15.4.1 15.4-1 Major Reactor Coolant System Pipe Ruptures
15.4.2 15.4-18 Major Secondary System Pipe Rupture i

l

O '

l

l
l
|
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|

CONTA! MENT
;

North Anna MERITS LCO Number - 3.5.6
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.6.1.5 '

SECTION f PAliLJ UFSAR TOPIC

6.2.1.3.1.2 6.2-32 Main Steam Line Break Inside Containment
6.2.6.5 6.2-164 Instrumentation Application
6.2.7.2 6.2-165 System Design
Table 6.2-14 6.2-197 Summary of Results of Containment Analysis Single

Failure Analysis for Pump Suction DER
15.4.1 15.4-1 Major Reactor Coolant System Pipe Ruptures

,

15.4.2 15.4-18 Major Secondary System Pipe Rupture

'

.

O '
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES

AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

CONTAllMENT

! North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.5.7
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.6.4.3

SECTION f E&fd.1 UFSAR TOPIC
'

l.2.5 1.2-5 Waste Disposal Systems
6.2.3.1 6.2-114 Design Bases
6.2.3.2 6.2-121 System Design
6.2.3.3 6.2-124 Design Evaluation
6.2.6.2 6.2-161 System Design
6.4.1.1 6.4-1 Design Bases

L Table 6.2-58 6.2-284 North Anna Units 1 and 2 Post-D8A Hydrogen Purge
of Containment Halogens Accumulated on the
Process Vent Filer

11.3 11.3-1 Gaseous Waste Disposal System
11.3.1 11.3-1 Design Objectives
11.3.2 11.3-1 System Description
11.3.3 11.3-6 Operating Procedures
11.3.5 11.3-9 Estimated Releases
11.3.6 11.3-17 Release Points
11.4.2.2 11.4-4 Process Vent Particulate Monitor
11.4.2.3 11.4-4 Process Vent Gas Monitor
llB.3.1 llB-9 Radiation Exposure Evaluation

| ( 11C.4.1.5 110-16 Evaluation of Compliance with Proposed 10 CFR 50,
Appendix !

Table 11.3-1 11.3-21 Gaseous Waste Disposal Equipment Design Data
Table 11.3-2 11.3-24 Estimated Gaseous Effluents - Design Case
Table 11.3-3 11.3-25 Estimated Gaseous Effluents - Expected Case
Table llB-2 IIB-42 Estimated Gaseous Effluents and Isotopic

Disintegration Energies
Table llc-4 11C-33 Gaseous Source Terms by Isotope and Release Mode
Table 110-10 11C-41 Gaseous Releases for North Anna Units I and 2
Table 110-11 11C-43 Gaseous Releases
Fig. 11.3-1 Gaseous Waste Disposal System, Sheet 1
Fig, 11.3-2 Gaseous Waste disposal System, Sheet 2
Fig. 11.3-3 Gaseous Waste Release Points
15.3.5.2 15.3-14a Analysis of Effects and Consequences
15.4.5.2.3 15.4-53 Iodine Decontamination Factors
15.4.5.2.4 15.4-55 Environmental Consequences

O'

,

I
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
! AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

CONTAllMENT |

|- North Anna' MERITS LC0 Number - 3.5.8
|: Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.6.4.1

SECTION f PAGLJ, UFSAR TOPIC

1.2.11 1.2-10 Common and Separate Facilities
Table 1.3-3 1.3-16 Comparison of Containment Concepts
5.5.10.3 5.5-76d Design Evaluation
6.2.5 6.2-154 Combustible Gas Control in Containment -

Containment Atmosphere Cleanup System
6.2.5.1 6.2-154 Design Basis
6.2.5.2 6.2-154 System Description,

6.2.5.3 6.2-157 Design Evaluation
E

! 6.2.5.4 6.2-159 Testing and Inspections
L 6.2.5.5 6.2-160 Instrumentation Application
i. Table 6.2-73 6.2-323 Parameters Used in Calculating Hydrogen Sources
| Fig. 6.2-108 Post D8A Atmosphere Cleanup System

Fig. 6.2-111 Hyd en Production in Containment
Fig. 6.2-112 Post Containment Hydrogen Concentration,

Sheet 1
Fig. 6.2-113 Post DBA Containment Hydrogen Concentration,

Sheet 2
7.3.1.3.3.2 7.3-12 Operation

O- 7.5.1 7.5-1 Description
7.5.2 7.5-1 Analysis
Table 7.5-2 7.5-6 Main Control Board Indicators and/or Recorders

Available to the Operator, Condition IV Events
11.3.3 11.3-6 Operating Procedures
15.3.1.4 15.3-6 Conclusions
15.4.1 15.4 1 Major Reactor Coolant System Pipe Ruptures
15.4.2 15.4-18 . Major Secondary System Pipe Rupture

O

.
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

CONTAllmENT !
l

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.5.9 '

Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.6.4.2
_1

! SECTION f EAEL i UFSAR TOPIC |

1.2.10 1.2-8 Aux 111ary Systems- I

1.2.11 1.2-10 Common and Separate Facilities
3.1.37 3.1 46 Containment Atmosphere Cleanup
3.1.38 3.1-47 Inspection of Containment Atmosphere Cleanup

Systems,

3.1.39 3.1-47 Testing of Containment Atmosphere Cleanup System
3.11.2.5 3.11-9 Containment Atmosphere Cleanup System

. 6.1 6.1-1 General
1 6.2.5 6.2-154 Combustible Gas Control in Containment -

Containment Atmosphere Cleanup System
6.2.5.1 6.2-154 Design Basis
6.2.5.2 6.2-154 System Description
6.2.5.3 6.2-157 Design Evaluation
6.2.5.4 6.2-159 Testing and Inspections
6.2.5.5 6.2-160 Instrumentation Application
Table 6.2-73 6.2-323 Parameters Used in Calculating Hydrogen Sources
Fig. 6.2-108 Post D8A Atmosphere Cleanup System
Fig. 6.2-109 Effect of Combination of Recombiner Operation and

| 5 Purging on Hydrogen
|

.

Fig. 6.2-111 Hydrogen Production in Containment
Fig. 6.2-112 Post DBA Containment Hydrogen Concentration,

Sheet 1
Fig. 6.2-113 Post DBA Containment Hydrogen Concentration,

Sheet 2
11.3.5.7 11.3-15 Containment Purge
15.4.1 15.4-1 Major Reactor Coolant System Pipe Ruptures
15.4.2 15.4-18 Major Secondary System Pipe Rupture

|
|

|

|

l

O
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
'

AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

PLANT SYSTEMS

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.6.1 '

| Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.7.1.1

SECTION # P.AGL1 UFSAR TOPIC

Table 3.2-1 3.2-5 Structures, Systems, and Components that are
Designed to Seismic and Tornado Criteria

10.3.2 ~ 10.3-2 System Description
10.3.3 10.3-8 Perfomance Analysis
15.2.2 15.2-7 Uncontrolled Rod Cluster Control Assembly Bank

Withdrawal at Power
15.2.7.1 15.2-33 Identification of Causes and Accident Dascription

| 15.2.8 15.2-38 Loss of Nomal Feedwater
15.2.9.1 15.2-43 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.2.10 15.2-45 Excessive Heat Removal Due to Feedwater System

Malfunctions
15.2.11 15.2-49 Excessive Load Increase Incident
15.2.12 15.2-52 Accidental Depressurization of the Reactor

Coolant System
15.2.13.1 15.2-54 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.2.13.2.1 15.2-55 Method of Analysis
15.2.14 15.2-62 Spurious Operation of the Safety Injection System

O' at Power
15.4.2.1.1- 15.4-18 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.4.2.2 15.4-29 Major Rupture of a Main Feedwater Pipe
15.4.3.1 15.4-38 Accident Description
15.4.4 15.4-46 Single Reactor Coolant Pump Locked Rotor

|0 -

,

|
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

PLANT SYSTEMS

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.6.2 -

Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.7.1.1

SECTION f jML1 UFSAR TOPlc

Table 3.2-1 3.2-5 Structures, Systems, and Components that are
Designed to Seismic and Tornado criteria

10.3.2 10.3-2 System Description
10.3.3 10.3-8 Performance Analysis
15.2.2 15.2-7 Uncontrolled Rod Cluster Control Assembly Bank

Withdrawal at Power
15.2.7.1 15.2-33 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.2.8 15.2-38 Loss of Normal Feedwater
15.2.9.1 15.2-43 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.2.10 15.2-45 Excessive Heat Removal Due to Feedwater System

Malfunctions
15.2.11 15.2-49 Excessive Load Increase Incident
15.2.12 15.2-52 Accidental Depressurization of the Reactor

Coolant System
15.2.13.1 15.2-54 Identification of Causes and Accident Description -
15.2.13.2.1 15.2-55 Method of Analysis
15.2.14 15.2-62 Spurious Operation of the Safety Injection System

at Power,

15.4.2.1.1 15.4-18 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.4.2.2 15.4-29 Major Rupture of a Main Feedwater Pipe
15.4.3.1 15.4-38 Accident Description
15.4.4 15.4-46 Single Reactor Coolant Pump Locked Rotor

O

1
;

- .
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES |
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

PLANT SYSTEMS

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.6.3 *

Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.7.1.5-
|

IECTION f M UFSAR TOPIC

Table 3.2-1 3.2-5 Structures, Systems, and Components that are
Designed to Seismic and Tornado Criteria

5.2.1.1 5.2-2 Performance Objectives and Design Conditions
6.2.4.2 6.2-135 System Design
6.2.4.3 6.2-148 Design Evaluation
6.3.3.8.2 6.3-38 Steam Line Rupture i

7.3.1.3.5.4 7.3-25 Main Steam Isolation Trip Valves
10.3.2 10.3-2 System Description
10.3.3 10.3-8 Perfomance Analysis

| 10.3.4 .

10.3-g Tests and Inspections
15.4.2.1 15.4-18 Rupture of a Main Steam Line
15.4.3.1 15.4 38 Accident Description
15.4.3.2.2 15.4-41 Recovery Procedure

(

O

_ . . - . - - - - - - -
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES .|

AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION '

O PLANT SYSTEMS

l
North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.6.4 -

1

Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - '

SECTION f PAlill UFSAR TOPIC

Table 3.2-1 3.2-5 Structures, Systems, and Components that are
Designed to Seismic and Tornado Criteria

10.4.3 10.4-9 Condensate and Feedwater System
i15.2.10 15.2-45 Excessive Heat Removal Due to Feedwater System

Malfunctions
15.4.2.2 15.4-29 Major Rupture of a Main Feedwater Pipe
Table 15.4-10 15.4-87 Time Sequence of Events for Postulated Feedline

Rupture
Fig. 15.2-36 Feedwater Control Valve Malfunction
Fig. 15.2-45 Deleted from UFSAR
Fig. 15.4-30 Main Feedline Rupture Accident - Core Average

Temperature, Pressurizer Pressure, and
Pressurizer Water as a Function of Time - With
Offsite Power '

,

Fig. 15.4-31 Main Feedline Rupture Accident - Core Average
Temperature, Pressurizer Pressure, and,

i Pressurizer Water as a Function of Time - Without
Offsite PowerO .

'

I
o

i
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1

|
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

,

PLANT SYSTEMS

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.6.5 *

Current North Anha Technical Specification Number - 3.7.1.2

SECTION f P.Afd 1 UFSAR TOPIC
'

Table 3.2-1 3.2-5 Structures, Systems, and Components that are
Designed to Seismic and Tornado Criteria

7.3.1.3.5.3 7.3-22 Auxiliary Feedwater System Description and
Operation

Fig. 7.3-12 Auxiliary Feedwater Pumps Startup
Fig. 7.3-21 Motor Driven Steam Generator Auxiliary Feed Pumps
Fig. 7.3-30 Turbine Driven Steam Generator Auxiliary Feed

Pump
Fig. 7.3-31 Auxiliary Feedwater Control Valves
10.4.3.1 10.4-9 Design Basis
10.4.3.2 10.4-10 System Description
10.4.3.3 10.4-15 Design Evaluation
10.4.3.4 10.4-23 Tests and Inspections
10.4.3.5 10.4-23 Instrumentation Application
Table 10.4-1 10.4-43 Auxiliary Feedwater System Design Basis for

Unit 1
Table 10.4-5 10.4-54 Failure Analysis of Auxiliary Feedwater

[. Components
. -15.2.7 15.2-33 Loss of External Electrical Load and/or Turbine

Trip
15.2.8.1 15.2-38 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.2.9.1 15.2-43 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.2.13 15.2-54 Accidental Depressurization of the Main Steam

System
15.2.14 15.2-62 Spurious Operation of the Safety Injection System

at Power
15.3.1 15.3-2 Loss of Reactor Coolant from Small Ruptured Pipes

or from Cracks in large Pipes that Actuates the
Emergency Core Cooling System

15.4.1 15.4-2 Major Reactor Coolant System Pipe Ruptures
15.4.2.2.1 15.4-29 Identification of Causes and Accident Description
15.4.2.2.2 15.4-31 Analysis of Effects and Consequences
15.4.3.1 15.4-38 Accident Description
15.4.3.2.2 15.4-41 Recovery Procedure

L

O

- - .
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L
L UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES

[~! AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

PLANT SYSTEMS

| North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.6.6 '

Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.7.1.3

SECTION f 11G11 UFSAR TOPIC |

Table 3.2-1 3.2-5 Structures, Systems, anc Components that are |
Designed to Seismic and Tornado Criteria

9.2.4 9.2-41 Condensate Storage Facilities
10.4.3.1 10.4-9 Design Basis
10.4.3.2 10.4-10 System Description
10.4.3.3 10.4-15 Design Evaluation
10.4.3.4 10.4-23 Tests and Inspections

-10.4.3.5 10.4 23 Instrumentation Application
Table 10.4-2 10.4-44 Design Data for Major Components of Condensate

and Feedwater Systems '

15.2.7 15.2-33 Loss of External Electrical Load and/or Turbine
Trip

15.2.8 15.2-38 Loss of Normal Feedwater
15.2.9 15.2-43 Loss of Offsite Power to the Station Auxiliaries

[ 15.2.13 15.2 54 Accidental Depressurization of the Main Steam
p System
L 15.2.14 15.2 62 Spurious Operation of the Safety Injection System

at Power
15.3.1 15.3 2 Loss of Reactor Coolant from Small Ruptured Pipes

or from Cracks in large Pipes that Actuates the
Emergency Core Cooling System

15.4.1 15.4-2 Major Reactor Coolant System Pipe Ruptures
15.4.2 15.4-18 Major Secondary System Pipe Rupture
15.4.3 15.4-38 Steam Generator Tube Rupture

O

. - _- - _. - . .
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O UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

PLANT SYSTEMS

North Anna MERITS LCO Number - 3.6.7 '

Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.7.1.4

SECTION # P.AGLJ, UFSAR TOPIC

11.1.1.4 11.1-5 Activities in Secondary Side Steam
Table 11.1-8 11.1-16 Concentration of Principal Fission Products in

Steam Generator Liquid with 1.05 Failed Fuel
Table 11.1-9 11.1-17 Concentration of Principal Fission Products in

Steam Generator Liquid with 0. 5 Failed Fuel
- Table 11.1 10 11.1-18 Concentration of Principal Noble Gases and

Halogens in Secondary Side Steam With 1.05 Failed
Fuel

Table 11.1-11 11.1-19 Concentration of Principal Noble Gases and
Halogens in Secondary Side Steam With 0. 5 Failed
Fuel

15.4.2 15.4-18 Major Secondary System Pipe Rupture

!

L

O

{

L

|
|
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGESOI

AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

PLANT SYSTEMS

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.6.8 '

Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.7.3.1

SECTION f f&fiLJ, UFSAR TOPIC

Table 3.2-1 3.2-5 Structures, Systems, and Components that are
Designed to Seismic and Tornado Criteria

9.2.2.1.1 9.2-22 Component Cooling Water Subsystem
9.2.2.2.1 9.2-23 Component Cooling Water Subsystem >

9.2.2.3.1 9.2-27- Component Cooling Water Subsystem
9.2.2.4.1 9.2-32 Component Cooling and Chilled Water Subsystems
9.2.2.5 9.2 32 Design Evaluation
9.2.2.5.4 9.2-36 Malfunction Analysis,

l Tahle 9.2-5 9.2 55 Component Cooling Water Subsystem Component
Design Data

O
|

l

'

,

i

!

|

O
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O- UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

PLANT SYSTEMS
~

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.6.9 ,

Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.7.4.1 :

lSECTION f M UFSAR TOPIC '

Table 3.2-1 3.2-5 Structures, Systems, and components that are |
Designed to Seismic and Tornado Criteria j6.2.2.2 6.2-70 System Design

6.2.2.3.3 6.2-104 Containment Depressurization Time
9.2.1.1 9.2-1 Des 19n Basis
9.2.1.2 . 9.2 4 System Description
9.2.1.2.5 9.2-12 Emergency Operation of Service Water
9.2.1.3 9.2-13 Design Evaluation
9.2.1.3.1 9.2-17 System Reliability ;

9.2.1.3.2 9.2-18 Compliance with GDC 5
9.2.1.4 9.2-19 Components
9.2.1.5 9.2-20 Tests and Inspections
9.2.1.6 9.2-20 Instrumentation Application

| 15.2 15.2-1 Condition II - Faults of Moderate Frequency
|- 15.3 15.3-1 Condition III - Infrequent Faults
'

15.4 15.4 1 Condition IV - Limiting Faults|O
L
|

1

l

|

|

1

I
'

1

|

|
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

PLANT CYSTEMS

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.6.10 -

Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.7.5.1

SECTION f P.AEL1 UFSAR TOPIC

Table 3.2-1 3.2-5 Structures, Systems, and components that are
.

Designed to Seismic and Tornado Criteria
6.2.2 6.2-67 Containment Heat Removal Systems - Containment

Depressurization System
9.2.1.2.2 9.2-7 Service Water Reservoir Design
9.2.5 9.2-43 Ultimate Heat Sink
15.3 15.3-1 Condition III - Infrequent Faults
15.4 15.4-1 Condition IV - Limiting Faults

Ov

,

|

.

e

|

.
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES I

AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

PLANT SYSTEMS

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.6.11 ,

Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.7.7.1
1

SECTION f EAfd ! UFSAR TOPIC

Table 3.2-1 3.2-5 Structures Systems, and Components that are
Designed to Seismic and Tornado Criteria j

6.4 6.4-1 Habitability Systems
9.4.1 9.4-1 Main Control Room ad Relay Rooms !

Table 9.4-1 9.4-31 Outside Design Temperatures for Heating, !
Ventilation, and Air-Conditioning Systems !

Table 9.4-2 9.4-32 Main Control and Relay Room Area Air Conditioning |
and Ventilation Systems - Design Data

O

l

I

|

O .

,

._ _
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION '

,

PLANT SYSTEMS

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.6.12 . .
1

'

Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.7.8.1
;
'

SECTION f EAE.1 UFSAR TOPlc

Table 3.2-1 3.2-5 Structures Systems, and components that are
Designed to Seismic and Tornado Criteria

g.4.6 g.4-16a Engineered Safety Features Areas
15.4.1.8 15.4-15 Doses from Leakage of ECCS Components

r

|

O

,

1

O .

|

. . - . . . .
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES I

't AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

PLANT SYSTEMS

North Anna MERITS LCO Number - 3.6.13 .

Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.9.11 '

SECTION f P.ML,1 UFSAR TOPIC i

9.1.2 9.1-3 Spent Fuel Storage
12.1.2.5 12.1-4 Fuel Handling Shielding
15.4.5 15.4-51a Fuel Handling Accident Outside Containment

C

O

|

O .

i
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

PLANT SYSTEMS !

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.6.14 .

Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.9.12
,

SECTION f P.AGL.( UFSAR TOPIC

9.4.5 9.4-13 Fuel Building
15.4.5 15.4-51a Fuel Handling Accident Outside Containment

;

I

|

!

|

l

O .
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES,

AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION,

ELECTRICAL l

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.7.1
i

Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.8.1.1 l

SECTION f RAGL1 UFSAR TOPIC

1.2.8 1.2-6 Electrical Systems
Table 1.3 7 1.3-21 Comparison of Emergency Generator and Steam

Generator Auxiliary Feedwater Pump Start Signals
Table 1.3-11 1.3-26 Comparison of Electrical Systems
3.1.13 3.1-17 Electric Power Systems
3.1.14 3.1-19 Inspection t'nd Testing cf Electric Power Systems i6.2.1.1 6.2-1 Design Basis

|6.2.2 6.2-67 Containment Heat Removal Systems - Containment
Depressurization System

6.3.3.9 6.3-39 Evaluation of Loss of Offsite Power
Table 6.3-11 6.3-76 Minimum Time Delays in the Quench Spray Pump

Actuation Time
7.3.2.1.5.6 7.3-31 Analog Testing
7.3.2.1.5.7 7.3-31 Solid State Logic Testing
7. 3. 2.1. 5. 8 7.3-32 Actuator Testig
7.7.1.8.1 7.7-16 Load Rejection Steam Dump Controller
7.7.2.5 7.7-38 Load Rejection Furnished by Steam Dump System

O' 8.1 8.1-1 Introduction
8.2 8.2-1 Offsite Power System

. 8.3 8.3-1 Onsite Power Systems
| 8.3.1 8.3-1 Alternating Current Power System
L Table 8.3-1 8.3-57 Equipment Tripped Whenever Load Shedding Is-

Initiated
Table 8.3-2 8.3-57 RSS Transformer A Equipment Tripped
Table 8.3-3 8.3-58 RSS Transfomer 8 Equipment Tripped
Table 8.3-4 8.3-58 RSS Transfomer C Equipment Tripped
Table 8.3-6 8.3-61 Emergency Diesel Generator Loading Schedule - Bus

IN
Table 8.3-7 8.3-65 Emergency Diesel Generator Loading Schedule - Bus

IJ
Fig. 8.2-1 General Layout Transmission Lines and North Anna

Substation
Fig. 8.2-2 General Arrangement Plan - 500-kV Switching

Station, Sheet 1
Fig. 8.2-3 General Arrangement Plan - 500-kV Switching

Station, Sheet 2
Fig. 8.2-4- General Arrangement Flan - 500-kV Switching

Station, Sheet 3
Fig. 8.2-5 General Arrangement Plan - 500-kV Switching

Station, Sheet 4
Fig. 8.2-6 Conduit Plan - 500 kV Switching Station, Sheet 1
Fig. 8.2-7 Conduit Plan - 500-kV Switching Station, Sheet 2
Fig. 8.2-8 Conduit Plan - 500-kV Switching Station, Sheet 3

-. -
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

<

ELECTRICAL

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.7.1 !
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.8.1.1

;
iSECTION # PXill UFSAR TOPIC '

Fig. 8.2-9 Conduit Plan - 500-kV Switching Station, Sheet 4
Fig. 8.2-10 Cable Trough Installation Details - 500 kV '

Switching Station
Fig. 8.2-11 Generator Tie Line Switch - 500-kV Switching

Station
Fig. 8.2-12 Transmission Lines and Switchyard
Fig. 8.2-13 Electrical Interconnections Between the

Switchyard and Power Station
Fig. 8.2-14 Electrical One-Line Diagram of Unit 1
Fig. 8.2-16 Redundant and Safety Related Circuits, Sheet 1Fig. 8.2-17 Redundant and Safety Related Circuits, Sheet 2Fig. 8.2-22 One-Line Diagram - Typical 500-kV Control Scheme :

i

Fig. 8.3-1 Main One-Line Diagram
Fig. 8.3-2 4160-V One-Line Diagram - Bus IA & IB, Transfer

Bus D & E, Sheet 1
Fig. 8.3-3 4160-V One-Line Diagram - Bus IC, Intake

Structure Bus 16 and Transfer Bus F, Sheet 2
Fig. 8.3-4 4160-V One-Line Diagram, Sheet 3

- Fig. 8.3-5 480-V One-Line Diagram, Sheet 1
Fig. 8.3-6 480-V One-Line Diagram, Sheet 2
Fig._8.3-7 480-V One-Line Diagram, Sheet 3 "

Fig. 8.3-8 480-V One-Line Diagram, Sheet 4
Fig. 8.3-9 480-V One-Line Diagram, Sheet 5 !Fig. 8.3-10 480-V One-Line Diagram, Sheet 6 |Fig. 8.3-11 480-V One-Line Diagram, Sheet 7
Fig. 8.3-12 480-V One-Line Diagram, Sheet 8
Fig. 8.3-13 480-V One-Line Diagram, Sheet g
Fig. 8.3-14 480-V One-Line Diagram, Sheet 10
Fig. 8.3-16 120-V-Alternating-Current and

125-V-Direct-Current One-Line Diagram - Vital
Power

Fig. 8.3-17 125-V-Direct-Current One-Line Diagram
9.5.1 Fire Protection System
9.5.4 Emergency Diesel Generator Fuel-011 Storage and

Transfer System
9.5.5 Diesel Generator Cooling Water System
9.5.6 Diesel Generator Starting System
9.5.7 Diesel Generator Lubrication Systems
9.5.8 Diesel Generator Ventilation and Combustion Air

Intake & Exhaust System
Table 9.5-2 9.5-72 Emergency Diesel-Generator Fuel-011 System Design

Data
Table 9.5-3 9.5-74 Typical Specifications of No. 2 Fuel Oil
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O UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

ELECTRICAL

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.7.1
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.8.1.1

SECTION f PAGE f UFSAR TOPIC !
i

Table 9.5-4 9.5-74 Buoyancy Calculation Data
Table 9.5-5 9.5-75 Summary of Buoyancy Calculation L

Fig. 9.5 6 Diesel Fuel 011 Systen
Fig. 9.5-7 Buried Fuel 011 Tanks iFig. 9.5-8 Diesel Air Cooler Schematic 1-

Fig. 9.5-9 Diesel Jacket Coolant Schematic
Fig. 9.5-11 Emergency Diesel tube 011 System
Fig. 9.5-12 Diesel Generator Ventilation
Fig. 9.5-13 Diesel Cubicle Ventilation
15.2.7 15.2-33 Loss of External Electrical Load and/or Turbine

Trip
,

15.2.9 15.2-43 Loss of Offsite Power to the Station Auxiliaries
15.3.1 15.3-2 Loss of Reactor Coolant from Small Ruptured Pipes

'

;

or from Cracks in Large Pipes That Actuates the
Emergency Core Cooling System

_

15.3.4 15.3-11~ Complete Loss of Forced Reactor Coolant Flow
15.4.1 15.4-2 Major Reactor Coolant System Pipe Ruptures--

15.4.2 15.4-18 Major Secondary System Pipe Rupture
Table 15.2-1 15.2-67 Time Sequence of Events for Condition 11 Events i
Fig. 15.2-27 Loss of Load Accident, with Pressurizer Spray and.

Power-Operated Relief Valve. Seginning of Life,
Sheet 1

Fig. 15.2-27a Loss of Load Accident, with Pressurizer Spray and
Power-0perated Relief Valve Beginning of Life,
Sheet 2

Fig. 15.2-29 Loss of Load Accident, with Pressurizer Spray and
Power-Operated Relief Valve. End of Life, Sheet 1

Fig. 15.2-30 Loss of Load Accident, with Pressurizer Spray and
Power-0perated Relief Valve. End of Life, Sheet 2

.
.

Fig. 15.2-31 Loss of Load Accident, without Pressurizer Spray
and Power-0perated Relief Valve. Beginning of
Life, Sheet 1

Fig. 15.2-31a Loss of Load Accident, without Pressurizer Spray
and Power-operated Relief Valve. Beginning of
Life, Sheet 2

Fig. 15.2-33 Loss of Load Accident, without Pressurizer Spray
and Power-Operated Relief Valve. End of Life,
Sheet 1

Fig. 15.2-34 Loss of Load Accident, without Pressurizer Spray
and Power-Operated Relief Valve. End of Life,
Sheet 2

O
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGESO AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

ELECTRICAL

North Anna NERITS LC0 Number - 3.7.2
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number 3.8.1.2

SECTION 8 P.&GL1 UFSAR TOPIC

1.2.6 1.2 6 Fuel Handling System
J3.1.30 3.1 38 Residual Heat Removal

3.1.52 3.1-60 Fuel Storage and Handling and Radioactivity
Control

3.8.1.4.6 3.8 24 Fuel Pit Walls in Fuel Building
7.4 7.4 1 Systems Required for Safe Shutdown
7.5 7.5-1 Safety Related Display Instrumentation
7.6 7.6-1 All Other Systems Required for Safety
9.1 9.1 1 Fuel Handiing and Storage
Table 9.1 1 9.1 43 Fuel Pit Coo ing and Refueling Purification

Systea Design Data
Fig. 9.1-3 Fuel Pit Area Plan and Elevation4

15.2.1 15.2-1 Uncontrolled Rod Cluster Control Assembly Bank
Withdrawal from a Suberitical Condition

15.2.4 15.2 18 Uncontrolled Baron Dilution
15.2.9 15.2-43 Loss of Offsite Power to the Station Auxiliaries15.4.5 15.4 51a Fuel Hand 11 Accioont Outside Containment
15.4.7 15.4 67 Fuel-Hand 11 Accident inside Containment-

Table 15.4-17 15.4 94 Activities R leased to the Environment for Fuel
Handling Accident Inside the Containment, Case 2

Table 15.4 18 15.4-95 Dose ca culations Fuel-Handling Accident Inside
Containment , Case 2

,

O
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES

AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

ELECTRICAL

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number 3.7.3
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number 3.8.2.3

E fJ,l g J. PAE,! Uf1AR 10PIC

8.1.2 8.1 1 Onsite Electric System
8.3.1.2 8.3 44 Vital Alternating Current Power System
Fig. 8.2 20 One Line Diagram - Substation DC Power Supplies
Fig. 8.3 16 It0 V Alternating Current and

Ill V Direct Current One Line Diagram - Vital
Power !Fig. 8.3 17 lil V Direct Current One Line Diagram

i15.2.7 15.2 33 Loss of External Electrical Load and/or Turbine j

Trip '

15.2.g 15.2 43 Loss of Offsite Power to the Station Auxiliaries i

15.3.1 15.3-1 Loss of Reactor Coolant from Small Ruptured Pipes )or from Cracks in Large Fipes That Actuates the 1

Emergency Core Cooling Systes
: 15.3.4 15.3 11 Comp ete Loss of Forced Reactor Coolant Flow
I 15.4.1 15.4-1 Major Reactor Coolant System Pipe Ruptures
| 15.4.2 15.4 18

MajorSecondarySgventsforConditionIIEventsstem Pipe Rupture
L Table 15.2 1 15.2 67 Time sequence of

il

|

|

i

I

,

O
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES>

!

AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

ELECTRICAL

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number 3.7.4 !Current North Anna Technical Specification Number 3.8.t.4 '

SECI1ON f P.&fil UFSAR TQPIC

8.1.2 8.1 1 Onsite Electric System
8.3.1.2 8.3 46 Vital Alternating Current Power System
Fig. 8.2-20 One Line Diagram Substation DC Power supplies -

Fig. 8.3 16 120 V-Alternating Current and
125 V Direct Current One Line Diagram + Vital
Power

Fig. 8.3-17 125 V Direct-Current One Line Diagram
15.2.1 15.2 1 Uncontrolled Rod cluster Control Assembly Bank

Withdrawal from a Suberitical Condition
15.2.4 15.2-18 Uncontrolled Boron Dilution
15.2.g 15.2 43 Loss of Offsite Power to the Station Auxiliaries

,

15.4.5 15.4 51a fuel Handling Accident Outside Containment
15.4.7 15.4 67 Fuel Handling Accident Inside Containment,

,

O ~
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
'

AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION I

:

ELECTRICAL !

i North Anna MERITS LCO Number - 3.7.5
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.8.2.1

,

SECTION f PARE f UFSAR TOPIC
'

,

1.E.8 1.2 6 Electrical Systems
Table 1.3-11 1.3 26 Comparison of Electrical Systems -

3.1.13 3.1 17 Electric Power Systems '

3.1.14 3.1-19 Inspection and Testin9 of Electric Power Systems
6.2.5.5 6.2-160 Instrumentation Application
8.1.2 8.1 1 Onsite Electric System
8.3.1 8.3 1 Alternating Current Power System :
15.2.7 15.2 33 Loss of External Electrical Load and/or Turbine

Trip '

15.2.9 15.2 43 Loss of Offsite Power to the Station Auxiliaries
15.3.1 15.3-1 Loss of Reactor Coolant from small Ruptured Pipes

or from Cracks in Large Pipes That Actuates the
Leergency Ccre Cooling System

15.3.4 15.3 11 Complete Loss of Forced Reactor Coolant Flow
15.4.1 15.4-2 Major Reactor Coolant System Pipe Ruptures
15.4.2 15.4-18 Major Secondary 7ystem Pipe Rupture
Table 15.2-1 15.2 67 Time Sequence of Events for Condition !! Events

.

'

O
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGESO AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION ;

ELECTRICAL

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.7.6 '

Current North Anna Technical Specification Number 3.8.2.2 ,

SECTION f Pgi,1 UFSAR TDPlc

1.2.8 1.2 6 Electrical systems !Table 1,3 11 1,3 26 Comparison of Electrical Systems
,

3.1.13 3.1-17 Electric Power Systems '

3.1.14 3.1 19 Inspection and Testing of Electric Power Systems
6.2.5.5 6.2-160 Instrumentation Application
8.1.2 8.1-1 Onsite Electric System ;
8.3.1 8.3 1 Alternating Current Power System
15.2.1 15.2-1 Uncontrolled Rod Cluster Control Assembly Bank

Withdrawal from a Suberitical Condition
15.2.4 15.Z-18 Uncontrolled Soron Dilution
15.2.9 15.2 43 Loss of Offsite Power to the Station Auxiliaries
15.4.5 15.4 51a Fuel Handling Accident Outside Containment
15.4.7 15.4 67 Fuel Handling Accident Inside Containment

O ;

;
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES |
'

| AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REFUELING

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number.- 3.8.1,

Current North Anna Technical Specification Number 3.9.1
'

SECTION f PELF, UFSAR T0Plc ;
.

1.2.6 1.2 6 Fuel Handling System
3.1.53 3.1 61 Prevention of Criticality in Fuel Storage and

Handling ;

5.1.3.4 5.1-12 Refueling
5.5.4.2.2.4 5.5-33 Refueling
6.3.3.4 6.3 33 Boron Concentration '

9.1.1 9.1-1 New Fuel Storage
9.1.2 9.1-3 Spent Fuel Storage
9.1.3 9.1-6 Fuel Pit Cooling and Refueling Purification Systes
9.1.3.1 9.1-7 Design Basis
9.1.3.2 9.1 8 System Description '

9.1.3.3 9.1-11 Design Evaluation .'

9.1.3.3.1 9.1 11 Availability and Reliability
9.1.3.3.2 9.1-11 Purification of Water <

9.1.3.3.3 9.1-13 Spent Fuel Pit Water Leakage Control
9.1.3.3.4 9.1-15 Malfunction Analyses
9.1.3.4 9.1-15 Tests and Inspections

O 9.1.3.5 9.1-15 Instrumentation Application:

9.1.4 9.1-16 Fuel Handling System
' 9.1.4.1 9.1-17 Design Basis

9.1.4.2 9.1-17 System Design and Operation
9.1.4.2.1 9.1-17 System Description
9.1.4.3 9.1-19 Fuel Handing structures
9.1.4.3.1 9.1-19 Refueling Cavity
9.1.4.3.2 9.1-21 Fuel Transfer Canal and Fuel Transfer Tube
9.1.4.3.3 9.1-21 Decontamination Facility
9.1.4.4 9.1-21 Refueling Equipment
9.1.4.4.1 9.1-21 Reactor Vessel Stud Tensioners
9.1.4.4.2 9.1-22 Reactor Vessel Head lifting Device
9.1.4.4.3 9.1 22 Reactor Internals Lifting %vice
9.1.4.4.4 9.1-22 Manipulator Crane
9.1.4.4.5 9.1-24 Movable Platform with Holsts
9.1.4.4.6 9.1 26 Fuel Transfer System
9.1.4.4.7 9.1-27 New Fuel Elevator
9.1.4.4.8 9.1-28 New Fuel Crane
9.1.4.4.9 9.1-29 Rod Cluster Control Change Tool
9.1.4.4.10 9.1-30 Rod Cluster Control Changing Fixture
9.1.4.4.11 9.1-30a Refueling Water Storage "ank
9.1.4.4.12 9.1-30b Fuel Bulding Trolley
9.1.4.4.13 9.1-32 Polar Crane
9.1.4.5 9.1-33 6'efueling Procedure
9.1.4.6 9.1-36a Design Evaluation

O 9.1.4.6.1 9.1 36a . Safe Handling
9.1.4.6.1.1 9.1-36 Manipulator Crane
9.1.4.6.1.2 9.1-38 Fuel Transfer System

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - - - _ - . - _ . _ - .. _. .-_ . - - .._
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O UFSAR $ECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES I
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION |

REFUELING ;

;

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.8.1 i

Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.9.1

SECTION f Pgd.,1 UFSAR TOPlc

9.1.4.6.2 9.1 40 Seismic Considerations
9.1.4.6.3 9.1 40 Containment Pressure Soundary Integrity
9.1.4.6.4 9.1-40 Radiation Shielding ;
9.1.4.7 9.1-41 Tests and Inspections

,

9.3.4.1.1 9.3-24 Reactivity Control '

9.3.4.1.3 9.3-25 Reactor Coolant Purification
9.3.4.2.2.3 9.3-30 Reactor Coolant Purification i

9.3.4.2.2.4 9.3-31 Chemical Shim and Reactor Coolant Makeup
9.3.4.2.4.8 9.3 41 Boric Acid Tanks >

9.3.4.3.1 9.3 54 Reactivity Control
9.3.4.3.2 9.3-55 Reactor Coolant Purification
14.1.2.1 14.1-2 Initial Fuel Loading |
14.1.2.2 14.1-5 Initial Postloading Tests
15.2.4 15.2-18 Uncontrolled Boron Oilution
15.3.3 15.3 8 Inadvertent Loading of a Fuel Assembly into an

Impro ar Position -

O 15.4.5 15.4 Sla Fuel liandling Accident Outside Containment
15.4.7 15.4 67 Fuel Handling Accident Inside Containment

j
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UFSAR $ECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES |O AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION l

REFUELING

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.8.2 .

I Current North Anna Technical Specification Number 3.1.1.3.2

SECTION f E&E 1 UFSAR TOPIC ,

1.2.6 1.2-6 Fuel Handling System f5.1.3.4 5.1-12 Refueling
6.3.3.4 6.3 33 Boron Concentration '

9.1.1 9.1 1 New Fuel Storage
9.1.2 9.1-3 Spent Fuel Storage
9.1.3 9.1-6 Fuel Pit Cooling and Refueling Purification System

,

9.1.3.1 9.1-7 Design Basis
9.1.3.2 9.1 8 System Description
9.1.3.3 9.1-11 Design Evaluation
9.1.3.3.1 9.1-11 Availability and Reliability
9.1.3.3.2 9.1-11 Purification of Water
9.1.3.3.3 9.1-13 Spent Fuel Pit Water Leakage Control *

9.1.3.3.4 9.1-15 Malfunction Analyses
9.1.3.4 9.1 15 Tests and Inspections
9.1.3.5 9.1-15 Instrumentation Application

( 9.1.4 9.1-16 fuel Handling System
9.1.4.1 9.1-17 Design Basis

'

9.1.4.2 9.1-17 System Design and Operation
9.1.4.2.1 9.1 17 System Description
9.1.4.3 9.1-19 Fuel Handing Structures i

; 9.1.4.3.1 9.1 19 Refueling Cavity
' 9.1.4.3.2 9.1-21 Fuel Transfer Canal and Fuel Transfer Tube t

9.1.4.3.3 9.1 21 Decontamination Facility
9.1.4.4 9.1-21 Refueling Equipment
9.1.4.4.1 9.1 21 Reactor Vessel Stud Tensioners,

| 9.1.4.4.2 9.1-22 Reactor Vessel Head Lifting Device
,

9.1.4.4.3 9.1-22 Reactor Internals Lifting Devicei
! 9.1.4.4.4 9.1 22 Manipulator Crane

9.1.4.4.5 9.1-24 Novabis Platform with Holsts
9.1.4.4.6 9.1-26 Fuel Transfer System

,

9.1.4.4.7 9.1-27 New Fuel Elevator '

9.1.4.4.8 9.1-28 New Fuel trane
9.1.4.4.9 9.1-29 Rod Cluster Control Change Tool
9.1.4.4.10 9.1 30 Rod Cluster Control Changing Fixture,

'

9.1.4.4.11 9.1-30a Refueling Water Storage ank *

9.1.4.4.12 9.1 30b Fuel Bulding Trolley
9.1.4.4.13 9.1-32 Polar Crane
9.1.4.5 9.1-33 Refueling Procedure
9.1.4.6 9.1-36a Design Evaluation
9.1.4.6.1 9.1-36a Safe Handling
9.1.4.6.1.1 9.1-36 Manipulator Crane
9.1.4.6.1.2 9.1-38 Fuel Transfer System

,

O 9.1.4.6.2 9.1-40 Seismic Considerations *-

9.1.4.6.3 9.1-40 Containment Pressure Boundary Integrity
9.1.4.6.4 9.1 40 Radiation Shielding

|
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| UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS INPLEMENTATION

;

REFUELING !
| North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.8.2

Current Norta Anna Technical Specification Number 3.1.1.3.2

SECTIM i 286L), UFSAR TOPIC
,

9.1.4.7 9.1-41 Tests and Inspections #

9.3.4.1.1 9.3 24 Reactivity Control *

9.3.4.2.2.4 9.3-31 Chemical Shie and Reactor Coolant Makeup
9.3.4.2.4.8 9.3 41 Boric Acid Tanks
9.3.4.3.1 9.3 54 Reactivity Control
15.2.4 15.2-18 Uncontrolled Boron Dilution
15.4.5 15.4 51a Fuel Handling Accident Outside Containment
15.4.7 15.4-67 Fuel Handling Accident Inside Containment

O
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
j AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REFUELING

North Anna MERITS LCO Number - 3.8.3
; Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.9.2

SECTION f PgiL.1 UFSAR TOPIC

1.2.6 1.2 6 Fuel Handling System
5.1.3.4 5.1 12 Refueling
6.2.1.2.1 6.2 23 Neutron Detector Carriage

.

'

7.2.3.1 7.2-45 Inservice Tests and Inspections
7.2.3.2 7.2-46 Periodic Testing of the Nuclear Instrumentation |

System ,

7.7.1.3.1 7.7 7 Monitoring Functions Provided by the Nuclear
Instrumentation System

9.1.1 9.1-1 New Fuel Storage
9.1.2 9.1-3 Spent Fuel Storage
9.1.3 9.1 6 Fuel Pit Coo 11ag and Rafueling Purification System :
9.1.3.1 9.1-7 Design Basis
0.1.3.2 9.1-8 System Description

. 9.1.3.3 9.1-11 Design Evaluation
| 9.1.3.3.1 9.1-11 Availability and Reliability
| 9.1.3.3.2 9.1-11 Purification of Water

9.1.3.3.3 9.1-13 Spent Fuel Pit Water Leakage ControlO 9.1.3.3.4 9.1 15 Malfunction Analysesi

9.1.3.4 9.1-15 Tests and Inspections
9.1.3.5 9.1-15 Instrumentation Application
9.1.4 9.1-15 Fuel Handling System
9.1.4.1 9.1 17 Design Basit
9.1.4.2 9.1-17 System Design and Operation
9.1.4.2.1 9.1 17 System Description
9.1.4.3 9.1-19 Fuel Handing Structures
9.1.4.3.1 9.1 19 Refueling Cavity
9.1.4.3.2 9.1 21 Fuel 1ransfer Canal and Fuel Transfer Tube
9.1.4.3.3 9.1-21 Decontamination Facility
9.1.4.4 9.1 21 Refueling Equipment
9.1.4.4.1 9.1-21 Reactor Vessel Stud Tensioners
9.1.4.4.2 9.1 22 Reactor Vessel Head Lifting Device
9.1.4.4.3 9.1-22 Reactor Internals Lifting Device
9.1.4.4.4 9.1-22 Manipulator Crane
9.1.4.4.5 9.1-24 Movable Platform with Hoists
9.1.4.4.6 9.1-26 Fuel Transfer System
9.1.4.4.7 9.1-27 New Fuel Elevator
9.1.4.4.8 9.1 28 New Fuel Crane
9.1.4.4.9 9.1-29 Rod Cluster Control Change Tool
9.1.4.4.10 9.1-30 Rod Cluster Control Changing Fixture
9.1.4.4.11 9.1-30a Refueling Water Storage ank
9.1.4.4.12 9.1-30b Fuel Bulding Trolley
9.1.4.4.13 9.1-32 Polar Crane

O 9.1.4.5 9.1-33 - Refualing Procedure
9.1.4.6 9.1-36a Design Evaluation
9.1.4.6.1 9.1-36a Safe Handling

_ _ . _. _ -. __ ._ -___ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ . . _ . .
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGESO AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION |

REFUELING

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.8.3
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number 3.9.2

SECTION f P.Afal.f, UFSAR TOPit

9.1.4.6.1.1 9.1-36 Manipulator Crane !

9.1.4.6.1.2 9.1-38 Fuel Transfer System
9.1.4.6.2 9.1-40 Seismic Considerations
9.1.4.6.3 9.1 40 Containment Pressure Boundary Integrity
9.1.4.6.4 9.1-40 Radiation Shielding
9.1.4.7 9.1-4h Tests and Inspections
15.2.4 15.2-18 Uncontrolled Boron Dilution
15.3.3 15.3-8 Inadvertent Loading of a Fuel Assembly into an

Improper Position
15.4.5 15.4-51a Fuel Handling Accident Outside Containment
15.4.7 15.4-67 Fuel Handling Accident Inside Containment

,

O
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES,

AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION i

REFUELING '

North Anna MERITS LCO Number - 3.8.4
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.9.4 and 3.9.9

i

SECTION f PX11 UFSAR..TDPIC ;,

1.2.10 1,2-8 Auxiliary Systems
Table 1.3 8 1.3-23 Comparison of Process and Effluent Radiation

Monitoring Systems ;
Table 1,3-9 1.3 24 Comparison of Area Radiation Monitoring Systems
Table 1.3-10 1.3-25 Comparison of Airborne Radiation Monitoring

Systems
3.1.55.2 3.1 63 Discussion
5.2.4.1 5.2-49 Leaka9e Detection !

'

' 6.2.1.2.11 6.2-26 Radiation Monitoring Equipment .

6.2.1.3.1 6.2-27 Containment
6.2.2.1 6.2-67 Design Bases
6.2.3.2 6.2-121 System Design
6.2.4.2 5.2-135 System Design -;

6.2.5.3 6.2-157 Design Evaluation
6.3.3.6 6.3-35 External Recirculation Loop :
9.1.1 9.1-1 New Fact Storage
9.1.2 9.1-3 Spent Fuel Stora9e

$O 9.1.3 9.1-6 Fuel Pit Cooling and Refueling Purification Systemj

9.1.3.1 9.1-7 Design Basis .

9.1.3.2 9.1-8 System Desc*iption
9.1.3.3 9.1-11 Design Evaluation
9.1.3.3.1 9.1-11 Availability and Reliability
9.1.3.3.2 9.1-11 Purification of Water
9.1.3.3.3 9.1 13 Spent Fuel Pit Water Leakage Control
9.1.3.3.4 9.1-15 Malfunction Analyses |9.1.3.4 9.1-15 Tests and Inspections )
9.1.3.5 9.1 15 Instrumentation Application
9.1.4 9.1-16 Fuel Handling System
9.1.4.1 9.1-17 Design Basis
9.1.4.2 9.1-17 System Design and Operation
9.1.4.2.1 9.1-17 System Description
9.1.4.3 9.1-19- Fuel Handing Structures
9.1.4.3.1 9.1-19 Refueling Cavity
9.1.4.3.2 9.1-21 Fuel Transfer Canal and Fuel Transfer Tube
9.1.4.3.3 9.1-21 Decontamination Facility
9.1.4.4 9.1-21 Refueling Equipment
9.1.4.4.1 9.1-21 Reactor Vessel Stud Tensioners
9.1.4.4.2 9.1-22 Reactor Vessel Head Lifting Device
9.1.4.4.3 9.1-22 Reactor Internals Lifting Device
9.1.4.4.4 9.1-22 Manipulator Crane
9.1.4.4.5 9.1-24 Novabie Platfom with Hoists ;

9.1.4.4.6 9.1-26 Fuel Transfer Systen '

O 9.1.4.4.7 9.1-27 New Fuel Elevator.

9.1.4.4.8 9.1-28 New Fuel Crane
,
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES,

AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REFUELING |
'

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.8.4 |

Current North Anna Technical Spectfication Number - 3.9.4 and 3.9.9 ;

SECTION f MGLJ, UFSAR TOPIC
1

9.1.4.4.9 9.1 29 Rod Cluster Control Change Tool >

9.1.4.4.10 9.1-30 Rod Cluster Control Changing Fixture i

9.1.4.4.11 9.1 30a Refueling Water Storage ank
9.1.4.4.12 9.1 30b Fuel Bulding Trolley
9.1.4.4.13 9.1 32 Polar Crane
9.1.4.5 9.1-33 Refueling Procedure '

9.1.4.6 9.1-36a Design Evaluation
' 9.1.4.6.1 9.1-36a Safe Handling

9.1.4.6.1.1 9.1-36 Manipulator Crane i

9.1.4.6.1.2 9.1-34 Fuel Transfer System
9.1.4.6.2 9.1-40 Seismic Considerationt
9.1.4.6.3 9.1 40 Containment Pressure Boundary Integrity
9.1.4.6.4 9.1-40 Radiation Shielding
9.1.4.7 9.1-41 Tests and Inspections -

9.4.9.1 9,4 23 Design Basis
| 11.3.5.7 11.3 1$ Conteinment Pume
L 11.4 11.4-1 Process and Eff'uent Raciation Monitoring System
i 11.4.1 11.4 3 Design Objectives

11,4.2 11.4 1 Continuous Monitoring,

L 11.4.2.16 11.4-9 Containeelit Particulate Monitors :
! 11.4.3 11.4-10 Post Accident Monitoring
|- 11.4.5 11.4-21 Calibration and M41ntenance

,

,

Table 11.4-1 11.4-23 Process and Effluent Radiation Monitoring System,

12.1.1 12.1 1 Design Objectives
'

! 12.1.4 12.1-11 Area Monitoring
'

12.1.5 12.1-14 Operating Procedures
12.2.1 12.2-1 Design Objectives
12.2.4 12.2-4 Airborne Radioactivity Monitoring
Fig. 12.1-22 Radiation Monitoring
Table 12.1-4 12.1-28 Area Radiation Monitoring Locatins, Number and

Ranges -

15.2.4 15.2-18 Uncontrolled Boron Dilution
,

- '

15.4.5 15.4-51a Fuel Handling Accident Outside Containment
15.4.7 15.4-67 Fuel Handling Accident Inside Containment J

l

O
1

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ - - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . - - - _ _ _ - . , _ - . . _ , - - _ _ _ . - - . _ _ . . _ - _ . -_



_ . . _ . _ . _ _ _ . _ . _ _ _ _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _

| |
| |
| |

|

; UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES :'

AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

| REFUELING i

! North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.8.5
.

'

| Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.9.8.1 '

SECTION f R&gLt UFSAR TOPIC

1.2.10 1.2-8 Auxiliary Systems
'

5.1.3.4 5.1-12 Refueling
5.5.4 5.5-27 Residual Heat Removal System
9.1.1 9.1-1 New Fuel Storage ;

9.1.2 9.1 3 Spent Fuel Storage
9.1.3 9.1-6 Fuel Pit Cooling and Refueling Purification System
9.1.3.1 9.1-7 Design Basis
9.1.3.2 9.1-8 System Description
9.1.3.3 9.1-11 Design Evaluation
9.1.3.3.1 9.1-11 Availability and Reliability
9.1.3.3.2 9.1-11 Purification of Water
9.1.3.3.3 9.1-13 Spent Fuel Pit Water Leakage Control
9.1.3.3.4 9.1-15 Malfunction Analyses
9.1.3.4 9.1-15 Tests and Inspections
9.1.3.5 9.1-15 Instrumentation Application i

9.1.4 9.1-16 Fuel Hand 11tg System
9.1.4.1 9.1-17 Design Buisi

!
g-

f.l.4.2 9.1-17 System De2ign and Operation
9.1.4.2.1 9.1-17 System Description +

9.1.4.3 9.1-19 Fuel Har. ding Structures
9.1.4.3.1 9.1-19 RebeliN Cnity
9.1A.3.2 9.1 21 Fuci Transfer Canal and Fuel Yransfer Tube
9.1.4.3.3 9.1 21 Decantamination Facility '

9.1.4.4 9.1-2) Refueling Equipment
9.1.4.4.1 9.1-21 Reactor Vessel Stud Tensioners
9.1.4.4.2 9.1-22 Reactor Vessel Head Lifting Device
9.1.4.4.3 9.1-22 Reactor Internals Lifting Device
9.1.4.4.4 9.1-22 Manipulator Crane |
9.1.4.4.5 9.1-24 Movable Platfom with Holsts 1

9.1.4.4.6 9.1-26 Fuel Transfer System )
9.1.4.4.7 9.1-27 New Fuel Elevator 1

9.1.4.4.8 9.1-28 New Fuel Crane !
9.1.4.4.9 9.1-29 Rod Cluster Control Change Tool
9.1.4.4.10 9.1-30 Rod Cluster Control Changing Fixture
9.1.4.4.11 9.1-30a Refueling Water Storage ank
9.1.4.4.12 9.1-30b Fuel Bulding Trolley
9.1.4.4.13 9.1-32 Polar Crane
9.1.4.5 9.1-33 Refueling Procedure
9.1.4.6 9.1-36a Design Evaluation
9.1.4.6.1 9.1-36a Safe Handlig
9.1.4.6.1.1 9.1-36 Manipulator Crane

O 9.1.4.6.1.2 9.1-38 Fuel Transfer System
9.1.4.6.2 9.1-40 Seismic Considerations

|
|
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UFSAR SECT!0NS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

i
REFUELING

1

i- North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.8.5
| Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.9.8.1

SECIl0N # Egill UFSAR TOPIC i

9.1.4.6.3 9.1-40 Containment Pressure Boundary Integrity
9.1.4.6.4 9.1-40 Radiation Shielding
9.1.4.7 9.1-41 Tests and Inspections
15.2.4 15.2 18 Uncontrolled Boron Dilution

,

15.4.5 15.4 51a Fuel Handling Accident Outside Containment
15.4.7 15.4 67 Fuel Handling Accident inside Containment

|

o
,

|
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| UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REFUELING

| North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.8.6
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.9.8.2

SECTION f PAGL1 UFSAR TOPIC
,

1.2.10 1.2-8 Auxiliary Systems
5.1.3.4 5.1-12 Refueling
5.5.4 5.5 27 Residual Heat Removal System
9.1.1 9.1-1 New Fuel Stora9e
9.1.2 9.1-3 Spent Fuel Storage >

9.1.3 9.1-6 Fuel Pit Cooling and Refueling Purification System
9.1.3.1 9.1 7 Design Basis

,

9.1.3.2 9.1-8 System Description
9.1.3.3 9.1-11 Design Evaluation
9.1.3.3.1 9.1-11 Availability and Reliability
9.1.3.3.2 9.1-11 Purification of Water
9.1.3.3.3 9.1 13 Spent Fuel Pit Water Leakage Control
9.1.3.3.4 9.1-15 Malfunction Analysas
9.1.3.4 5.1-15 Tests and Inspections
9.1.3.5 0.1-15 Instrumentation Application '

,

9.1.4 9.1 16 Feel Handling Systes|-

| 9.1.4.1 F.1 17 Desiga Basis
| . 9.1.4.2 9.1-17 System Design and Operation

- 9.1.4.2.1 9.1-17 System Description
9.1.4.3 9.1-19 Fuel Handing Structures
9.1.4.3.1 9.1-19 Refueling Cavity
9.1.4.3.2 9.1-21 Fuel Transfer Canal and Fuel Trantfor Tube -

9.1.4.3.3 9.1-21 Decontamination Facility
9.1.4.4 9.1 21 RefvCatng Equipment
9.1.4.4.1 9.1-21 Reacter Yessel Stud Tensioners
9.1.4.4.2 9.1-22 Reactor Vessel Head Lifting Device
9.1.4.4.3 9.1 22 Reactor Internals Lifting Device
9.1.4.4.4 9.1-22 Manipulator Crane
9.1.4.4.5 9.1-24 Movable Platform with Hoists
9.1.4.4.6 9.1-26 Fuel Transfer Systes
9.1.4.4.7 9.1-27 New Fuel Elevator
9.1.4.4.8 9.1-28 New Fuel Crane
9.1.4.4.9 9.1 29 Rod Cluster Control Change Tool
9.1.4.4.10 9.1-30

Rod Cluster Control Changing Fixture9.1.4.4.11 9.1-30a Refueling Water Storage an
9.1.4.4.12 9.1-30b Fuel Bulding Trolley
9.1.4.4.13 9.1-32 Polar Crane
9.1.4.5 9.1-33 Refueling Procedure
9.1.4.6 9.1-36a Design Evaluation
9.1.4.6.1 9.1-36a Safe Handling
9.1.4.6.1.1 9.1-36 Manipulator Crane
9.1.4.6.1.2 9.1-38 Fuel Transfer System
9.1.4.6.2 9.1-40 Seismic Considerations>

__ ._ __. - - _
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION |

REFUELING

North Anna MERITS LCO Number - 3.8.6
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.9.8.2

{

SECTION f P.AGL1 UFSAR TOPIC !

9.1.4.6.3 9.1-40 Containment Pressure Boundary Integrity
.9.1.4.6.4 9.1-40 Radiation Shielding !

9.1.4.7 9.1-41 Tests and Inspections
15.2.4 15.2-18 Uncontrolled Boron Dilution
15.4.5 15.4-514 Fuel Handling Accident Outside Containment
15.4.7 15.4-67 Fuel Handling Accident Inside Containment

,

e

O
f

I
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES |
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION !

REFUELING
J

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.8.7 i
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.9.10.1

SECTION f MGL,j, UFSAR TOPIC
f

1.2.6 1.2-6 Fuel Handling System
5.1.3.4 5.1-12 Refueling
5.5.4.2.2.4 5.5 33 Refueling
9.1.1 9.1-1 New Fuel Storage
9.1.2 9.1 3 Spent Fuel Storage
9.1.3 9.1-6 Fuel Pit Cooling and Refueling Purification System
9.1.3.1 9.1-7 Design Basis

1

9.1.3.2 9.1-8 System Description
9.1.3.3 9.1-11 Design Evaluation
9.1.3.3.1 9.1-11 Availability and Reliability
9.1.3.3.2 9.1-11 Purification of Water -

9.1.3.3.3 9.1-13 Spent Fuel Pit Water Leakage Control
9.1.3.3.4 9.1-15 Malfunction Analyses
9.1.3.4 9.1-15 Tests and Inspections '

9.1.3.5 9.1-15 Instrumentation Application '

9.1.4 9.1-16 Fuci Handling System
9.1.4.1 9.1-17 Design Basis

| 9.1.4.2 9.1-17 System Design and Operation
. 9.1.4.2.1 9.1-17 Systes Description

9.1.4.3 9.1-19 Fuel Handing Strur.tures
9.1.4.3.1 9.1-19 Refueling Cavity ;
9.1.4.2.2 9.1-21 Fuel Transfer Can61 r.nd Fcel transfer it.4 ~

9.1.4.3.3 9.1-21 Decontau hation Facility
9.1,4.4 9.1 21 Refueling Equipment
9.1.4.4.1 9.1-21 M actor Vessel Stud Tensione*s .

9.1.4.4.2 9.1 22 koactor Vessel Head lifting Davke
9.1.4.4.3 9.1 22 Reactor Internals Lifting Device
9.1.4.4.4 9.1-22 Manipulator Crane
9.1.4.4.5 9.1-24 Movable Platform with Hoists
9.1.4.4.6 9.1-26 Fuel Transfer System
9.1.4.4.7 9.1-27 New Fuel Elevator
9.1.4.4.8 9.1-28 New Fuel Crane
9.1.4.4.9 9.1-29 Rod Cluster Control Change Tool
9.1.4.4.10 9.1-30 Rod Cluster Control Changing Fixture
9.1.4.4.11 9.1-30a Refueling Water Storage ank
9.1.4.4.12 9.1-30b Fuel Bulding Trolley
9.1.4.4.13 9.1-32 Polar Crane
9.1.4.5 9.1-33 Refueling Procedure
9.1.4.6 9.1-36a Design Evaluation
9.1.4.6.1 9.1-36a Safe Handling
9.1.4.6.1.1 9.1-36 Manipulator Crane
9.1.4.6.1.2 9.1-38 Fuel Transfer System

| 9.1.4.6.2 9.1-40 Seismic Considerations
9.1.4.6.3 9.1-40 Containment Pressure Boundary Integrity-

.

| 9.1.4.6.4 9.1-40 Radiation Shielding
' 9.1.4.7 9.1-41 Tests and Inspections

_ _ ._ . . . _ _ . __ __ _ _ _ _ _ ._ _ _ _ _ _.___ _ . _ _ _ , _--_
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES !

AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION i

REFUELING )
, i

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.8.7 :

| Current North Anna Technical Specification Number 3.9.10.1 ,

: ,

SECT W # fAGL.1 Uf1AR. TOPIC

11.1.1 11.1-1 Radioactivity
11.1.1.2 11.1-1 Activities in the Fuel Rod Gap
12.1.1 12.1 1 Design Ob.iectives ,

, . 11.1.2.5 12.1-4 Fuel Handling Shielding
,

'

15.2.4 15.2 18 Uncontrolled Boron Dilution
15.4.5 15.4 51a Fuel Handling Accident Outside Containment i

15.4.7 15.4 67 Fuel Handling Accident Inside Centainment
:

e
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O UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES !
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION ,

fREFUELING
'

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number 3.8.8
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.9.10.2 !

SECT 1(Il f ME.,1 UFSAR TOPIC '

l.2.6 1.2 6 Fuel Handling System
5.1.3.4 5.1-12 Refueling

,

5.5.4.2.2.4 5.5 33 Refueling
9.1.1 9.1-1 New Fuel Storage

i9.1.2 9.1 3 Spent Fuel Storage.

9.1.3 9.1-6 Fuel Pit Cooling and Refueling Purification System
9.1.3.1 9.1 7 Design Basis ;

9.1.3.2 9.1-8 System Description
9.1.3.3 9.1-11 Design Evaluation '

9.1.3.3.1 9.1-11 Availability and Reliability t

9.1.3.3.2 9.1-11 Purification of Water
9.1.3.3.3 9.1-13 Spent Fuel Pit Water Leakage Control '

9.1.3.3.4 9.1-15 Malfunction Analyses
9.1.3.4 9.1 15 Tests and Inspections
9.1.3.5 9.1-15 Instrumentation Application
9.1.4 0.1-16 Fael Handling System iO 9.1.4.1 9.1 17 Design Basis
9.1.4.2 P.147 System Design and Operettoa
9.1.4.2.1 S.1-17 Oyrton DeacM ation 3

9.1.4.3 9.1-19 Fuel W nding Structures '

9.1.4.3.1 9.1 19 Refueling Cavity,

9.1.4.3.2 9.1-21 Fuel Transfer Canal and fuel Transfer Tube
9.1.4.3.3 9.1-21 Decontamination Fa:llity
0.1.4.4 9.1-21 Refueling (quipmeat !

| 9.1.4.4.1 9.1-21 Reactor Vessal Stud T6hstonvrs
9.1.4.4.2 9.1421 Reactor Vettel Head Litting Device .,

9.1.4.4.3 9.1-22 Reactor Internals lifting IMvice j
9.1.4.4.4 9.1-22 Mar.jpulator Creno |
9.1.4.4.5 9.1 24 Movable Platform with Holsts j9.1.4.4.6 9.1-26 Fuel Transfer System,

9.1.4.4.7 9.1-27 New Fuel Elevator j
|

,

9.1.4.4.8 9.1-28 New Fuel Crane -

9.1.4.4.9 9.1-29 Rod Cluster Control Change Tool !
9.1.4.4.10 9.1-30 Rod Cluster Control Changing Fixture
9.1.4.4.11 9.1-30a Refueling Water Storage ank
9.1.4.4.12 9.1-30b Fuel Bulding Trolley

| 9.1.4.4.13 9.1-32 Polar Crane
9.1.4.5 9.1-33 Refueling Procedure
9.1.4.6 9.1-36a Design Evaluation
9.1.4.6.1 9.1-36a Safe Handling
9.1.4.6.1.1 9.1-36 Manipulator Crane

O 9.1.4.6.1.2 9.1-38 Fuel Transfer System
9.1.4.6.2 9.1-40 Seismic Considerations ,

9.1.4.6.3 9.1-40 Containment Pressure Boundary Integrity

. _ - . ___ _ - _- _ _ _ _ _ --___ - __ - . - - - - . - _ _ - . . - . - - - . --
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGESO AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION !

REFUELING

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.8.8 '

Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.9.10.2
.

SECTION.1 W UFSAR TQPlc
,

11.1.1 11.1 1 Radioactivity
11.1.1.2 11.1 1 Activities in the Fuel Rod Gap
12.1.1 12.1-1 Design Objectives
15.2.4 15.2-18 Uncontrolled Soron Dilution
15.4.5 15.4 51a Fuel Handling Accident Outside Containment
15.4.7 15.4-67 Fuel Handling Accident Inside Containment

'l

O
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REFUELING
|

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.8.9
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.9.3

SECTION f IAfali UFSAR TQPlc

1.2.6 1,2-6 Fuel Handling System :5.1.3.4 5.1 12 Refueling
9.1.1 9.1 - 1 New Fuel Storage !
9.1.2 9.1 - 3 Spent Fuel storage ;9.1.3 9.1 -6 Fuel Pit Coeling and Refueling Purification System

,9.1.3.1 9.1 - 7 Design Basis '

9.1.3.2 9.1 -8 Systes Description
9.1.3.3 9.1-11 Design Evaluation i

9.1.3.3.1 9.1-11 Avat ability and Reliability
9.1.3.3.2 9.1-11 Purification of Water
9.1.3.3.3 9.1-13 Spent Fuel Pit Water Leakage Control
9.1.3.3.4 9.1-15 Malfunction Analyses
9.1.3.4 9.1-15 Tests and Inspections
9.1.3.5 9.1-15 Instrumentation Application
9.1.4 9.1-16 Fuel Handling System
9.1.4.1 9.1 17 Design Basis
9.1.4.2 9.1-17 Systes Design and OperationO 9.1.4.2.1 9.1-17 Systes Description

.

9.1.4.3 9.1-19 Fuel Handing Structures '!

9.1.4.3.1 9.1-19 Refaling Cavity
9.1.4.3.2 9.1 21 Ful Treasfer Canal and Fuel Transfer Tube
9.1.4.3.3 9.1-21 Decontamination Facility-

9.1.4.4 9.1 21 Refueling Equipment
9.1.4.4.1 9.1-21 Reactor VesF.el Sited Tensioners

-
-

9.1.4.4.2 9.1 22 P.aoctor Vessel Head lifting Device
9.1.4.4.3 9.1-22 Rctctor Internals lif ting Device
9.1.4.4.4 9.1 22 Manipulator Crane
9.1.4.4.5 9.1-24 Novasle Platform with Hoists -

9.1.4.4.6 9.1 26 Fuel Transfer System
9.1.4.4.7 9.1-27 New fuel Elevator
9.1.4.4.8 9.1-28 New Fuel Crane
9.1.4.4.9 9.1-29 Rod Cluster Control Change Tool

( 9.1.4.4.10 9.1-30 Rod Cluster Control Changing Fixture
! 9.1.4.4.11 9.1 -30a Refueling Water Stora9e Tank

.9.1.4.4.12 9.1-30b Fuel Bulding Trolley !9.1.4.4.13 9.1-32 Polar Crane
9.1.4.5 9.1 33 Refueling Procedure :
9.1.4.6 9.1 36a Design Evaluation |

| 9.1.4.6.1 9.1 36a Safe Handling ;

9.1.4.6.1.1 9.1 36 Manipulator Crane j,

'

9.1.4.6.1.2 9.1 38 Fuel Transfer System
J| 9.1.4.6.2 9.1-40 Seiseic Considerations

O .

,

L
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UFSAR SECTIONS R[yl[WED FOR CHANGES ,

AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION [
,

REFUELING
j

Morth Anna MERITS LC0 Number 3.8.7
Current North Anna Technical Specificatior. Number - 3.g.10.1 '

>

SicTION f Pact # UFSAR 10Plc i

11.1.1 11.1-1 Radioactivity :11.1.1.2 11.1-1 Activities in the Fuel Rod Gap
,

12.1.1 12.1-1 Design Objectives !
12.1.2.5 12.1-4 Fuel Handling Shielding :15.2.4 15.2 18 Uncontrolled Boron Dilution '

15.4.5 15.4 51a Fuel Handling Accident Outside Containment
15.4.7 15.4-67 Fuel Handling Accident Inside Containment -

1

O
'

.
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF NERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REFUELING

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number 3.8.8
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.9.10.2

SECTION f Will UFSAR T0pic

1.2.6 1.2 6 Fuel Handling System
5.1.3.4 5.1 12 Refueling
5.5.4.2.2.4 5.5 33 Refueling
9.1.1 9.1 1 New Fuel Storage
9.1.2 9.1 3 Spent Fuel Storage
9.1.3 9.1-6 Fuel Pit Cooling and Refueling Purification System .

9.1.3.1 9.1 7 Design Basis |9.1.3.2 9.1 8 System Description 1

9.1.3.3 9.1-11 Design Evaluation l

9.1.3.3.1 9.1 11 Availability and Reliability
9.1.3.3.2 9.1 11 Purification of Water !

9.1.3.3.3 9.1 13 Spent Fuel Pit Water Leakate Control 1

9.1.3.3.4 9.1-15 Malfunction Analyses i

9.1.3.4 9.1 15 Tests and Inspections |9.1.3.5 9.1 15 Instrumentation Application '

9.1.4 9.1 16 Fuel Handling System
l9.1.4.1 9.1 17 Design Basis i

O 9.1.4.2 9.1 17 System Design and Operation l
9.1.4.2.1 9.1-17 System Description i
9.1.4.3 9.1-19 Fuel Handing Structures ;

9.1.4.3.1 9.1-19 Refueling Cavity |
'

9.1.4,3.3 9.141 Fuel Transfer Canal and Fuc1 Trantfor Tube !

,
9.1.4.3.3 9.1 21 Decontamination Facility |

1 9.1.4.4 9.1 21 Refueling Equipment ;

9.1.4.4.1 9.1-21 Reactor Vassel Stud Tsastor. ors 1

9.1.4.4.2 9.1-22 Reactor Vessel Head Lifting Device |
| 9.1.4.4 3 9.1-22 Reactor Internals Lifting Duice l

9.1.4.4.4 9.1 22 Manipulator Crare ;

9.1 4.4.5 3.1 24 Movable Platform with Hoists i
V.1.4.4.6 9.1-26 Fuel Transfer System |9.1.4.4.7 9.1-27 New Fuel Elevator !

9.1.4.4.8 9.1-28 New Fuel crane
L 9.1.4.4.9 9.1-29 Rod Cluster Control Change Tool
| 9.1.4.4.10 9.1-30 Rod Cluster Control Changing Fixture

9.1.4.4.11 9.1-30a Refueling Water Storage ank
9.1.4.4.12 9.1-30b Fuel Bulding Trolley
9.1.4.4.13 9.1-32 Polar Crane
9.1.4.5 9.1-33 Refueling Procedure
9.1.4.6 9.1-36a Design Evaluation

! 9.1.4.6.1 9.1-36a Safe Handling
| 9.1.4.6.1.1 9.1-36 Nanipulator Crane
: 9.1.4.6.1.2 9.1-38 Fuel Transfer System
[ 9.1.4.6.2 9.1-40 Seismic Considerations

9.1.4.6.3 9.1 40 Containment Pressure Boundary Integrity
|

-
,

t

I

|
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O UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REFUELING

'

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.8.8
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.9.10.2

SECTION f RA&L1 UFSAR TOPIC

11.1.1 11.1-1 Radioactivity
11.1.1.2 11.1-1 Activities in the Fuel Rod Gap
12.1.1 12.1 1 Design Objectives
15.t.4 15.2 18 Uncontrolled Boron Dilution
15.4.5 15.4 51a Fuel Handling Accident Outside Containment
15.4.7 15.4-67 Fuel Handling Accident Inside Containment

,
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UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGESO AS A RESULT OF NERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REFUELING

North Anna ERITS LC0 Number - 3.8.9
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number a 3.9.3

SECTION f Mfil UFSAR 10PIC
,

1.2.6 1.2-6 Fuel Handling System
5.1.3.4 5.1-12 Refueling
9.1.1 9.1-1 New Fuel Storage
9.1.2 9.1-3 Spent Fuel Storage
9.1.3 9.1-5 Fuel Pit Cooling and Refueling Purification System
9.1.3.1 9,1-7 Design Basis
9.1.3.2 9.1-8 System Description
9.1.3.3 9.1-11 Design Evaluation -

9.1.3.3.1 9.1-11 Availability and Reliability
9.1.3.3.2 9.1-11 Purification of Water
9.1.3.3.3 9.1-13 Spent Fuel Pit Water Leakage Control *

9.1.3.3.4 9.1-15 Malfunction Analyses
9.1.3.4 9.1-15 Tests and Inspections
9.1.3.5 9.1-15 Instrumentation Application
9.1.4 9.1-16 Fuel Handling System
9.1.4.1 9.1-17 Design Basis
9.1.4.2 9.1-17 System Design and OperationO 9.1.4.2.1 9.1-17 System Description
9.1.4.3 9.1-19 fuel Handing Structures
9.1.4.3.1 9.1-19 rem 11bg Cutty ,

9.1.4,3.2 B,1 21 Fuel Trsn>fer Canal ard Fuel transfar Tube
9.1.4.3.3 9.1-01 Decontaminatics F4cility

! 9.1.4.4 9.1 21 Refueling Equionent
9.1.4.4.1 9.1-21 Aeactor Wessel Stud Tensioners
9.1.4.4.2 9.1-22 Reactor Vessel Head Lifting Device
9.1.4.4.3 9.1-22 Reactor it.ternals Liftin9 Device .

9.1.4.4.4 9.1-22 Menipulator crane,

| 9.1.4.4.5 9.1-24 Movable Platform with Hoists
9.1.4.4.6 9.1-26 Fuel Transfer System
9.1.4.4.7 f.1-21 New Fuel Elevator'

9.1.4.4.0 9.1-28 New Fuel Crane
9.1.4.4.9 9.1-29 Rod Cluster Control Change Tool
9.1.4.4.10 9.1 30 Rod Cluster Control Changing Fixture
9.1.4.4.11 9.1-30a Refueling Water Storage Tank
9.1.4.4.12 9.1 30b Fuel Bulding Trolley
9.1.4.4.13 9.1-32 Polar Crane
9.1.4.5 9.1-33 Refueling Procedure
9.1.4.5 9.1-36a Design Evaluation
9.1.4.6.1 9.1-36a Safe Handling 1

9.1.4.6.1.1 9.1-36 Nanipulator Crane
9.1.4.6.1.2 9.1-38 Fuel Transfer System
9.1.4.6.2 9.1-40 Seismic ConsiderationsO

| -.---- -- -.- -- - - - = - - . - - - - -
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.

O UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGE 5
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REFUELING

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - 3.8.9
Current North Anna Technical Specification Mumber 3.9.3

SECT 10R ..# E 1)LSRTOPIC

9.1.4.6.3 9.1-40 Containment Pressure Boundary Integrity
9.1.4.6.4 9.1 40 Radiation Shielding
9.1.4.7 9.1-41 Tests and Inspections
15.2.4 15.2-18 Uncontrolled Boron Dilution
15.4.5 15.4 51a Fuel Handling Accident Outside Containment
15.4.7 15.4 67 Fuel Handling Accident Inside Containment

O

,

i

'h

O -



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

UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REFUELING

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - None
Current North Anna Technical Specification Number 3.9.5

SECTION # P&GL,j, DFSAR TOPIC

9.1.1 9.1-1 New Fuel Storage
9.1.2 9.1 3 Spent Fuel Storage
9.1.3 9.1-6 Fuel Pit Cooling and Refueling Purification System
9.1.3.1 9.1-7 Design Basis
9.1.3.2 9.1-8 System Description
9.1.3.3 9.1-11 Design Evaluation
9.1.3.3.1 9.1-11 Availability and Reliability
9.1.3.3.2 9.1-11 Purification of Water b
9.1.3.3.3 9.1-13 Spent Fuel Pit Water Leakage control
9.1.3.3.4 9.1-15 Malfunction Analyses
9.1.3.4 9.1-15 Tests and Inspections
9.1.3.5 9.1-15 Instrumentation Application
9.1.4 9.1-16 Fuel Handling System
;9.1.4.1 9.1-17 Design Basis
9.1.4.2 9.1-17 System Design and Operation
9.1.4.2.1 9.1-17 System Description
9.1.4.3 9.1-19 Fuel Handing Structures

- 9.1.4.3.1 9.1-19 Refueling Cavity <
.

9.1.4.3.2 9.1-21 Fuel Transfer Canal and Fuel Transfer Tube
9.1.4.3.3 9.1-21 Decontamination Facility
9.1.4.4 9.1-21 Refueling Equipment
9.1.4.4.1 9.1-21 Reactor Vessel Stud Tensioners
9.1.4.4.2 9.1-22 Reactor Vessel Head Lifti m Device
9.1.4.4.3 9.1-22 Reactor Internals Lifting %vice
9.1.4.4.4 9.1-22 Manipulator Crane
9.1.4.4.5 9.1-24 Movable Platfons with Hoists
9.1.4.4.6 9.1-26 Fuel Transfer System
9.1.4.4.7 9.1-27 New Fuel Elevator
9.1.4.4.8 9.1-28 New Fuel Crane
9.1.4.4.9 9.1-29 Rod Cluster Control Change Tool
9.1.4.4.10 9.1-30 Rod Cluster Control Changing Fixture
9.1.4.4.11 9.1-30a Refueling Water Storage Tank
9.1.4.4.12 9.1-30b Fuel Bulding Trolley
9.1.4.4.13 9.1-32 Polar Crane
9.1.4.5 9.1-33 Refueling Procedurev

9.1.4.6 9.1-36a Design Evaluation
9.1.4.6.1 9.1-36a Safe Handlig
9.1.4.6.1.1 9.1-36~ Manipulator Crane
9.1.4.6.1.2 9.1-38 Fuel Transfer System
9.1.4.6.2 9.1-40 Seismic Considerations
9.1.4.6.3 9.1-40 Containment Pressure Boundary Integrity
9.1.4.6.4 9.1-40 Radiation Shielding

O ai47 >-42 ' t d i==> cti -.

9.5.2.1 9.5-35 Communication Systems Within the Station
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\

UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
( AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REFUELING

North Anna MERITS LC0 Wumber - None
L Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.9.6

'

SECTION # EAEJ. UFSAR TOPIC

9.1.1 9.1-1 New Fuel Storage
9.1.2 9.1-3 Spent Fuel Storage
9.1.3 9.1-6 Fuel Pit Cooling and Refueling Purification System
9.1.3.1 9.1-7 Design Basis
9.1.3.2 9.1-8 System Description
9.1.3.3 9.1-11 Design Evaluation .

'9.1.3.3.1 9.1-11 Availability and Reliability
9.1.3.3.2 9.1-11 Purification of Water

' 9.1.3.3.3 9.1-13 Spent Fuel Pit Water Leakage Control
9.1.3.3.4 9.1-15 Malfunction Analyses
9.1.3.4 9.1-15 Tests and Inspections
9.1.3.5 9.1-15 Instrumentation Application
9.1.4 9.1-16 Fuel Handling System
9.1.4.1 9.1-17 Design Basis
9.1.4.2 9.1-17 System Design and Operation
9.1.4.2.1 9.1-17 System Description
9.1.4.3 9.1-19 Fuel Handing StructuresO 9.1.4.3.1 9.1-19 Refueling Cavity-

9.1.4.3.2 9.1-21 Fuel Transfer Canal and Fuel Transfer Tube
9.1.4.3.3 9.1-21 Decontamination Facility
9.1.4.4 9.1-21 Refueling Equipment
9.1.4.4.1 9.1-21 Reactor Vessel Stud Tensioners
9.1.4.4.2 9.1-22 Reactor Vessel Head Lifting Device
9.1.4.4.3 9.1-22 Reactor Internals Lifting Device
9.1.4.4.4 9.1-22 Manipulator Crane

- 9.1.4.4.5 9.1-24 Movable Platform with Hoists
9.1.4.4.6 9.1-26 Fuel Transfer System
9.1.4.4.7 9.1-27 New Fuel Elevator
9.1.4.4.8 9.1-28 New Fuel Crane
9.1.4.4.9 9.1-29 Rod Cluster Control Change Tool
9.1.4.4.10 9.1-30 Rod Cluster Control Changing Fixture
9.1.4.4.11 9.1-30a Refueling Water Storage Tank
9.1.4.4.12 9.1-30b Fuel Bulding Trolley
9.1.4.4.13 9.1-32 Polar Crane
9.1.4.5 9.1-33 Refueling Procedure
9.1.4.6 9.1-36a Design Evaluation
9.1.4.6.1 9.1-36a Safe Handling
9.1.4.6.1.1 9.1-36 Manipulator Crane
9.1.4.6.1.2 9.1-38 Fuel Transfer System
9.1.4.6.2 9.1-40 Seismic Considerations
9.1.4.6.3 9.1-40 Containment Pressure Boundary Integrity
9.1.4.6.4 9.1-40 Radiation Shielding
9.1.4.7 9.1-41 Tests and Inspections

.

-- _ -- - _ . -.
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_

UFSAR SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR CHANGES
i AS A RESULT OF MERITS IMPLEMENTATION

REFUELING

North Anna MERITS LC0 Number - None
| Current North Anna Technical Specification Number - 3.9.7

-

| SECTION f EAGLi UFSAR TOPIC

9.1.1 9.1-1 New Fuel Storage
9.1.2 9.1-3 Spent Fuel Storage

i

9.1.3 9.1-6 Fuel Pit Cooling and Refueling Purification System |9.1.3.1 9.1-7 Design Basis
J9.1.3.2 9.1-8 System Description
i9.1.3.3 9.1-11 Design Evaluation >

9.1.3.3.1 9.1-11 Availability and Reliability )
9.1.3.3.2 9.1-11 Purification of Water ,

9.1.3.3.3 9.1-13 Spent Fuel Pit Water Leakage Control '

9.1.3.3.4 9.1-15 Malfunction Analyses
9.1.3.4 9.1-15 Tests and Inspections

,

9.1.3.5 9.1-15 Instrumentation Application '

9.1.4 9.1-16 Fuel Handling System
9.1.4.1 9.1-17 Design Basis
9.1.4.2 9.1-17 System Design and Operation
9.1.4.2.1 9.1-17 System Description
9.1.4.3 9.1-19 Fuel Handing Structures

O- 9.1.4.3.1 9.1-19 Refueling Cavity
9.1.4.3.2 9.1-21 Fuel Transfer Canal and Fuel Transfer Tube
9.1.4.3.3 9.1-21 Decontamination Facility
9.1.4.4 9.1-21 Refueling Equipment
9.1.4.4.1 9.1-21 Reactor Vessel Stud Tensioners
9.1.4.4.2 9.1-22 Reactor Vessel Head Lifting Device
9.1.4.4.3 9.1-22 Reactor Internals Lifting Device
9.1.4.4.4 9.1-22 Manipulator Crane
9.1.4.4.5 9.1-24 Movable Platform with Hoists
9.1.4.4.6 9.1-26 Fuel Transfer System
9.1-4.4.7 9.1-27 New Fuel Elevator.

9.1.4.4.8 9.1-28 New Fuel Crane
9.1.4.4.9 9.1-29 Rod Cluster Control Change Tool
9.1.4.4.10 9.1-30 Rod Cluster Control Changing Fixture
9.1.4.4.11 9.1-30a Refueling Water Storage Tank
9.1.4.4.12 9.1-306- Fuel Bulding Trolley
9.1.4.4.13 9.1-32 Polar Crane
9.1.4.5 9.1-33 Refueling Procedure
9.1.4.6 9.1-36a Design Evaluation
9.1.4.6.1 9.1-36a Safe Handling|

9.1.4.6.1.1 9.1-36 Manipulator Crane
9.1.4.6.1.2 9.1-38 Fuel Transfer System
9.1.4.6.2 9.1-40 Seismic Considerations

! 9.1.4.6.3 9.1-40 Containment Pressure Boundary Integrity
9.1.4.6.4 9.1-40 Radiation Shielding
9.1.4.7 9.1-41 Tests and Inspections

,

_ . _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

. (3 North Anna Technical Specifications (Units 1 and 2)
V

Operating Licence Numbers NPF-4 and NPF 7

Change to North Anna MERITS Technical Specifications

.

Description:

This submittal requests that the Technical Specifications for North Anna '

Power Station (NAPS) Units 1 and 2 be revised in accordance with the NRC
Interim Policy Statement on Technical Specification Improvements for
Nuclear Power Reactors, February 3, 1987 (52 FR 3788) . This Technical
Specification Improvement revision includes the following:

1) Non technical changes,
s

2) More stringent requirements.

3) Relocation of requirements to other controlled documents.

4) Relaxations of existing requirements,

Reason:
n

1 The purpose of this submittal is to upgrade the NAPS Technical|V Specifications. This is being performed in accordance with NRC Policy
Statement and NUMARC guidance on the subject.

| Relocating requirements which do not meet the Technical Specification
criteria to documents with established control programs allows the
Technical Specifications to be reserved only for those conditions or
limitations upon reactor operations which are necessary to obviate the
possibility of an abnormal situation or event giving rise to an immediate
threat to the public health and safety thereby focusing the scope of
Technical Specifications.

Reformatting and rewording the remaining requirements in accordance with
the NUMARC Technical Specification Writer's Guide will make the Technical
Specifications more readily understandable to plant operators and other

; users. Application of the Writer's Guide will also assure consistency is
' achieved between specifications.

Upgrading the Bases of requirements remaining in Technical Specifications
has been performed in accordance with NUMARC guidance for content of

| Technical Specification Bases. This upgrade allows the link between the
'

Technical Specifications and the safety analysis to be more clearly
described and understood.

Technical changes have alco been made to some of the remaining
| requirements. In general, these Technical changes have been made to achieve
i b consistency among specifications, correct discrepancies, or remove
! ambiguities.

|

. _ _ _ -___ -_ - _-___ - _ - _ - - _ _.
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NO SIGNIFICANT RAZARDS ANALYSIS q

[^' ) North Anna Technical Specifications (Units 1 and 2)

J
Operating Licence Numbers NPF 4 and NPF 7

Change to North Anna MERITS Technical Specifications

(Continued)

J

Evaluation:
,

Non Technical Changes (Reformattinc and Rewording)

Reformatting and rewording of the Technical Specifications has been
performed to make them more easily understood by plant operators and other
users. During this reformatting and rewording process, no technical changes
(either actual or interpretational) to the Technical Specifications were
made unless they were identified and justified by a Technical Specification
Change Request to the current NAPS Technical Specifications.

These reformatting and rewording changes are administrative in nature and
do not represent any safety consideration.

More Stringent Reauirements

[ ) More stringent requirements are either more conservative than corresponding
requirements in the current Technical Specifications, or are additionalx/

restrictions which are not in the current Technical Specifications. The
more stringent requirements provide an additional safety margin,

Relocation of Reauirements to other Controlled Documents

Requirements which do not meet the Technical Specification criteria in the
NRC Interim Policy Statement on Technical Specification Improvement for
Nuclear Power Reactors (52 FR 3788, dated 2/3/87) have been relocated. This
policy statement addressed the scope and purpose of Technical
Specifications. In doing so, it established a specific set of objective
criteria for determining which regulatory requirements and operating
restrictions should be included in Technical Specifications. These criteria
are as follows:

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

,

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

t )
O
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS +

j . North Anna Technical Specifications (Units 1 and 2)
,G.

Operating Licence Numbers NPF 4 and NPF-7

Change to North Anna MERITS Technical Specifications

(Continued)

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

In addition to those structures, systems, and components captured by the
above criteria, it is the Commission's policy that licensees retain in
their Technical Specification LCOs, Action Statements, and Surveillance
Requirements those systems which operating experience and Probabilistic
Risk Assessment have generally shown to be important to public health and
safety.

The application of these criteria is provided in the North Anna MERITS
" Criterion Application Report". The requirements which did meet the
criteria have been located in the Technical Specifications. For then

(V) requirements which did not meet the critera, Vir6 nia Power proposes toi
,

remove them from Technical Specifications and relocate them in the UFSAR.
These requirements will be identified as " Technical Requirements" (TRs)
in the UFSAR.

10 CFR 50.59 will be utilized as the control mechanism for the Technical
Requirements in the UFSAR. This allows Virginia Power to make changes to
the UFSAR Technical Requirements if the change does not involve an
unreviewed safety question. The Station Nuclear Safety and Operating
Committee (SNSOC) will review and approve appropriate changes. A report
of changes to the UFSAR Technical Requirements Section, utilizing the
provisions of 10 CFR 50.59, will be provided to the ' NRC annually in
accordance with 10 CFR 50.71

Testing and maintenance requirements relocated into the UFSAR Technical
Requirements Section will not be changed by this Technical Specification
change. Virginia Power will continue to perform periocic testing and
maintenance to assure that the requirements are met.

1

Future changes in the UFSAR Technical Requirements will utilize the |
provisions of 10 CFR 50.59. Additionally, a review by SNSOC will be I

performed. These controls are considered adequate for assuring systems in |
the UFSAR Technical Requirements are maintained operable and variables in I

the Technical. Report are maintained within limits.
|

R |

i
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

'[L)]-
North Anna Technical Specifications (Units 1 and 2)

Operating Licence Numbers NPF 4 and NPF-7

Change to North Anna MERITS Technical Specifications

(Continued)

Relaxation of Existina Reautrements

The relaxation of existing requirements is based on operating experience.
When restrictions are shown to provide little or no safety benefit, and
place a burden on operations, their removal can be justified. No technical ,

changes were made unless they were identified and justified. Significant
hazards considerations evaluations have been provided for each of these
changes.

I conclusion: '

Virginia Power proposes that the Technical Specification Improvement
revisions, as discussed above, do not involve a significant safety hazards
consideration. The Technical Specification Improvement revisions include:
non-technica1 changes, more stringent requirements, relocation requirements
to other controlled documents, and relaxations of existing requirements.

| Based on the evaluations performed, Virginia Power finds that this change
'

will not:

L 1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because; a) the reformatting
and rewording process involves no technical changes to existing
Technical Specifications, b) relocated requirements will continue
to be maintained pursuant to 10CFR 50.59, and c) evaluations for
individual technical changes have determined that no proposed change
involves a significant hazards consideration.

2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because; a) the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications, b) relocated requirements will continue to be
maintained pursuant to 10CFR 50.59, and c) evaluations for
individual technical changes have determined that no proposed change
involves a significant hazards consideration.

3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because; a)
the reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes

| to existing Technical Specifications, b) relocated requirements will
| continue to be maintained pursuant to 10CFR 50.59, and c)
I evaluations for individual technical changes have determined that
() no proposed change involves a significant hazards consideration.
LJ

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

1
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-NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

: 7 ~\s Specification 1.0, Definitions.

-

(x ,)

Change Number 1*
>

Description:

This sentence has been put into a note. Additionally, "and Bases" has
been added, since defined terms are also used in the Bases.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 100FR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in

.accordance with these changes would not: '

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify factors which could reduce the performance capability or
reliability of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter
the service conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore,
the probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased.
Also, the changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in
accident evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in
evaluations of the radiological consequences of an accident, do
not affect mitigation of the radiological consequences of an
accident, or do not affect any fission product barriers and,
therefore, do not increase the consequences of any accident.

O4 j (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify the performance capabilities or service conditions of any
structures, systems, or components or the method and manner of
plant operation and, therefore, can not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type'than previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the changes do not modify the design criteria, performance
capabilities, construction practices, setpoints, response times or
service conditions for any structures, systems, or components and,
therefore, have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
' (ss/

*

;

|*
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change number can be found I

in the October 16, 1989 submittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications |Justifications and Road Maps".

_ . . _ . ~_
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j Specification 1.0, Definitions.
|

Change Number 2*

Description:
i

l

The definition of ACTIONS has been revised to be consistent with the
wording developed for WOG MERITS. Technically, the definition is 1

equivalent.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in

i

accordance with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
mcdify factors which could reduce the performance capability or
reliability of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter
the service conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore,
the probability of occurrence of an accident is nct increased.
Also, the changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in
accident evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in ,

evaluations of the radiological consequences of an accident, do
not affect mitigation of the radiological consequences of an ,

accident, or do not affect any fission product barriers and,
therefore, do not increase the consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify the performance capabilities or service conditions of any
structures, systems, or components or the method and manner of
plant operation and, therefore, can not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the changes do not modify the design criteria, performance
capabilities, construction practices, setpoints, response times or
service conditions for any structures, systems, or components and,
therefore, have no impact on the margin of safety,

il Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruber can be found
in the October 16, 1989 st&mittal entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications

. Justifications and Road Mape''.
,

_-_ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ .
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Specification 1.0, Definitions.

Change Number 3*

Description: l

lA new defined term has been added, ACTUATION LOGIC TEST. This term is
used in the.W STS and WOG MERITS Definitions and specifications.

,

!

Additionally, this term has been adopted in the North Anna MERITS
specifications and has been included in the Definitions for consistency.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in
accordance with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify factors which could reduce the performance capability or
reliability.of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter

,

the service conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore,
the probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased.
Also, the changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in

L accident evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in
evaluations of the radiological consequences of an accident, do
not affect mitigation of the radiological consequences of an

- A)
accident, or do not affect any fission product barriers and,( therefore, do not increase the consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify the performance capabilities or service conditions of any
structures, systems, or components or the method and manner of
plant operation and, therefore, can not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the changes do not modify the design criteria, performance
capabilities, construction practices, setpoints, response times or
service conditions for any structures, systems, or components and,
therefore, have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

d ~

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nustwr can be f ound
in the October 16, 1989 submittal entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna fechnical Specifications |

Justifications and Road Mape". |
1

| |

. _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - . _ - - - - -
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p} Specification 1.0, Definitions.g

Change Number 4*

Description:

A new defined term has been added, ANALOG CHANNEL OPERATIONAL TEST. The
ANALOG CHANNEL OPERATIONAL TEST definition along with the TRIP ACTUATING
DEVICE OPERATIONAL TEST definition (also added) replace the CHANNEL
FUNCTIONAL TEST definition which has been deleted. These terms are used
in the W-STS and WOG MERITS Definitions and specifications.
Additionally, these terms have been adopted in the North Anna MERITS
specifications and has been included in the Definitions for consistency.
This definition was discussed and accepted in the Owners Group meeting
with the NRC on 8/17/89.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in
accordance with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
I, of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not'

modify factors which could reduce the performance capability'or
reliability of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter
the service conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore,

r''; the probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased.
.(_,/ Also, the changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in

accident evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in
evaluations of the radiological consequences of an accident, do
not affect mitigation of the radiological consequences of an
accident, or do not affect any fission product barriers and,
therefore, do not increase the consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the-changes do not,

| modify the performance capabilities or service conditions of any
structures, systems, or components or the method and manner of
plant operation and, therefore, can not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
| the changes do not modify the design criteria, performance

capabilities, construction practices, setpoints, response times or
j. service conditions for any structures, systems, or components and,

therefore, have no impact on the margin of safety.
|

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

,

Specification 1.0, Definitions.

* The justifications, road asps, and specific changes associated with this change rueer can be found
in the October 16, 1989 sutnittal entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Maps".

-_
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Change Number 5*

V Description:

The AXIAL FLUX DIFFERENCE definition has been revised to be consistent
with the W-STS and WOG MERITS. These changes are considered to be
editorial.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in
accordance with these changes would not:

(1) Involve'a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify factors which could reduce the performance capability or
reliability-of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter
the service conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore,
the probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased.,

!

Also, the changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in
accident evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in
evaluations of the radiological consequences of an accident, do
not affect mitigation of the radiological consequences of an
accident, or do not affect any fission product barriers and,
therefore, do not increase the consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
g any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
ii modify the performance capabilities or service conditions of anyO structures, systems, or components or the method and manner of

plant operation and, therefore, can not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
: the changes do not modify the design criteria, performance

- capabilities, construction practices, setpoints, response times or
service conditions.for any structures, systems, or components and,
therefore, have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.|

|

|

|
,

oO
* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nusber can be f ound

in the october 16, 1989 sutaittat entitled '' MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

_ _ _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ - -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

N Specification 1.0, Definitions.

Change Number .6*

. Description:

The CHANNEL CALIBRATION definition has been revised to be consistent
with the W STS and WOG MERITS. These changes are considered to be
editorial.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in
accordance with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify factors which could reduce the performance capability or
reliability of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter
the service conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore,
the probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased.
Also, the changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in
accident evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in
evaluations of the radiological consequences of an accident, do
not affect mitigation of the radiological consequences of an
accident, or do not affect any fission product barriers and,
therefore, do not increase the consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify the performance capabilities or service conditions of any
structures, systems, or components or the method and manner of
plant operation and, therefore, can not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the changes do not modify the design criteria, performance
capabilities, construction practices, setpoints, response times or

| service conditions for any structures, systems, or components and,
*

l therefore, have no impact on.the margia of safety.,

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

l
|

LO
* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rusber can be found

in the October 16, 1989 submittel entitled aMERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

. . _ _ - .- . ,
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

' (qj Specification 1.0, Definitions.

|Change-Number 7*

Description:

'

The CHANNEL CHECK definition has been revised consistent with the U.STS
and WOG MERITS. These changes are considered to be editorial.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in
accordance with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify factors which could reduce the performance capability or
reliability of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter
the service-conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore,
the probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased.
Also, the changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in
accident evaluations, do not alter-any assumptions made in

I evaluations of the radiological consequences of an accident, do
l not affect mitigation of the radiological consequences of an
!

accident, or do not affect any fission product barriers and,
therefore, do not increase the consequences of any accident,

f
t, (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify the performance capabilities or service conditions of any
structures, systems, or components or the method and manner of
plant operation and, therefore, can not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the changes do not modify the design criteria, performance
capabilities, construction practices, setpoints, response times or
service conditions for any structures, systems, or components - and,
therefore, have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that.this proposed change does not|

i involve a significant hazards consideration.
L

I
,

.p

The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 sutaittat entitled aMERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications1

|' * Justifications and Road Mape''.
|

. . _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS '

,m
1 Specification 1.0, Definitions.

Change Number 8*
!

Description:

The CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST definition has been deleted. This
definition has been replaced by two new defined terms: ANALOG CHANNEL
OPERATIONAL TEST and TRIP ACTUATING DEVICE OPERATIONAL TEST. This
change is consistent with the U STS AND WOG MERITS.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in -

accordance with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify factors which could reduce the performance capability or
reliability of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter
the service conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore,
the probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased.
Also, the changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in
accident evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in
evaluations of the radiological consequences of an accident, do

; not affect mitigation of the radiological consequences of an
I (N accident, or do not affect any fission product barriers and,

\ therefore, do not increase the consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify the performance capabilities or service conditions of any
structurea, systems, or components or the method and manner of
plant operation and, therefore, can not create the possibility of
an accident'of a different type than previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

.

! (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the changes do not modify the design criteria, performance
capabilities, construction practices, setpoints, response times or
service conditions for any structures, systems, or components and,
therefore, have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

l

| %d

* The justifications, road asps, and specific changes assoc.ated with this change ruiber can be found
in the october 16, 1969 submittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications

! Justifications and Road Maps".
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.NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
;

- Specification 1.0, Definitions.

Change Number 9*
>

Description:
,

*

The CONTAINMENT INTEGRITY definition has been revised to reflect changes ;

in the North Anna MERITS CONTAINMENT INTEGRITY LCO. For additional
discussion see the Justification for the MERITS changes to the
Containment Integrity specification, North Anna MERITS LCO 3.5.1.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in
accordance with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
.

of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not '

modify-factors which could reduce the performance capability or
reliability of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter
the. service conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore,
the probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased.
Also, the changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in
accident evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in
evaluations of the radiological consequences of an accident, do
not affect mitigation of the radiological consequences of an

r-- accident, or do not affect any fission product barriers and,(g) therefore, do not increase the consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify the performance capabilities or service conditions of any
structures, systems, or components or the method and manner of
plant operation and, therefore, can not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the changes do not modify the design criteria, performance
capabilities, construction practices, setpoints, response times or
service conditions for any structures, systems, or components and,
therefore, have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nu@er can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 submittal entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

._- _ _ _ - _ _ _ - - - - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ __ _ -.
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:() Specification 1.0, Definitions. !

Change Number 10* ~

Description:

'

The CONTROLLED LEAKAGE definition has been deleted. Seal injection flow i
is no longer classified as leakage in WOG MERITS or the North Anna
MERITS specifications. The requirements for reactor coolant pump seal
injection flow are specified in North Anna MERITS LCO 3.4.4.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in
accordance with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify factors which could reduce the performance capability ori

I reliability of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter
the service conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore,
the probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased.
Also, the changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in
accident evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in,

L evaluations of the radiological consequences of an accident, do
not affect mitigation of the radiological consequences of an

/''' accident, or do not affect any fission product barriers and,(,,) therefore, do not increase the consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because.the changas do not
modify the performance capabilities or_ service conditions of any
structures, systems, or components or the method and manner of
plant operation and, therefore, can not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the changes do not modify the design criteria, performance
capabilities, construction practices, setpoints, response times or
service conditions for any structures, systems, or components and,
therefore, have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

!

|

t

\ -),

! The justifications, road maps, ard specific changes associated with this change nusber can be found*

iin the october 16, 1989 submittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications !

- Justifications aM Road Map".
|
|
|

.- - _ - _ _ . _ _ _ - ---
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:! ) Specification 1.0, Definitions.
J

Change Number 11*
.

Description:

The CORE ALTERATION definition has been revised to specify the
applicable " components". This change is considered to be editorial.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in
accordance with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify factors which could reduce the performance capability or
reliability of structures, equipment, or systems; or-which alter
the service conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore,
the probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased.
Also, the changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in

| accident evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in
I evaluations of the radiological consequences of an accident, do

not affect mitigation of the radiological consequences of an
accident, or do not affect any fission product barriers and,

..

therefore, do not increase the consequences of any accident.

q ,) (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify the. performance capabilities or service conditions of any
structures, systems, or components or the method and manner of
plant operation and, therefore, can not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than previously evaluated in the
UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the changes do not modify the design criteria, performance
capabilities, construction practices, setpoints, response times or
service conditions for any structures, systems, or components and,
therefore, have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
~

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ru eer can be found
in the october 16, 1969 sutalttet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Spect fIcations

Justif f cetione and Road Maps".

_
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j Specification 1.0, De finitions .

Change Number 12*

Description:

A definition for the CORE OPERATING LIMITS REPORT (Cola) has been added.
The North Anna MERITS specifications include references to the COLR for
several LCO limits. This addition is consistent with the guidance
provided in Generic Letter 8816.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in
accordance with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify factors which could reduce the perfornance capability or
reliability of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter
the service conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore,
the probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased.
Also, the changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in '

accident evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in *

evaluations of the radiological consequences of an accident, do
not affect mitigation of the radiological consequences of an

A() accident, or do not affect any fission product barriers and,
therefore, do not increase the consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify the performance capabilities or service conditions of any
structures, systems, or components or the method and manner of
plant operation and, therefore, can not create the possibility of

|- an accident of a different type than previously evaluated in the
! UFSAR.
1

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
j the changes do not modify the design criteria, performancei, capabilities, construction practices, setpoints, response times or

service conditions for any structures, systems, or components and,
therefore, have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

fM
|

* The justifications, road maps, ard specific changes associated with this change rusber can be found
in the october 16,1989 sutaittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical tpecifications

Justifications and Road Maps".

_ .-.
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(''')) Specification 1.0, Definitions.
%_.

Change Number 13*

Description:

The ENGINEERED SAFETY FEATURE RESPONSE TIME definition has been revised
to include a clarifying statement regarding the method of response time
measurement. This addition reflects the currently accepted practice and
is not considered to be a technical change.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in
accordance with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a si nificant increase in the probability or consequences5
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify factors which could reduce the performance capability or
reliability of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter
the service conditions which could_ lead to an accident; therefore,
the probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased.
Also, the changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in
accident evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in
evaluations of the radiological consequences of an accident, do
not affect mitigation of the radiological consequences of an
accident, or do not affect any fission product barriers and,-s

(/s) therefore, do not increase the consequences of any accident.s-,

|: (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
' any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not

:
modify the performance capabilities or service conditions of any
structures, systems, or components or the method and manner of

plant operation and, therefore, can not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the changes do not modify the design criteria, performance
capabilities, construction practices, setpoints, response times or
service conditions for any structures, systems, or components and,
therefore, have no impact on the margin of safety.

| Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not '

'

involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

|
|

./"'g

h) |
|

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change number can be found
in the October 16, 1989 sutaittat entitled "MERifS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Maps".
|

|

_ , _ . _ . _ . . _ _ _
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-

1

j ) Specification 1.0, Definitions.

Change Number 14*
|

Description:

The FREQUENCY NOTATION definition has been deleted. The term FREQUENCY
NOTATION and the associated Table 1.2 are not used in the North Anna
MERITS specifications. Use of the actual frequencies in the
specifications is considered to be easier and more reliable.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in
accordance with chese changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
,

of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify factors which could reduce the performance capability or
reliability of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter
the service conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore,-

| the probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased.
Also, the changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed inI

accident evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in
evaluations of the radiological consequences of an accident, do
not affect mitigation of the radiological consequences of an

r3 accident, or do not affect any fission product barriers and,
q_ ) therefore, do not increase the consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not-

modify the performance capabilities or service conditions of any
structures, systems, or components-or the method and manner of
plant operation and, therefore, can not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than previously evaluated in the

|- UFSAR.-.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
| the changes do not modify the design criteria, performance

capabilities, construction practices, setpoints, response times or
service conditions for any structures, systems, or components and,
therefore, have no impact on the margin of safety.

| Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

|
|

5 '

%

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nuiber can be f ound*

in the october 16, 1989 submittal entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

__ ._ _ _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
,5
i )'- Specification 1.0, Definitions.
%/

Change Number 15*
1

Description:
i

The CASE 0US RADWASTE TREATMENT SYSTEM definition has been deleted. The
specification _which previously used this term has been relocated outside |
Technical Specifications.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in
accordance with these changes would not:

1

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
'of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not

modify factors which could reduce the performance capability or
reliability of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter
the service conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore,
the probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased.
Also, the changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in
accident evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in
evaluations of the radiological consequences of an accident, do
not affect mitigation of the radiological consequences of an
accident, or do not affect any fission product barriers and,

e'+ therefore, do not increase the consequences of any accident.
(

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify the performance capabilities or service conditions of any
structures, systems, or components or the method and manner of

plant operation and, therefore, can not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the changes do not modify the design criteria, performance
capabilities, construction practices, setpoints, response times or
service conditions- for 'any structures, systems, or components and,
therefore, have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

f
k

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nunber can be f ound*

in the October 16, 1989 stenittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justificaticos and Road Maps".

- - . - - . _ _ . - - . . _ - _ _ . _ _ . -- .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Specification 1.0, Definitions.

Change Number 16*

Description:

The definitions of IDENTIFIED LEAKAGE, PRESSURE BOUNDARY LEAKAGE, and,

UNIDENTIFIED LEAKAGE have been combined into one new definition,
LEAKAGE. Each of these types of leakage are described in the new
definition, but are no longer defined terms. This approach is
technically equivalent.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in
accordance with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify factors which could reduce the performance capability or
reliability of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter
the_ service conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore,
the probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased.
Also, the changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in
accident evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in
evaluations of the radiological consequences of an accident, do
not affect mitigation of the radiological consequences of ans

accident, or do not affect any fission product barriers and,,A
therefore, do not increase the consequences of any accident.

(2)- Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify the performance capabilities or service conditions of any
structures, systems, or components or the method and manner of
plant operation and, therefore, can not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3)- Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the changes do not modify the design criteria, performance
capabilities, construction practices, setpoints, response times or
service conditions for any structures, systems, or components and,
therefore, have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O .

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associatect with this change nueer can be found*'

in the October 16, 1989 submittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Specification 1.0, Definitions,

Change Number 17* f

Description:

The MEMBER (S) OF THE PUBLIC definition has been deleted. This deletion
-

has been incorporated based on the discussion and agreement reached in
the Owners Group meeting with the NRC on 8/17/89.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in
accordance with these changes would not:

j

(1) Involve a'significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not-
modify factors which could reduce the performance capability or
reliability of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter

;the service conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore,
the probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased.
Also, the changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in
accident evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in

ievaluations of the radiological consequences of an accident, do '

not affect mitigation of the radiological consequences of an
accident, or do not affect any fission product barriers and,

.therefore, do not increase the consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from 1

any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify the performance capabilities or service conditions of any
structures, systems, or components or the method and manner of
plant operation and, therefore, can not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the. changes do not modify the design criteria, performance
capabilities, construction practices, setpoints, response times or
service conditions for any structures, systems, or components and,
therefore, have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not .involve a significant hazards consideration. |

O .

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change number can be found
in the october 16, 1969 sutmiittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Maps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Specification 1.0, Definitions.
'

Change Number 18*

Description:

The OFFSITE . DOSE CALCULATION MANUAL definition has been deleted. The
information contained in the definition has been included in the
paragraph on the Offsite Dose Calculation Manual in the Administrative .!
Controls Section 5,0.

The ptoposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in

jaccordance with these changes would not:
;

!
(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences !of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not'

modify factors which could reduce the performance capability or
reliability of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter j
the service conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore. '

the probability of occurrence of an accident is not increase'd,
Also, the changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in !
accident evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in

{evaluations of the radiological consequences of an accident, do _jnot affect mitigation of the radiological consequences of an
iaccident, or do not affect any fission product barriers and, I

therefore, do not increase the consequences of any accident. !

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
i

any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not i

modify the performance capabilities or service conditions of any I
structures, systems, or components or the method and manner of
plant operation and, therefore, can not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

;

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because >

the changes do not modify the design criteria, performance j
capabilities, construction practices, setpoints, response times or

{service conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, ;
therefore, have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change nunber can be found

-*

in the october 16, 1989 stAsalttet entitled '' MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Neps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

;pecification 1.0, Definitions.

Change Number 19e

Description:

A new definition for MASTER RELAY TEST has been added. This addition is
consistent with the W.STS and WOG MERITS. Additionally, this term has
been adopted in the North Anna MERITS specifications and has been
included in the Definitions for consistency.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CPR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in
accordance with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previoucly evaluated because the changes do not
modify factors which could reduce the performance capability or
reliability of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter
the service conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore,
the probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased.
Also, the changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in
accident evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in
evaluation: of the radiological consequences of an accident, do
not affect mitigation of the radiological consequences of an-

accident, nr do not affect any fission product barriers and,
therefore, do not increase the consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify the performance capabilities or service conditions of any
structures, systems, or components or the method and manner of
plant operation and, therefore, can not create the possibility of
an accident of a different t>7e than previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the changes do not modify the design criteria, performance
capabilities, construction practices, setpoints, response times or
service conditions for any structures, systems, or components and,
therefore, have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O -

The justifications, road maps, and specific chanses associated with this chanse rameer can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 submittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current Worth Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".
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Specification 1.0, Definitions.

Change Number 20*

Description:

The OPERATIONAL MODE MODE definition has been revised. The term has '

been changed to " MODE"; since, OPERATIONAL MODE has not been used in the
new North Anna MERITS specifications. Additionally, the definition has
been clarified by specifying "with fuel in the reactor vessel". This
addition is not considered to be a technical change, since the MODES
Table 1 1 includes the same clarification for MODE 6 in a footnote
(" Fuel in the reactor vessel with the vessel head closur( bolts bss
than fully tensioned or with the head removed").

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with ths standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in
accordance with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify factors which could reduce the performance capability or
reliability of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter
the service conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore,
the probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased.

O.
Also, the changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in
accident evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in
evaluations of the radiological consequences of an accident, do
not affect mitigation of the radiological consequences of an
accident, or do not affect any fission product barriers and,
therefore, do not increase the consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify the performance capabilities or service conditions of any
structures, systems, or components or the method and manner of
plant operation and, therefore, can not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the changes do not modify the design criteria, performance
tapabilities, construction practices, setpoints, response times or
service conditions for any structures, systems, or components and,
therefore, have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
* The justificatione, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruber can be f ound

in the october 16, 1989 sutaittat entitled ''MitlTS Proers%. *urrent teorth Anna Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Maps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Specification 1.0, Definitions.,

,

Change Number 21*

Description:

The PHYSICS TESTS definition has been revised. The changes are
considered to be editorial.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in
accordance with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify factors which could reduce the performance capability or
reliability of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter
the service conditions which could lead to an accidenti therefore,
the probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased.
Also, the changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in
accident evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in
evaluations of the radiological consequences of an accident, do
not affect mitigation of the radiological consequences of an
accident, or do not affect any fission product barriers and,
therefore, do not increase the consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify the performance capabilities or service conditions of any
structures, systems, or components or the method and manner of
plant operation and, therefore, can not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the changes do not modify the design criteria, performance
capabilities, construction practices, setpoints, response times or
service conditions for any structures, systems, or components and,
therefore, have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O -

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change numer can te f ound
in the October 16, 1989 shittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current Worth Anna Technical Specifications |JustifIcetions and Road Mape". '
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Specification 1.0, Definitions.

Change Number 22*

Description:

The PROCESS CONTROL PROGRAM definition has been revised. The changes
are consistent with the guidance provided in Generic Letter 89 01,

i

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in
accordance with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify factors which could reduce the performance capability or
reliability of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter
the service conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore,
the probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased.
Also, the changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in
accident evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in
evaluations of the radiological consequences of an accident, do
not affect mitigation of the radiological consequences of an
accident, or do not affect any fission product barriers and,

, therefore, do not increase the consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind c,f accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify the performance capabilities or service conditions of any
structures, systems, or components or the method and manner of '

plant operation and, therefore, can not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than previously evaluated in the
UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the changes do not modify the design criteria, performance
capabilities, construction practices, setpoints, response times or
service conditions for any structures, systems, or components and,
therefore, have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O .

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rustier can be f ound*

in the October 16, 1989 smittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Ama fechnical Specifications
Justifications and Road maps".

- ._ - . - , -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Specification 1.0, Definitions.
)

Change Number 23*
!

Description:

A new definition for RCS PRESSURE /TEKPERATURE LIMITS REPORT (PTLR) hasbeen added. The North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.3 includes a reference to the !PTLR for the LCO limits. This addition is consistent with the guidance i
provided in Generic Letter 88 16.

,

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards '

of 10CFR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in '

accordance with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify factors which could reduce the performance capability or
reliability of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter
the service conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore,
the probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased.
Also, the changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in
accident evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in
evaluations of the radiological consequences of an accident, do
not affect mitigation of the radiological consequences of ani

I accident, or do not affect any fission product barriers and,
therefore, do not increase the consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify the performance capabilities or service conditions of any
structures, systems, or components or the method and manner of ,

plant operation and, therefore, can not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.
.

,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the changes do not modify the design criteria, performance
capabilities, construction practices, setpoints, response times or
service conditions for any structures, systems, or components and,
therefore, have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

l

|

O
* The justifications, road mope, and speelfic changes associated with this change rueber can be f ound

in the october 16, 1989 sutaittet entitled aMERITS Progras, current Worth Anne Technical Spectficetions
* Justifications and Road Maps".

, - -

_ _,
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Specification 1.0, Definitions.

Change Number 24*

Description:

The REACTOR TRIP SYSTEM RESPONSE TIME definition has been revised to
include a clarifying statement regarding the method of response time
measurement. This addition reflects the currently accepted practice and
is not considered to be a technical change.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in
accordance with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify factors which could reduce the performance capability or
reliability of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter
the service conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore,
the probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased.
Also, the changes do not degrade or prevent actions assuasd in
accident evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in
evaluations of the radiological consequences of an accident, do
not affect mitigation of the radiological consequences of an
accident, or do not affect any fission product barriers and,
therefore, do not increase the consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify the performance capabilities or service conditions of any
structures, systems, or components or the method and manner of
plant operation and, therefore, can not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than previously evaluated in the !
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the changes do not modify the design criteria, performance
capabilities, construction practices, setpoints, response times or
service conditions for any structures, systems, or components and,
therefore, have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O -

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change number can be found
in the October 1&,1989 submittet entitled '' MERITS Program, Current Worth Ame Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Mape".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HA2ARDS ANALYSIS |

.
Specification 1.0, Definitions.

J
Change Number 25*

Description:

The REPORTABLE EVENT definition has been deleted. This term is used in
the Administrative Controls 5.0 section and is explained where used, j

!

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards j
of 10C71t50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in ;
accordance with these changes would not: J

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences j
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify factors which could reduce the performance capability or
reliability of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter
the service conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore,
the probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. '

Also, the changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in
accident evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in
evaluations of the radiological consequences of an accident, do
not affect mitigation of the radiological consequences of an
accident, or do not affect any fission product barriers and,
therefore, do not increase the consequences of any accident,

h) (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
V any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not

, modify the performance capabilities or service conditions of any
! structures, systems, or components or the method and manner of

plant operation and, therefore, can not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the changes do not modify the design criteria, performance
capabilities, construction practices, setpoints, response times or
service conditions for any structures, systems, or components and,
therefore, have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
| Involve a significant hazards consideration.

!
l

!

i* The justifications, road maps, and specific chenees associated with this charge ruiter can be found
in the october 16, 1909 sutaittel entitled auttif t Program, current isorth Anne Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Maps".

E
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Specification 1.0, Definitions.

Change Number 26*
.

!Description:

The SHUTDOWN MARGIN definition has been revised to be consistent with
the terminology used in the North Anna MERITS specifications. This 1

change is considered to be editorial. I

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in
accordance with these changes would not: )

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify factors which could reduce the performance capability or
reliability of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter ;

the service conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, |the probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased.
Also, the changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in
accident evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in ;

evaluations of the radiological consequences of an accident, do i

not affect mitigation of the radiological consequences of an i

accident, or do not affect any fission product barriers and,
therefore, do not increase the consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not

| modify the performance capabilities or service conditions of any
; structures, systems, or coreponents or the method and manner of

plant operation and, therefore, can not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than previously evaluated in the '

UFSAR.
.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the changes do not modify the design criteria, performance
capabilities, construction practices, setpoints, response times or
service conditions for any structures, systems, or components and,
therefore, havo no impact on the margin of safety.

.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not -

involve a significant hazards consideration.

,

.

|

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 smittat entitled ''MERl18 Program, Current North Anne Technical Spect fIcations
Justifications and Road Maps".

[-
__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -
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Specification 1.0, Definitions. i

Change Number 27* i

Description:

The SITE BOUNDARY definition has been deleted. This term is defined in '

10 CPR 20 and need not be re specified in the Technical Specifications
for use in the Design Features and Administrative Controls sections. |

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
,

of 10CTR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in
accordance with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
'

of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify factors which could reduce the performance capability or
reliability of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter ~j
the service conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, l
the probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. ;
Also, the changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in
accident evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in
evaluations of the radiological consequences of an accident, do
not affect mitigation of the radiological consequences of an
accident, or do not affect any fission product barriers and,
therefore, do not increase the consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify the performance capabilities or service conditions of any
structures, systems, or components or the method and manner of

| plant operation and, therefore, can not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than previously evaluated in the,

UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the changes do not modify the design criteria, performance
capabilities, construction practices, setpoints, response times or
service conditions for any structures, systems, or components and,
therefore, have no impact on the margin of safety,

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
'

The justifications, road maps, and specific chanses associated with this change ruher can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 shittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current Worth Anne Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Maps".

|

-- - . . _ . __ _ _ _ , - . - . _ . - - - --



.

Page 28 of 35

NO SICNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS,__s
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\_ / Specification 1.0, Definitions.

Change Number 28* -

Description:

The SOLIDIFICATION definition has been deleted. Specifications which
previously used this term have been relocated.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in
accordance with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify factors which could reduce the performance capability or i
reliability of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter
the service conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore,
the probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased.
Also, the changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in
accident evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in
evaluations of the radiological consequences of an accident, do
not affect mitigation of the radiological consequences of an !

accident, or do not affect any fission product barriers and,
|therefore, do not increase the consequences of any accident.s

t

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify the performance capabilities or service conditions of any
stractures, systems, or components or the method and manner of
plant operation and, therefore, can not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

| (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the changes do not modify the design criteria, performance
capabilities, construction practices, setpoints, response tin.es or
service conditions for any structures, systems, or components and,
therefore, have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a s ignificant hazards consideration.

,

! /'
I

!

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rustier can be f ound*

in the october 16, 1989 s@nittel entitled '' MERITS Program, current North Ame Technical Specifications
. Justifications and Road Mape".

I
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(o) Specification 1.0, Definitions.
,

Change Number 29*

Description:

The SOURCE CHECK definition has been deleted. Specifications which
previously used this term have been relocated.

1The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards i

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in
accordance with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify factors which could reduce the performance capability or
reliability of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter
the service conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore,
the probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. i

|Also, the changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in
I

accident evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in
evaluations of the radiological consequences of an accident, do
not affect mitigation of the radiological consequences of an
accident, or do not affect any fission product barriers and,

1

(~ therefore, do not increase the consequences of any accident. '

\ (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify the performance capabilities or service conditions of any
structures, systems, or components or the method and manner of
plant operation and, therefore, can not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the changes do not modify the design criteria, performance
capabilities, construction practices, setpoints, response times or
service conditions for any structures, systems, or components and,
therefore, have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

..

!

l

\_/t

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes ossociated with this change ruiber can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 s@mittal entitled aMERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical specifications
Justifications and Road Mape".e

-___- - _ .-- _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ - - ---. - .. . -
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Q Specification 1.0, Definitions.

Change Number 30*

Description:

A new definition for $1 AVE RELAY TEST has been added. North Anna Unit 1
Amendment 123 and Unit 2 Amendment 107 added the SIAVE RELAY TEST to
technical specifications, but did not update the Definitions. Since
this term is used in the technical specifications it has been included
in the Definitions for consistency.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in
accordance with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not

;
' modify factors which could reduce the performance capability or

reliability of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter
the service conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore,
the probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased.
Also, the changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in
accident evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in
evaluations of the radiological consequences of an accident, do3(d not affect mitigation of the radiological consequences of an

\ accident, or do not affect any fission product barriers and,
therefore, do not increase the consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify the performance capabilities or service conditions of any
structures, systems, or components or the method and manner of
plant operation and, therefore, can not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the changes do not modify the design criteria, performance
capabilities, construction practices, setpoints, response times or

j service conditions for any structures, systems, or components and.'

therefore, have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

!

!
l

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this then9e rueer can te f ound*

in the october 16, 1999 submittel entitled "MERif t Program, Current morth Anna f echnical $pecifications
j Justifications and Road Maps".a

l
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U Specification 1.0, Definitions.

Change Number 31*

Description: !

A new definition for TRIP ACTUATING DEVICE OPERATIONAL TEST has been i

added. The TRIP ACTUATING DEVICE OPERATIONAL TEST definition along with !

the ANALOG CHANNEL OPERATIONAL TEST definition (also added) replace the
CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST definition which has been deleted. These terms
are used in the W STS and WOG MERITS Definitions and specifications.
Additionally, these terms have been adopted in the North Anna MERITS
specifications and has been included in the Definitions for consistency.
This definition was discussed and accepted in the Owners Group meeting |
with the NRC on 8/17/89.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards ,

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in
accordance with these changes would not: *

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify factors which could reduce the performance capability or
reliability of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter
the service conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore,,

,

the probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased.
Also, the changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in

.

accident evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in '

evaluations of the radiological consequences of an accident, do
not affect mitigation of the radiological consequences of an
accident, or do not affect any fission product barriers and,
therefore, do not increase the consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify the performance capabilities or service conditions of any
structures, systems, or components or the method and manner of
plant operation and, therefore, can not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the changes do not modify the design criteria, performance
capabilities, construction practices, setpoints, response times or
service conditions for any structures, systems, or components and,
therefore, have no impact on the margin of safety,

p
Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not,

| involve a significant hazards consideration.
l O

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rustier can be f ourd*

in the october 16, 1989 sutaittet entitled "MER!is Program, Current North Anna fechnical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

. - . . . .. - - -
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.( /) Specification 1.0, Definitions,
s_-

Change Number 32*

Description:

The UKRESTRICTED AREA definition has been revised to be consistent with
the W STS and WOG MERITS. These changes are considered to be editorial.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in
accordance with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify factors which could reduce the performance capability or
reliability of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter
the service conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore,
the probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased.
Also, the changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in
accident evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in
evaluations of the radiological consequences of an accident, do
not affect mitigation of the radiological consequences of an
accident, or do not affect any fission product barriers and,
therefore, do not increase the consequences of any accident.

A)( (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from'' any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify the performance capabilities or service conditions of any
structures, systems, or components or the method and manner of
plant operation and, therefore, can not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the changes do not modify the design criteria, performance
capabilities, construction practices, setpoints, response times or
service conditions for any structures, systems, or components and,
therefore, have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road misps, and specific changes associated with this change rueber can be f ound*

in the october 16, 1989 s@elttet entitled ''MitifS Program, Current Worth Anne Technicel Specifications
JustifIcetions and Roed Maps".

_
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS,_

k_,N) Specification 1.0, Definitions.

e

Change Number 33*

Description:

The VENTILATION EXHAUST TREATMENT SYSTEM definition has been deleted.
Specifications which previously used this term have been relocated. 1

1

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards 1

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in
accordance with these ch nges would not:

,

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previcusly evaluated because the changes do not
modify factors which could reduce the performance capability or
reliability of structvres, equipment, or systems; or which alter
the service conditior.s which could lead to an accident; therefore, 3

the probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased.
Also, the char.s?* do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in
accident evsluations, do not alter any assumptions made in
evaluations of the radiological consequences of an accident, do
not affect mitigation of the radiological consequences of an j

)accident, or do not affect any fission product barriers and,
therefore, do not increase the consequences of any accident.

\s / (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify the performance capabilities or service conditions of any
structures, systems, or components or the method and manner of +

plant operation and, therefore, can not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the changes do not modify the design criteria, performance
capabilities, construction practices, setpoints, response times or
service conditions for any structures, systems, or components and,
therefore, have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this chan0e nJitier can be f ound
in the october 16, 1989 sutsnittet entitled '<m(RITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Maps".

.-
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

} Specification 1.0, Definitions.s,

i

Change Number 34*

Description:

Table 1 1 has been revised to be consistent with the WOG MERITS version,
i

The title has been changed to " MODES" consistent with the defined term
|used. The % RATED THERMAL POWER for MODES 3 through 6 has been changed

from "0" to "NA" and the associated note " excluding decay heat" deleted.
This change simplifies the table and is considered to be technically
equivalent.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
4

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in ?

accordance with these changes would not:
i

~

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify factors which could reduce the performance capability or
reliability of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter
the service conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore,
the probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased.
Also, the changes do not degrade or prevent actions' assumed in

| accidene evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in
'

evaluations of the radiological consequences of an accident, do,

not affect mitigation of the radiological consequences of an
accident, or do not affect any fission product barriers and,
therefore, do not increase the consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify the performance capabilities or service conditions of any
structures, systems, or components or the method and manner of

plant operation and, therefore, can not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the changes do not modify the design criteria, performance
capabilities, construction practices, setpoints, response times or
service conditions for any structures, systems, or components and,
therefore, have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rustzer can be f ound*

in the october 16, 1989 submittet entitled ''MEtifS Program, Curr9nt North Ama fechnical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".
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Specification 1.0, Definitions.

Change Number 35*

Description:

Table 1.2 has been deleted. The FREQUENCY NOTATION provided in the
table is not used in the North Anna MERITS specifications. The

;

FREQUENCY NOTATION definition which referenced this table has been
deleted, see item 14, above, j

i

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in
accordance with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify factors which could reduce the performance capability or i
reliability of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter

j
the service conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, '

the probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased.
Also, the changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in
accident evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in

,

evaluations of the radiological consequences of an accident, do
not affect mitigation of the radiological consequences of an

Os accident, or do not affect any fission product barriers and,
therefore, do not increase the consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not
modify the performance capabilities or service conditions of any
structures, systems, or components or the method and manner of

plant operation and, therefore, can not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the changes do not modify the design criteria, performance
capabilities, construction practices, setpoints, response times or
service conditions for any structures, systems, or components and,
therefore, have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

{
l

l
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be f ound*

in the october 16, 1989 shittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
* JustifIcetione and Roed Maps".

_ _ __
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Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 2.2.1. Reactor Trip System Instrumentation Setpoints, Limiting SafetySystem Settings

Change Number 1*

Description: '

The Limiting Safety System Settings have been combined with the LCO to form
a single LCO with all channel, train, and interlock requirements contained
within LCO 3.2.1, Reactor Trip System (RTS) Instrumentation.
Specifications 2.2.1 and 3.3.1.1 are now combined into a single LCO since |

,

all the information from these two Specifications deals with the same
iinstrumentation.
1

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards !

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Limiting Safety
System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is less

,

| .

conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed.
Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident analyses

,

of the current Technical Specifications are not changed. The Limiting
Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is
less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed and
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the probability of occurrence or consequences of
an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR is not increased.

,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Limiting Safety System
Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is less
conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed.
Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications are not changed. The Limiting
Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is
less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed and
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the possibility of an accident of a different type
than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR is not increased.

!

l

|

O
*

The justificettorie, road maps, and specific changes associated with thle change maser can he fossid
in the october 16, 1999 s@elttet entitled autRITS Progras, Current North Anne Technical Specifications

Justificetf orm and Road maps".
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!,3 (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because thet

b) Limiting Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a
setpoint is less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been
changed. Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident

,

analyses of the current Technical Specifications are not changed. I

The Limiting Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when Ia setpoint is less conservative than the Allowable Value have not }
been changed and remain consistent with the accident analysis i

assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined I
in the BASES for any technical specification are not reduced. ;

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed chang * do** not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

t

,

P

I

%
,

,

f

,

O .

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes essecleted with thle change tuuher can be f and
in the octoter 16, 1999 smittel entitled "mEllT5 Program, Cutrent u0rth Anne fechnical Specificat6ons

Justifications and Road maps".a
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Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 2.2.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation Setpoints, Limiting SafetySystem Settings

Change Number 2*

Description:

A new Condition A addresses one or more channels for one or more functions I

from Table 3.2.1 1 inoperable. The Req 0 ired Actions are to refer to the
itable and then perform the Required Actions as referenced in the

appropriate Conditions from the table. This Condition directs the user to
the table to determine which Condition (s) to enter and then to follow the
prescribed Required Actions. This Condition also allows nore than one ;

channel / train / interlock to be inoperable and still have a prescribed course
!of action to follow. This is consistent with the STS but is now clearlystated for the reader.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Limiting Safety |

,

O System Settings and the Required Actione when a setpoint is less I

conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed.
Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications are not changed. The Limiting
Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is
less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed and
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the probability of occurrence or consequences of'

an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR is not increased.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Limiting Safety System
Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is less
conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed.
Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications are not changed. The Limiting
Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is
less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed and
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR, Therefore, the possibility of an accident of a different type
than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR is not increased.

{
.

!

*
The justificatione, road espe, and specific changes eseocietett with this change tsaber can to found
in the October 16, 1999 sJutttet entitled antalf$ Program, Current North Area Technical Specifications

Justificatione and Road Mape .n
'

. ,. -_- . _ _ - _ _ . ,__
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(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the(g) Limiting Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when av
setpoint is less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been

ichanged. Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications are not changed,
The Limiting Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when j

!

a setpoint is less conservative than the Allowable Value have not
!

been changed and remain consistent with the accident analysis !assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined !in the BASES for any technical specification are not reduced. '

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O !

|

,

!

!

|

l

|
i

~

* The justifications, road mope, and specific changes essecleted with this charge rudger can be found
j

in the Octoter 16, 1999 emittel entitled "IIEnlTS Program, current N0rth Ama Technicet specifications
* Justifications and toed mape .s ,

<

.I
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( Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 2.2.1 Reactor Trip System Instrumentation Setpoints. Limiting SafetySystem Settings

Change Number 3*

Description:

With the setpoint less conservative than the Allowable Value, the !
associated function must be declared inoperable and the referenced Required !

Actions for the appropriate Condition of Table 3.2.1 1 must be performed. '

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Limiting Safety
System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is less
conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed.
Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications are not changed. The Limiting
Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is
less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed and
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the

1 UFSAR. Therefore, the probability of occurrence or consequences of t

an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR is not increased.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Limiting Safety System
Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is less
conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed. '

Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications are not changed. The Limiting
Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is .

less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed and
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the

,

UFSAR. Therefore, the possibility of an accident of a different type
than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR is not increased.

;

O -V

The justifications, road maps, and specific changen eenociated with this change naber can be fomd*

in the octoeer 16, 1999 eenittel entitled ''mEtits Progres, current North Ame technical Specifications
* Justificatione and Road neps ,e

.. . _ - . _ , . -- . - . __ - . . - . _ . . . , -
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g (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
t

.( Limiting Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a* .
setpoint is less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been
changed. Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident 1

analyses of the current Technical Specifications are not changed.
The Limiting Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when
a setpoint is less conservative than the Allowable Value have not
been changed and remain consistent with the accident analysis j

,

assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any technical specification are not reduced.

|

i

| Therefore. Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not 1

involve a significant hazards consideration.
'

l'
|

|

|

|

|
.I

|

O '

i

1
,

l

i

l

|

|

l

I

I
l
|

.

l

|

The justifications, road maps, and specific chenpos essecleted with this change rameser can be f ound
*

in the Octatuer 16, 1999 sJmittet entitled "NERITS Progree, Current North Anne fechnical specifications
Justifications and Road maps". ~a
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Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 2.2.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation Setpoints, Limiting Safety
System Settings

;

Change Number 4*

Description:

The reorganization of the tables now has an of the requirements for tash
function contained within the single Table 3.2.1 1.

i

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards |

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance i

with these changes would not: j
i.

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences !
of an accident previously evaluated because the Limiting Safety |

System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is less
conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed.
Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications are not changed. The Limiting
Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is

|.

less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed and
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the probability of occurrence or consequences of
an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR is not increased.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from )
any accident previously evaluated because the Limiting Safety System 1

Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is less I
conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed.
Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications are not changed. The Limiting !
Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is !
less conservative than the Allowable value have not been changed and
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the :

UFSAR. Therefore, the possibility of an accident of a different type I
than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR is not increased, l

i

1(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the '

Limiting Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a
; setpoint is less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been
! changed. Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident |

analyses of the current Technical Specifications are not enanged.
The Limiting Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when
a setpoint is less conservative than the Allowable Value have not

)
been changed and remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any technical specification are not reduced. ,

'

1Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes escociated with this change mater can be f ouM*

in the october 16, 1989 summittel entitled "MERlil Praeras, Current sorth Anne Technicet Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

l

!-
- - _ _ . . . _ _ -- - . . - - . -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 2.2.1. Reactor Trip System Instrumentation Setpoints. Limiting SafetySystem Settings

Change Number 5*

Description:

The f(AI) function has been added to the table as a line item to more
correctly identify the Surveillance Requirements (SR) associated with this
function. Previously, these SRs were identified with the Power Range
Neutron Flux High Setpoint reactor trip and were not really associated
with the f(AI) function.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CF1t$0.92(c) and it has been determined e. hat operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Limiting Safety
System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is less
conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed.
Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications are not changed. The Limiting

,

i

- Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is
less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changgd and

.

remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the probability of occurrence or consequences of
an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR is not increased.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Limiting Safety System
Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is less
conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed.
Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications are not changed. The Limiting
Safety Systen Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is
less conservative than the Allowable value have not been changed and
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the possibility of an accident of a different type
than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR is not increased.

,

O
*

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes assecleted with thle chenes rusher can be fowd
in the octoeer 4,19e9 suhaittet entitled anERITS Progras, current sorth Anne Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road 14eps".
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.. (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
( i.iaiting Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a j

setpoint is less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been
changed. Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications are not changed.
The Limiting Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when i

a setpoint is less conservative than the Allowable Value have not j
been changed and remain consistent with the accident analysis ;

assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
!in the BASES for any technical specification are not reduced, j
,

iTherefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not jinvolve a significant hazards consideration.
!

.\

l

*d
i

,

l

(
'

-

|

! * The justificettene, road maps, erel specific chenees essecleted with thle change mater can be f twid'

in the October 16, 1999 eJmittet entitled "NEstit Prostem, current morth Ame Technical Specifications
Justificettene end seed mope .; aa

. _ - , _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 2.2.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation Setpoints. Limiting SafetySystern Settings

Change Number 6*

Description:

The plant specific loop design flow values are now located in the Beses
section. The table now uses % flow as this is what the control room
operator monitors. This was done to be consistent with the Writers Guide
and to use units that are consistent with the meter indications on thecontrol board.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Limiting Safety
System Settings and the Required Actiont when a setpoint is less
conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed.
Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications are not changed. The Limiting

-

Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is
less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed and
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the probability of occurrence or consequences of
an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR is not increased.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Limiting Safety System
Settings. and the Required Actions when a setpoint is less
conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed.
Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications are not changed. The Limiting
Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is
less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed and
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the possibility of an accident of a different type
than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR is not increased.

j

O -

*
The justificatione, road maps, and cpecific changes associated with this change number can be fo W
in the October 16, 1999 semittel entitled antalis Program, turrent sorth Ame fechnical specifications

Justifications and Road maps".a



_ _ . _ _ _ . __ ._. _ ~

/
r

- .

Page 11 of 26, i

ikt,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because .the/~] Limiting Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when aQ setpoint is less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been
changed.-Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications are not changed.
The Limiting Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when

.

!-
a setpoint is less conservative than the Allowable Value have not
been changed and remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined^

3 in the BASES for any technical specification are not reduced.
>,

Thsrefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

~

-

4

..

.

: O,- , .

*
The justificatione, road mope, and specific changes seseclated with this change remher can be fcmd
in the October 16, 1969 s@lttet entitled '91ERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications

Justificatione and Road Mape".

__. _ __ _ _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

{ LCO 2.2.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation Setpoints, Limiting SafetySystem Settings

Change .? umber 7*
"

Bescription-

j The def.ined term RATED THERMAL POWER also is defined as the acronym RTP.
L

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the- Limiting Safety
System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is less

--

conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed.
Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications are not changed. The Limiting
Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is
less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed and
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the probability of occurrence or consequences of
an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR is not increased.

'

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
- any accident previously evaluated because the Limiting Safety System
Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is less
conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed.
Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications are not changed. The Limiting
Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is
lesssonsarvative than the Allowable Value have not been changed and
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the possibility of an accident of a different type

_ than any previous'iy evaluated in the UFSAR is not increased.

-
(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the

Limiting Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a'

setpoint is less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been-

changed. Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident
_ analyses of the current Technical Specifications are not changed.

The Limiting Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when
a setpoint is less conservative than the Allowable Value.have not
been changed and remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any technical specification are not reduced.

- Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
'

- involve a significant hazards consideration. 3
'

-
_

*
The justifications, road maps, and specific chenees associated with thle change rusher can be fourus
in the October 16, 1999 sutaittel entitled "setslTS program, current morth Ame Technicet Specifications

Justifications and Road Mape".

-mus mmmiimi mumm uium "
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Instrumentation Chapter
\

LCO 2.2.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation Setpoints, Limiting SafetySystem Settings
,

Change Number 8*

| Description:

The phrase " current equivalent to" was added to the description for
clarity.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase.in the probability or consequences 1
'

of an accident previously evaluated- because the Limiting Safety
System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is less
conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed.
Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications are not changed. The Limiting
Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is,.

'

less conservative chan the Allowable value have not been changed and
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
U1SAR. Therefore, the probability of occurrence or consequences ofp an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR is not increased.

.,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Limiting Safety System
Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is less
conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed.
Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications are not changed. The Limiting
Safety Systen Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is,
less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed and
remain consistent with the accident analysis - assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the possibility of an accident of a different type
than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR is not increased.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
Limiting Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a
setpoint is less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been

| ~| changed. Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications are not changed.
The Limiting Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when
a setpoint is less conservative than the Allowable Value have not
been changed and remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined i
in the BASES for any technical specification are not reduced.

l
|

.O Therefore,-Virgin.ia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

i

)
*

The justifications, road maps, and specific chenpes associated with this change masser can be fomd
in the October 16, 1989 stamittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Ama Technical Specifications

JustifIcetions and Road Maps".
!
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 2.2.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation Setpoints, Limiting SafetySystem Settings

Change Number 9*

Description:

The exponential notation has been modified to be consistent with the
industry writers guide in the use of exponential notation.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50,92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Limiting Safety
System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is less
conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed.
Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the ' accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications are not changed. The Limiting
Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is
less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed and
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the probability of occurrence or consequences of'
an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR is not increased.

'

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
i

h: any accident previously evaluated because the Limiting Safety System
Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is less
conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed.
Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications are not changed. The Limiting
Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is
less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed and
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the

,

UFSAR. Therefore, the possibility of an accident of a different type
than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR is not increased.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
Limiting Safety Systen Settings and the Required Actions when a

|setpoint is less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been l

changed. Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident |

analyses of- the current Technical Specifications are not changed.
The Limiting Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when

]a setpoint is less conservative than the Allowable Value have not '

been changed and remain consistent with the accident analysis |
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined

|-in the BASES for any technical specification are not reduced.

|f Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.'

*
The justifications, road aspe, and specific changes associated with thle change runber can be f oed
in the October 16, 1989 sutueittet entitled " MERITS Program, current N0rth Anne Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Maps".

. -. . _ - - - - - - _ _ _ - -_- -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

h Instrumentation Chapter
'\_/

LCO 2.2.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation 3e tpoints , Limiting Safety
|System Settings
;

Change Number 10* l

!

Description:

The phrase "of instrument span" has been deleted from the Trip Setpoint
and Allowable Value columns. It is understood that the values are apercentage of the span of the instrument.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
jof 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
!with these changes would not:

.

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Limiting Safety
System Settings and the Required Actions 'when a setpoint is less
conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed.
Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of '.no accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications are not changed. The Limiting-

) Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is
|

less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed and
.O remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the

'

( \
=d UFSAR. Therefore, the probability of occurrence or-consequences of

an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR is not increased,
l (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because the Limiting Safety System
Settings and the Required Actions when -a setpoint is less
conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed.
Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications are not changed. The Limiting

i

Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is
s

less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed and
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the possibility of an accident of a different type
than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR is not increased.

O
*

The justifications, road esps, and specific changes associated with this change rummer een be foes -
in the October 16, 1969 submittet entitled "NERITS Progree, current North Anne Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Maps". '

I
;

. _ - _ _ - . _ - - . _ - - - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ - _ - _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - .
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(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because theO Limiting' Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a
setpoint is less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been
changed. Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications are not changed.
The Limiting Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when
a setpoint is less conservative than the Allowable Value have not

'been changed and remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any technical specification are not reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

i

O
;

~{

:

O
*

The justifications, road mope, and specific changee sesociated with this change matar can be f ound
in the October 16, 1999 submittet entitled ''nERITS Progren, current II0rth Anne Technical Spect fIcations

Justifications and Road naps".

_ _ _ _ . .
.. .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS I

(~jN ' Instrumentation Chapter
i

'

LCO 2.2.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation Setpoints. Limiting Safety '

System Settings

Change Number 11*
!
' Description:

The name of the function has been changed to be consistent with current
<

industry standard naming convention, Steam Generator Water Level. Low
Coincident With Steam /Feedwater Flow Mismatch.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance '.

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Limiting Safety
System-Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is less
conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed.
Therefore,-the conditions and assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications are not changed. The Limiting
Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is
less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed and
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the

j

t UFSAR. Therefore, the probability of occurrence or consequences of '
,

( an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR is not increased.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Limiting Safety System
Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is less
conservative than the- Allowable Value have not been changed.
Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Spscifications are not changed. The Limiting
Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is
less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed and - ;

remain ' consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the possibility of an accident of a different type
than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR is not increased.

|
|

|

|

|
|
|

|

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rueer can be fomd*

in the October 16, 1989 sutunittal entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Ame Technical Specifications
JustifIcatione and Roed Maps''.

.__-____2_ _-______________2_-__-__________ _ _ _ - .
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['y (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
-(/ Limiting Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a

;

setpoint is less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been i

changed. Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications are not changed.
The Limiting Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when

|a setpoint is less conservative than the Allowable Value have not
been changed and remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any technical specification are not reduced.

Therefore. Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
|involve a significant hazards consideration.

|
!

l

.A
I

.

i

*-
The justifications, road maps, and specific changee associated with this change ruJeter can be found
in the Octotier 16, 1999 sutunittel entitled anEtifS Program, Current le0rth Ame Technical Spectfications

Justlfications and Road Maps".

. _ . .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO- 2.2.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation Setpoints , Limiting SafetySystem Settings

Change' Number 12*

Description:

- The phrase "each bus" has been deleted because this could be misinterpreted
to mean that sg h bus had to have a low voltage in order to generate ',

a
reactor trip. This is not the case.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with tho' standards
of 10Cf1t50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

,

with these changes would not:
l' i
E

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Limiting Safety i

System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is less
conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed. !

Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident analyses >

of the current Technical Specifications are not changed. The Limiting
Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is '

less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed and
, remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the ,

N UFSAR. Therefore, the probability of occurrence or consequences of
an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR is not increased.

L (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of. accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Limiting Safety System
Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is less
conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed.
Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications are not changed. The Limiting
Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint-is
less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed and -
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the possibility of an accident of a different type1-

!

than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR is not increased.

!

I
i

|'
.

pV.

*
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rueer can be found
in the October 16, 1989 s@mittel entitled "#ERITS Program, Current Wrth Anne Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Maps".a

- - . -. _ _ - - -
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;

~(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the,

L .iLimiting Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a
isetpoint is less conservative than the Allowable value have not been I

changed. Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications are not changed.
The Limiting Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when
a setpoint is less conservative than the Allowable Value have not

!been changed and remain consistent with the accident analysis !

assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined )in the BASES for any technical specification are not reduced.
|

Therefore, Virginia Power con:1udes that this proposed change does not '

involve a significant hazards consideration.

D(f-

I-

*
The justifications, road maps, and specific charges associated with this change rumber can be found
in the October 16, 1999 emittat entitled "nERITS Program, current North Anne Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Mape".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS'

f Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 2.2.1, . Reactor Trip System Instrumentation Setpoints, Limiting Safety !System Settings

Change Number 13*

| Description:
l

The name of the function has been changed to be consistent with current
!industry standard naming convention, Low Fluid Oil Pressure.

|. The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards'

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a.significant increase in the probability or consequences '

of an accident previously evaluated because the Limiting Safety
|. System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is less

conservative than the -Allowable Value have not been changed.
Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident analyses

L of the current Technical Specifications are not changed. The Limiting
Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is
less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed and

|remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the probability of occurrence or consequences of
an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR is not increased.,-

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Limiting safety System
Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is less
conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed. |
Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications are not changed. The Limiting- |
Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is !
less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed and |
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the

|UFSAR. Therefore, the possibility of an accident of a different type I

than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR is not increased.

'

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the !
Limiting Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a
setpoint is less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been -
changed. Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accidenti.

| analyses of the current Technical Specifications are not changed.
The Limiting Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when
a setpoint is less conservative than the Allowable Value have not
been changed and remain consistent with the accident' analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any technical specification are not reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|* - The justifications, road maps, and specific eenges associated with this change numer can be fomd !
in the OctoDer 16, 1989 s@mittel entitled "HERITS Program, Current North Ame Technicet Specifications )

-

Justifications and Road Maps".<

-. ..
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 2.2.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation Setpoint.s , Limiting Safety |System Settings

Change Number 14*

Description:

The name of the function has been changed to be consistent with current
industry standard naming convention, Reactor Coolant Pump Breaker Open.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Limiting Safety.
System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is less
conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed.
Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications are not changed. The Limiting
Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is
less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed and '

remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR Therefore, the probability of occurrence or consequences of
an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR is not increased.

| (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Limiting Safety System
Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint. is less
conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed.
Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications are not changed. The Limiting
Safety Systen Settings and the Required Actions when a~setpoint is >

less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed and
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in. the
UFSAR. Therefore, the possibility of an accident of a different type
than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR is not-increased.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
Limiting Safety System Settings and . the Required Actions when a
setpoint is less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been
changed. Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications are not changed.
The Limiting Safety System Settinbs and the Required Actions when
a setpoint is less conservative than the Allowable Value have not

been changed and remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safcty as defined
in the BASES for any technical specification are not reduced.

. Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nuutier can be f omd
'in the October 16, 1989 sJmittel entitled aMERITS Program, current North Arme fechnical Specifications

JustifIcet ione and Roed Mape''.

_ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ . - _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . - . _ - _ _ _ _ - - _ .- - -
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NO SICNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS.

gO=
Instrumentation Chapter *

LCO 2.2.1 Reactor Trip System Instrumentation Setpoints, Limiting SafetySystem Settings

Change Number 15*
'

Description:

The term "Not Applicable" has been changed to "NA" to be consistent with
the industry writers guide.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

.

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because . the Limiting Safety .
Systen Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is less
conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed.
Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications are not changed. The Limiting
Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is
less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed andc

-

remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
| UFSAR. Therefore, the probability of occurrence or consequences of'

an accident previously evaluated in.the UFSAR is not increased.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident.from '

any accident previously evaluated because the Limiting Safety System
Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is less
conservative than the Allowable Value have not been . changed.
Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications are not changed. The Limiting
Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is

L less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed and
| remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in - the

UFSAR. Therefore, the possibility of an accident of a different type
-than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR is not increased.

'

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
Limiting ; Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a
setpoint is less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been
changed. Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications are not changed.
The Limiting . Safety System Sectings and the Required Actions when

L a setpoint is less conservative than the Allowable Value have not
p been changed and remain consistent with the accident analysis

assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined,

in the BASES for any technical specification are not reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
% involve a significant hazards consideration.

*
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nusher can be foes
in the October 16, 1989 sdulttel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Ame Technical Specifications

Justiflections and Road Maps".

- - - -

_ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . __
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS '

, Instrumentation Chapter
&

LCO 2.2.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation Setpoints, Limiting Safety
System Settings

Change Number 16*

Description:

The descriptions of the equation parameters have been changed to be
consistent with the current industry accepted wording.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards ;

of 10CFR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Limiting Safety
System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is less
conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed.
Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications are not changed. The Limiting
Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is

, less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed and '

'

remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR Therefore, the probability of occurrence or consequences of
.an accident-previously evaluated in the UFSAR is not increased.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Limiting Safety System
Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is less
conservative than the Allowable value have not been changed.
Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications are not changed. The Limiting
Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when.a.setpoint is
less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed and
remain consistent with the accident analysis - assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the possibility of an accident of a different type
than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR is not increased.

(3)' Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
Limiting Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a
setpoint is less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been
changed. Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications are not changed.
The Limiting Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when
a setpoint is less conservative than the Allowable Value have not

been changed and remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any technical specification are not reduced.

The re fo re , Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
A involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific chenees associated with thle change ruster can be fourus*

in the October 16, 1969 stamittet entitled "NERifS Program, Current North Ame Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Mape".

_ . - -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
- - Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 2.2.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation Setpoints. Limiting Safety
System Settings I'

Change Number 17*

Description:

'

The inequality signs have been changed to be technically correct with the J
1

use of 2 and s where appropriate. I

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
i of an accident previously evaluated because the Limiting Safety

System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is lessi *

L conservative than the Allowable value have not been changed.
Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications are-not changed. The Limiting
Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is
less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed and
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the probability of occurrence or consequences of
an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR is not increased.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Limiting Safety System-
Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is less
conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed.
Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident. analyses
of the current Technical Specifications are not changed. The Limiting
Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is
less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed and
remain consistent with the accident - analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the possibility of an accident of a different type
than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR is not increased.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
Limiting Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a
setpoint is less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been
changed. Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications are not changed.
The Limiting Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when
a setpoint is less conservative than the Allowable Value have not

been changed and remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any technical specification are not reduced.

[ Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
\ involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changee associated with this change tsseier can be fomd*

in the October 16,1989 s@nittel entitled anERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

- . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - ,
_ - . -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
Instrumentation ChapterO
LCO 2.2.1 Reactor Trip System Instrumentation Setpoints, Limiting Safety

System Settings
i
'

Change Number 18*

Description:
.

The new MERITS Technical Specifications do not address (n 1) loop operation
as this option has not been licensed at North Anna.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Limiting Safety-
System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is less
conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed.
Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications are not changed. The Limiting
Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is
less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been chan5ed and
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the probability of occurrence or consequences of-i

. an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR is not increased,
v

-(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Limiting Safety System
Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is less
conservative than the Allowable Value have not - been changed.
Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications are not changed. The Limiting .
Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a setpoint is.
less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been changed and
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in' the
UFSAR. Therefore, the possibility of an accident of a different type
than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR is not increased.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
Limiting Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when a
setpoint is less conservative than the Allowable Value have not been
changed. Therefore, the conditions and assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications are not changed.
The Limiting Safety System Settings and the Required Actions when
a setpoint is less conservative than the Allowable Value have not
been changed and remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any technical specification are not reduced.

Therefore,' Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not involve
a significant hazards consideration.%

* The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change rustier can be fomd
in the October 16, 1989 sdimittel entitled anERITS Program, Current North Arvie Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Mape".a

-
_ - _ . - - - _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ -_____________-__-
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Specification 3/4.0, Limiting Conditions for Operation and Surveillance
Requirements, Applicability

Change Number 1*

Description:

LCO 3.0.1 has been revised to improve clarity and to change "0PERATIONAL
MODES" to " MODES" consistent with the change in the Definitions section,
These changes are considered to be editorial.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 100FR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify -
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service ,

!

conditions which could lead to- an accident; therefore, the j
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect
any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the
consequences of any accident.

j

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from- |

any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore', can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore
have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
*

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruber can be f ound '

in the october 16, 1989 submittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".
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, . NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
:b Specification 3/4.0, Limiting conditions for Operation and SurveillanceV Requirements, Applicability

Change Number 2*

Description:

LCO 3.0.2 has been revised to improve clarity. These changes are
considered to be editorial.

.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1)_ Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect
any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the

i .n consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilitios or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore
have no impact on the margin of safety.

|

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not |involve a significant hazards consideration. l

|
|

|
|

D
LJ |

I

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change numer can be f ound
|*

in the October 16, 1989 sutnittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

wm\(b Specification 3/4.0, Limiting Conditions for Operation and Surveillance
Requirements, Applicability

Change Number 3*

Description:

LCO 3.0.3 has been revised to improve clarity. The one hour allowed to
initiate action has been added to the 6 hours to reach HOT STANDBY (7 hours
to reach MODE 3) . The times to reach the MODES have been specified as the
total time, rather than "within the next" or "within the following". These
changes ars considered to be editorial.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

|

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify 1

1

factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability |of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the ,

probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the !

changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the iF radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation,

(~ of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect '

,

any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the
| consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore
have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

!

I

Ov
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nurber can be f ound*-

in the october 16, 1989 submittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
/ .

[
b Specification 3/4.0, Limiting Conditions for Operation and Surveillance

Requirements, Applicability

Change Number 4*
..

Description:

LCO 3.0,4 has been revised to improve clarity. These changes are
considered to be editorial. LCO 3.0.4 conforms with the guidance provided
by Generic Letter 87 09.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or; consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect

' h(~N - any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the
consequences of any accident.

(2)
'

Create the possibility.of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures, |

systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
;

changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service j
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore
have no impact on the-margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes-that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

I

|

l

O l

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nueer can be found
in the October 16, 1989 submittat entitled " MERITS Program, current North Anna Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Maps".
r.

\;
- ._ _.- - - _-- ._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Specification 3/4.0, Limiting Conditions for Operation and Surveillance
Requirements, Applicability

Change Number 5*
j

Description:

North Anna LCO 3.0.5 has been deleted. These requirements are covered by
the OPERABILITY definition and by the Electrical Chapter requirements

-included in North Anna MERITS. This LCO is not included in W STS or WOG
MERITS.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the ;

probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the !

changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation

O of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect
any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the
consequences of any accident.

,

-(2) Create the_ possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structure's,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operationa

and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore
have no-impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change numer can be f ound

in the October 16, 1989 submittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

!
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Specification 3/4.0, Limiting Conditions for Operation and Surveillance
-

- Requirements, Applicability

Change Number 6*

Description:

A new LCO ' 3.0. 5 has been added to allow Surveillance testing to be
performed which is required to confirm the OPERABILITY of equipment taken
out of service by Required Actions.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the per,formance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident.
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not. affect
any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not ! increase theO consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

-(3)' Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore.
have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

9
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nueer can be f ound

*

in the October 16, 1989 sutaittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
- JustifIcatione and Road Neps''.

_ _ _ _ . _ _ ..._ .._ . . . . . - - -- -- - - - ~- -- - --- ---
-
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
1

- O Specification 3/4.0, Limiting Conditions for Operation and SurveillanceV. Requirements, Applicability

Change Number 7*

Description:

A new LCO 3.0.6 has been added to describe how the LCOs and - Required
Actions apply to each unit of a dual unit technical specification. This
addition is required, since the North Anna MERITS LCOs have been written
for both unita.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences,

). of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also,' the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of.the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect

O' any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the
consequences of any accident,

r
' (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

: any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify |
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures, -l

systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation I

and, .therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

.

l

-|(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore |

|- have no impact on the margin of safety. |

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

!

|
l

I

i

|

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be found*

in the october 16,1989 stenittal entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
. .

[[ Specification 3/4.0, Limiting Conditions for Operation and Surveillance-
,

%./ Requirements, Applicability

Change Number 8*

Description:

Surveillance Requirement 4.0.1 has been revised to improve clarity by
addition of a sentence from 4.0.3 and numbered SR 3.0.1. The sentence from
4.0.3 states that surveillances do not have to be performed on inoperable
equipment. Additional clarification has been added by specifying that
" Failure to meet a Surveillance Requirement, except as provided in SR
3.0.2, shall constitute failure to meet the LC0". SR 3.0.1 as a result
of these changes contains the major requirements and consequences of the
surveillance program in one Surveillance Requirement, These changes are
considered to be editorial.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordancei

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify

. factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service

.p. conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, theg'j probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect
any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the. .l

,

consequences of any accident. '

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation I
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a 1

different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, secpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore i
have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed-change does not |involve a significant hazards consideration. |

O
) |,

The justifications, road mops, and specific changes associated with this change ru@er can be f ound* '

in the october 16, 1989 submittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

_ _ _ _ . - . . . - _ - _ _ . ._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - . _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

- --
Specification 3/4.0, Limiting Conditions for' Operation and Surveillance

-

Requirements, Applicability
!

Change Number 9*

Description:

Surveillance Requirement 4.0.2 has been expanded and renumbered as SR 3.0.2
to include a clarification of the application of Frequency extensions to
Surveillance Requirements and other periodic actions required by Required
Actions. The 3.25 times Frequency extension (part b) was deleted
consistent with the guidance provided in Generic Letter 89-14.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or . systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident

_ evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the

9 radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect
any fission product barriers and, therefore, _ do not increase the
consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident .of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore
have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O -

* The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change ruuber can be found
in the October 16, 1969 s@mittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Mape".

__ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . - . . _ . ..
. ..

"

- -
-
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

p Specification 3/4.0, Limiting Conditions for Operation and Surveillance
Requirements. Applicability

Change Number 10*

Description:

Portions of Surveillance Requirement 4.0.3 have been moved to SR 3.0.1.
The new SR 3.0.3 contains changes in accordance with NRC Generic Letter
87 09.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1, Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes _ do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation ;
of the radiological consequences of an accident._or do not affect
any fission product barriers and, therefore, . do not increase the

f consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,

,

systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation '

and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service

: conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore
have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not -
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifiestions, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change number can be found*

in the octo.'aer 16, 1989 submittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Naps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

- Specification 3/4.0, Limiting Conditions for Operation and Surveillance
Requirements, Applicability

Change Number 11*

Description:
j
.|'Surveillance Requirement 4.0.4 has been revised (new SR 3.0.4) in

'

accordance with Generic Letter 87 09. Clarifying statements have been
added to explain exceptions to SR 3.0.4.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards I
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which co Id reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the !probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the

{changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation

tof the radiological consequences-of an accident, or do not affect iany fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the '

consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes .do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,

i

systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation ;

and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a j
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

3

i
(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the -

changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities, i.

,

construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore
have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rusber can be found

in the October 16, 1989 submittal entitled "MOtlTS Program, Current North Ama Technical Specifications '

Justifications and Road Maps".

,
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NO SICNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

O Specification 3/4.0, Limiting Conditions for Operation and Surveillance
Requirements, Applicability

Change Number 12*

Description:

Surveillance Requirement 4.0.5 has been revised (new SR 3.0.5) to simplify
and clarify the requirements. The requirements are technically the same,

y
The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accoritnce
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences'

of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability .
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changas do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect
any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the
consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify -

the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore
have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this chante ruser can be found

in the October 16, 1909 s@mittet entitled "MEtif t Program, Current Worth Anne Technical Specifications
* Justificatione and Road Maps".

.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HA?ARDS ANALYSIS

~N

(d Specification 3/4.0, Limiting Conditions for Operation and Surveillance;

Requirements, Applicability

Change Number 13*

Description:

A new Surveillance Requirement 3.0.6 has been added to describe how the
Surveillance Requirements apply to each unit of a dual unit technical
specification. This addition is required, since the North Anna MERITS
has been written for both units.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation

n of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect
(V) any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the

consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation '

and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR. '

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service '

,

conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore
; have no impact on the margin of safety,
i

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not,

'

involve a significant hazards consideration,
i

|
!

I
|

C
.

!

D

The justiflections, road maps, and specific chenees associated with this chenee rueer con be found*

in the october 16, 1999 sJunittet entitled ''MERif t Program, current north Ame Technical Specifications ,

i

Justifications and toed Mape".a

-- _ . . _ . . _ _ . _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
i
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No SICNIFICANT HAZARDS AMAI.YSIS
,Reactor Chapter

1.C0 3.1.1.1 and 3.1.1.2, Shutdown Margin T,,,> 200 7 and T,y,
1

s 200'T i

Change Number 1*

Description:

MODES 1 and 2 are deleted because the NRC response to the criteria
application allowed relocation of these requirements in MODES 1 and 2.
This was justified on the basis that the rod insertion limit requirements !

maintained the required SHUTDOUN MARCIN. However, the rod insertion limits
requirements are not applicable in MODE 2 with k,,, < 1.0. Therefore, the >

SHUTDOWN MARGIN requirements for MODE 2 with k < 1.0 have been retained.
Also, the North Anna requirements in MODE 5 h,a,v,e been combined into this

!specification.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordanne -

with these changes vould not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences -

of an accident previously evaluated because the required SHUTDOWN '

MARCIN and boration parameters are unchanged. The proposed changes
to these Technical Specifications do not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analysis of the current TechnicalO Specifications. Therefore, the proposed changes do not increase the

;

probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the required SHUTDOWN
MARGIN and boration parameters are unchanged. The proposed changes
do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analysis
of the current Technical Specifications. Therefore, the proposed
changes do net create the possibility of an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
required SHUTDOWN MARGIN and boration parameters are unchanged. The
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specifications.
Therefore, the proposed changes do not reduce the margin of safety
as described in the BASES of any Technical Specifications, )

t

)Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not,

| involve a significant hazards consideration. ,

,

1

O
*

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rueer can be fomd
in the october 16, 1999 semittet entitled * MERITS Program, current sorth Arme fechnical Specifications

Justifications and Road Mape".

. _ - -. _ . -. .- -- - - -- .- -
'
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS [

Reactor Chapter
j

LCO 3.1.1.1 and 3.1.1.2, Shutdown Margin T,y, > 200'T and T,,, s 200'T '

Change Number 2* !

Description:

In the ACTION statement, the term "immediately" has been changed to
15 minutes. This change is generic to the entire MERITS program, where
it was decided to use a specific time instead of the term "immediately".
Justification for this change is based on the fact that "immediately" is
an arbitrary and undefined term. In this instance, 15 minutes was chosen -

because it allows an operator time enough to align the CVCS system to begin
boration, with no time to deliberately delay the action. Also, 15 minutes
is generally accepted by the NRC as the minimum time to allow for operatoraction. 15 minutes is not inconsistent with the safety analysis, since
the safety analysis does not assume any specific time for an operator to
initiate boration to recover SHUTDOW MARGIN.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the required SHUTDOW

( MARGIN and boration parameters are unchanged. The proposed changes
to these Technical Specifications do not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analysis of the current Technical
Specifications. Therefore, the proposed changes do not increase the
probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the required SHUTDOW
MARGIN and boration parameters are unchanged. The proposed changes
do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analysis
of the current Technical Specifications. Therefore, the proposed
changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
required SHUTDOW MARGIN and boration parameters are unchanged. The
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specifications.
Therefore, the proposed changes do not reduce the margin of safety
as described in the BASES of any Technical Specifications.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
*

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rusher can be f oed
in the October 16,1989 s2mittel entitled '* mitt f 5 Program, current North Anne fechnical Spect fIcations

Justificatione and Road Maps".
i

- - , - .. . . - . - . --
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS i
1

Reactor Chapter
!

LCo 3.1.1.1 and 3.1.1.2, Shutdown Margin - T , > 200'F and T , s 200'F
;

Change Number 3*

Description-
|

,

!

In the first Surveillance Requirement. 4.1.1.1.1.a. a difference is made, 1

!
for an inoperable rod, between inoperable but movable or trippable and

|inoperable and immovable or untrippable. The Surveillance Requirement for
an inoperable rod that is movable or trippable has been relocated to LCO
3.1.4, Rod Group Alignment Limits, even though LCO 3.1.4 (North Anna
Specification 3.1.3.1) is only applicable in MODES 1 and 2. As long as
the rod is trippable in these lower MODES, credit can still be taken for
it in determining SHUTDOW MARGIN. Although technical specification
requirements on operable control rods are normally applicable only in MODES
1 and 2, this surveillance has been retained because there are times in
the lower MODES when control rods may be cocked and the SHUTDOW MARGIN
requirements are applicable.

1

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10Cf1t50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

|with these changes would not: '

O Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences(1)
of an accident previously evaluated because the required SHUTDOW
MARGIN and boration parameters are unchanged. The proposed changes
to these Technical Specifications do not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analysis of the current Technical
Specifications. Therefore, the proposed changes do not increase the
probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated .because the required SHUTDOW -

MARGIN and boration parameters are unchanged. The proposed changes
do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analysis;

i of the current Technical Specifications. Therefore, the proposedI

changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the I

required SHUTDOW MARGIN and boration parameters are unchanged. The
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specifications.
Therefore, the proposed changes do not reduce the margin of safety
as described in the BASES of any Technical Specifications.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a si nificant hazards consideration.6

*

The justifications, rood maps, and specific changes essecleted with this change maker een be foed
in the October 16, 1989 sdsmittet entitled "Mitif t Pregram, Current North Anne Technicet Spect fications

Justifications and Acad Maps".a

|
'

- - - . -. -_ - - . -. . . _ , , _ - __ ____ __ ____
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NO SIGNIFICANT HA2ARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Chapter
;

LCO 3.1.1.1 and 3.1.1.2 Shutdown Margin T,y, > 200 4 and T ,,s 200*F
Change Number 4*

Description: |
i

The second Surveillance Requirement, 4.1.1.1.1.b, is only applicable in
MODES 1 and 2 with k,,, 2 1.0. It has been deleted in this specification.
It duplicates a surveillance in LCO 3.1.6, Control Bank Insertion Limits. j
The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance j

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the required SHUTDOWN
MARGIN and boration parameters are unchanged. The proposed changes

,

to these Technical Specifications do not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analysis of the current Technical
Specifications. Therefore, the proposed changes do not increase the '

probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident previously
ievaluated in the UFSAR.

. (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
| ( any accident previously evaluated because the required SHUTDOWN
! i

MARGIN and boration parameters are unchanged. The proposed changes '

do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analysis
of the current Technical Specifications. Therefore, the proposed
changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
required SHUTDOWN MARGIN and boration parameters are unchanged. The
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the carrent technical specifications.
Therefore, the proposed changes do not reduce the margin of safety
as described in the BASES of any Technical Specifications.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration, i

j

i
|

*
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with thle change raadser can be fomd
in the October 16, 1989 semittet entitled ''mEtif t Program, Current serth Ame fechnicet Specifications
* Justificatione and Road mege".

_ , . - __ . ~. __ _. ._ _ _ _ _.
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NO SICNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
IReactor Chapter

LCO 3.1.1.1 and 3.1.1.2, Shutdown Margin T.,, > 200'F and T,y, s 200'F
{

Change Number 5* l

Description:

Since the third Surveillance Requirement, 4.1.1.1.1.c. is not applicablein MODES 3, 4, and 5, it has been moved to LCO 3.1.6, Control Bank iInsertion Limits. This Surveillance Requirement, as it appears in LCO |
3.1.6, will not be e,xempted from SR 3.0.4, so it will have to be performed

iprior to entering the applicable MODES of LC0 3.1.6.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CF1tSO.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

i

1

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the required SHUTDOWN
MARGIN and boration parameters are unchanged. The proposed changes
to these Technical Specifications do not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analysis of the current Technical

iSpecifications. Therefore, the proposed changes do not increase the
probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

O.
(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because the required SHUTDOWN
MARGIN and boration parameters are unchanged. The proposed changes
do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analysis
of the current Technical Specifications. Therefore, the proposed
changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

; (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
required SHUTDOWN MARCIN and boration parameters are unchanged. The
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specifications.
Therefore, the proposed changes do not reduce the margin of safety
as described in the BASES of any Technical Specifications.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O -

*
The justifications, road maps, and specific cha i;es associated with this change raster can be foed
in the October 16, 1989 s@nittat entitled " MERIT 5 Program, Current Werth Amt Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Maps".

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ , , _ _ ____ __ _ . __._
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.1.1.1 and 3.1.1.2, Shutdown Margin T,4 > 200*F and T s 200'Fen
Change Number 6*

Description:

This Special Test Exception will not be retained in the MERITS version of
Technical Specifications. North Anna Specification 3.10.1 allows the
requirements of SHUTDOW MARGIN to be suspended provided PHYSICS TESTS are
being perforroed. In this MODE, the MERITS Specification is not applicable.
Any exceptions to SHUTDOW MARGIN requirements are to be outside of
Technical Specifications along with the relocated requirements.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CPR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance ,

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences '

of an accident previously evaluated because the required SHUTDOW
MARGIN and boration parameters are unchanged. The proposed changes
to these Technical Specifications do not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analysis of the current Technical

i Specifications. Therefore, the proposed changes do not increase the
probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident previously,

5 evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the required SHUTDOW

,

MARGIN and boration parameters are unchanged. The proposed changes
do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analysis
of the current Technical Specifications. Therefore, the proposed
changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
required SHUTDOW MARGIN and boration parameters are unchanged. The
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specifications.
Therefore, the proposed changes do not reduce the margin of safety
as described in the BASES of any Technical Specifications.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O -

* The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with thle change rusher can be foed
in the October 16, 1989 sdunittel entitled "NEtif t Program, Cyrent North Ame Technical Specifications
* Justifications and toed maps .e

- - - . _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ . . - - . . . - . . _ . . . - - . . . - . . - _ - - . _ . .-
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS {
Reactor Chapter

1.Co 3.1.1.1 and 3.1.1.2, Shutdown Margin T,,, > MT and T,y, 5M4
Change Number 7*

i
Description:

.

The fourth Surveillance Requirement, 4.1.1.1.1.d applies only in MODE 1.
SHUTDOW MARGIN requirements in this MODE have been relocated outside the
MERITS version of Technical Specifications and this surveillance goes with
them.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not: '

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences '

of an accident previously evaluated because the required SHUTDOW
MARCIN and boration parameters are unchanged. The proposed changes
to these Technical Specifications do not alter the conditions or :

assumptions of the accident analysis of the current Technical
Specifications. Therefore, the proposed changes do not increase the
probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.O

V (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the required SHUTDOW
MARGIN and boration parameters are unchanged. The proposed changes
do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analysis
of the current Technical Specifications. Therefore, the proposed
changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
required SHUIDOW MARGIN and boration parameters are unchanged. The
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specifications.
Therefore, the proposed changes do not reduce the margin of safety
as described in the BASES of any Technical Specifications.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O ~

*

The justificettons, road maps, and specific changes essecleted with this chanse tamber can be foed
in the October 16, 1989 sJunittet entitled "uttif 5 Program, current North Ame Technical Specifications

Justif(cations and Road maps".a

- - _ _, . - - _ _ __ __ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - . _ _ . _ _ - - - _ _ _ _ _ _ -- -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
,

Reactor Chapter
!

| LCO 3.1.1.1 and 3.1.1.2, Shutdown Margin T,,, > 200*F and T,y, S 200'F
|

Change Number 8*
>

Description: '

4

The fifth Surveillance Requirement, 4.1.1.1.1.e, remains unchanged.
Nevertheless, all the wording related to the reactivity effects to consider 1

'

in performing a reactivity balance calculation for verifying the Shutdown
Margin has been suppressed and transferred into the Bases. ,

,

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not: ,

e
P

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the required SHUTDOWN,

MARCIN and boration parameters are unchanged. The proposed changes
to these Technical Specifications do not alter the conditions or

.

assumptions of the accident analysis of the current Technical
Specifications. Therefore, the proposed changes do not increase the
probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

i (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the required SHUTDOWN
MARGIN and boration parameters are unchanged. The proposed changes '

do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analysis '

of the current Technical Specifications. Therefore, the proposed
changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
required SHUTDOWN MARGIN and boration parameters are unchanged. The '

proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specifications.
Therefore, the proposed changes do not reduce the margin of safety-
as described in the BASES of any Technical Specifications.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

I

|
|

|

.

*
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change mmber can be fomd
in the Octnber 16, 1989 sutaittet entitled "mittit Program, Current North Anne Technicel Specifications
* Justifications and Road maps .u

- . - . _ . . - -.._ _. .. _ _ - . - - _ _ _ _ _ - . _ - . _ . . - -. ~--
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.1.1.1 and 3.1.1.2, Shutdown Margin T,4 > 200'F and T,4 5 200'r
,

Change Number 9*

Descr?ption:
,

The last Surveillance Requirement, 4.1.1.1.2, is meaningful only in MODE 1where burnup is accumulated. SHUTDOW MARGIN requirements in this MODE
have been relocated outside of MERITS Technical Specifications and this
surveillance goes with them.

The propored change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
,

of 10CFR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
,

of an accident previously evaluated because the required SHUTDOW
MARGIN and boration parameters are unchanged. The proposed changes
to these Technical Specifications do not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analysis of the current Technical
Specifications. Therefore, the proposed changes do not increase the
probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the required SHUTDOW
MARGIN and boration parameters are unchanged. The proposed changes
do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analysis
of the current Technical Specifications. Therefore, the proposed
changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
required SHUTDOW MARGIN and boration parameters are unchanged. The
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specifications.
Therefore, the proposed changes do not reduce the margin of safety
as described in the BASES of any Technical Specifications,

i

i Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not! involve a significant hazards consideration.

'

|

'
O

*

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes estocleted with this change maker can be f ound
in the October 16, 1989 supeittet entitled "MERiis Program, Current berth Ama Technical Specifications

. * Justifications and Road Mape".
1

__ _ _ . _ . . _ . _ _ . . . _ . _ . . _ . _ . _ . - . . - _ - - _ _ . _-
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NO SICNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
g\
iy/ Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.1.1.3.2 (Unit 1), Boron Dilution, Valve Position

Change Number 1*
!

Description: I

|

For MERITS LCO 3.1.2 the Applicability of this North Anna Specification
in MODE 6 has been deleted because North Anna MERITS LCO 3.8.2 covers this ;

MODE. In Action b. , the action related to MODE 6 has been deleted |
accordingly. For MERIT LCO 3.8.2 this new Refueling Chapt.er LCO requires I

the valves used to isolate unborated water sources to be secured in theclosed position in MODE 6.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

iwith these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences j
of an accident previously evaluated because the valve positions and <

SHUTDOWN MARGIN requirements are unchanged. The systems and '

components used are also the same. The proposed changes to these
Technical Specifications do not alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications. ;

Therefore, the proposed changes do not increase the probability of
% occurrence or the consequences of an accident previously evaluated

in the UFSAR. ,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the valve positions and
SHUTDOWN MARGIN requirements are unchanged. The systems and
components used are also the same. The proposed changes to these
Technical Specifications do not alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
Therefore, the proposed changes do not create the possibility of an
accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes proposed for Technical Specifications 3.1.1.3.2 (Unit 1) and
3.1.1.3 (Unit 2) do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
safety analyses. Therefore, the proposed changes will not reduce
the margin of safety as described in the BASES of any Technical
Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O -

,

I

The justificatims, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change numer can be f ound*

in the october 16,1969 sutaittel entitled "MEtifS Program, Current North Anna Technical Spectfications
Justifications and Road Maps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.1.1.3.2 (Unit 1). Boron Dilution Valve Position
Change Number 2*

Description:

For MERITS LCO 3.1.2, even if not explicitly stated, when in MODES 3 and
4 with the designated valves not secured in the closed position, it is
obvious that the first action should be to secure thee. In North Anna LCO
3.1.2, Condition A has been added which requires the valves to be secured.
For MERITS LCO 3.8.2 the LCO has been revised to move the exception
permitting valves to be opened during planned boron dilution or makeup
activities into a Note. Since the MERITS specification will apply to both
Units 1 and 2, the valve numbers applicable to Unit 2 (from the Unit 2
specification) have been added in parentheses. A new Note specifying that
the valve numbers in parenthoses apply to Unit 2 has been added. These !changes are for clarity only and are not technical.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CHt50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences

[_ of an accident previously evaluated because the valve positions and
SHUTDOWN MARGIN requirements are unchanged. The systems andi components used are also the same. The proposed changes to these
Technical Specifications do not alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
Therefore, the proposed changes do not increase the probability of
occurrence or the consequences of an accident previously evaluated
in the UFSAR.

1

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of' accident from i
any accident previously evaluated because the valve positions and '

SHUTDOWN MARGIN requirements are unchar.ged. The systems and
,

components used are also the same. The proposed changes to these l

Technical Specifications do not alter the conditions or assumptions |
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications. |

Therefore, the proposed changes do not create the possibility of an |
accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes proposed for Technical Specifications 3.1.1.3.2 (Unit 1) and
3.1.1.3 (Unit 2) do not alter the condit ions or assumptions of the
safety analyses. Therefore, the proposed changes will not reduce
the margin of safety as described in the BASES of any Technical
Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does notO involve a significant hazards consideration.V

The justifications, road maps, and specific chenees associated with this change rutier can be found*-

in the October 16,1989 semittet entitled " Merits Program, Current North Arne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

__ , _ _ __ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
!g

l. Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.1.1.3.2 (Unit 1), Boron Dilution, Valve Position
:

Change Number 3* '

Description:

For MERITS LCO 3.1.2 in MODES 3, 4, and 5, an additional action has been
added which requires verification that the SHUTDOWN MARGIN is within limit
as the potential of having diluted the RCS boron concentration has existed.
For MERITS LCO 3.8.2 the MODE applicability has been revised to specify
only MODE 6. The MODE 3, 4, and 5 requirements have been included in a j
new North Anna MERITS specification 3.1.2, Boron Dilution, Valve Position.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards +

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not: -

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the valve positions and
SHUTDOWN MARGIN requirements are unchanged. The systems and
components used are also the same. The proposed changes to these
Technical Specifications do not alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.

O
d Therefore, the proposed changes do not increase the probability of

occurrence or the consequences of an accident previously evaluated
in the UFSAR.

(2) . Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the valve positions and
SHUTDOWN MARGIN requirements are unchanged. The systems and
components used are also the same. The proposed changes to these
Technical Specifications do not alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.

i

Therefore, the proposed changes do not create the possibility of an
accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes proposed for Technical Specifications 3.1.1.3.2 (Unit 1) and

| 3.1.1.3 (Unit 2) do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
safety analyses. Therefore, the proposed changes will not reduce
the margin of safety as described in the BASES of any Technical
Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

|

The justifIcetions, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruieer can be found*

in the October 16,1989 sutaittel entitled an(Rif t Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
.

* Justifications and Road Maps". I

|; ,

--. - - - - . -.

1
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Reactor Chapter

' LCO 3.1.1.3.2 (Unit 1), Boron Dilution, Valve Position

Change Number 4*

Description:
,

For MERTIS LCO 3.1.2 in MODES 3, 4, and 5, an additional action has been
added which requires verification that the valves are indeed secured in
the closed position by performing the surveillance SR 3.1.2.1. For MERITS
LCO 3.8.2, since Required Action A.2 restores compliance with the LCO, a
Note has been added to require completion of all Required Actions. This
assures that Required Action A.3, verification of refueling boron
concentration, will be performed each time an unplanned dilution could
have occurred.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated because the
valve positions and SHUTDOWN MARGIN requirements are
unchanged. The systems and components used are also the same.
The proposed changes to these Technical Specifications do not
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses

\ of the current Technical Specifications. Therefore, the:

proposed changes do not increase the probability of occurrence
or the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident '

from any accident previously evaluated because the valve
positions and SHUTDOWN MARGIN requirements are unchanged'. The
systems and components used are also the same. The proposed
changes to these Technical Specifications do not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current Technical Specifications. Therefore, the proposed
changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety
because the changes proposed for Technical Specifications
3.1.1.3.2 (Unit 1) and 3.1.1. 3 (Unit 2) do not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the safety analyses. Therefore,
the proposed changes will not reduce the margin of safety as
described in the BASES of any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

'

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

The justifications, road asps, and specific chenees associcted with this change ruuber can be f ound*

in the October 16,1989 sutnittel entitled 'anERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".a

__ . _ . _ _ _ , _ _- - - - - - -. -
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Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.1.1.3.2 (Unit 1), Boron Dilution, Valve Pocition

Change Number 5*

|
Description:

!

For MERITS LCO 3.1.2 the 15 minutes of surveillance 4.1.1.3.2 are really
a start time. In North Anna MERITS version, a Completion Time of 1 hour

.

has been specified which more realistically represents the practical I

amount of time necessary to perform the surveillance after a planned boron !
dilution or makeup activity. For MERITS LCO 3.8.2, Required Action A 3 has

|been added to verify that the boron concentration meets the required |limits. This new action assures that, if the open unborated water source
isolation valve has allowed unacceptable dilution, the low boron
concentration will be detected and corrected. The 4 hour Completion Time
is based on the normal amount of time required to perform the
surveillance,

j

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance ;
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences I

of an accident previously evaluated because the valve positions and
SHUTDOWN MARGIN requirements are unchanged. The systems and

g components used are also the same. The proposed changes to these
| Technical Specifications do not alter the conditions or assumptions
| of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.

Therefore, the proposed changes do not increase the probability of
occurrence or the consequences of an accident previously evaluated
in the UFSAR.

;

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the valve positions and
SHUTDOWN MARGIN requirements are unchanged. The systems and
components used are also the same. Tho proposed changes to these
Technical Specifications do not alter the conditions or assumptions '

of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
Therefore, the proposed changes do not create the possibility of an
accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the-
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes proposed for Technical Specifications 3.1.1.3.2 (Unit 1) and
3.1.1.3 (Unit 2) do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
safety analyses. Therefore, the proposed changes will not reduce
the margin of safety as described in the BASES of any Technical
Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

!

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

The justiflcations, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be found*

in the october 16,1989 submittet entitled "M(tif t Program, Current korth Anne Technical Specifications
Justificat$ons and Road Maps".

_ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _
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O' Reactor Chapter

!LCO 3.1.1.3.2 (Unit 1), Boron Dilution, Valve Position
i

Change Number 6*

Description: I

For MERITS LCO 3.1.2 a surveillance frequency of once every 31 days has
been added to ensure that the valves positions and lockouts are checked :

at adequate intervals. The surveillance frequency is based on engineering .

Judgment and extensive operating experience. For MERITS LCO 3.8.2 the
Frequency has been revised to add a requirement to perform the
surveillance every 31 days while in MODE 6. This change provides periodic
verification that the required valves have not been inadvertently opened
and that the LCO is satisfied.

.

.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated because the
valve positions and SHUTDOWN MARGIN requirements are
unchanged. The systems and components used are also the same,
The proposed changes to these Technical Specifications do not ,

O alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses
'

of the current Technical Specifications. Therefore, the
proposed changes do not increare the probability of occurrence
or the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the |UFSAR.

j

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident |
from any accident previously evaluated because the valve l
positions and SHUTDOWN MARGIN requirements are unchanged. The |
systems and components used are also the same. The proposed lchanges to these Technical Specifications do not alter the

|conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current Technical Specifications. Therefore, the proposed

!changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a
idifferent type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
|
|

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety |because the changes proposed for Technical Specifications -

3.1.1.3.2 (Unit 1) and 3.1.1.3 (Unit 2) do not alter the ;
conditions or assumptions of the safety analyses. Therefore,
the proposed changes will not reduce the margin of safety as
described in the BASES of any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

* The justifications, road asps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be f ourd
in the October 16, 1989 submittel entitled '' MERITS Program, Current North Anna f echnical $pecifications

Justiflestions and Road Mape".

.. . _ _ - - - - - . - .__



I

Page 7 of 12 I

(
'

Reactor Chapter
)

LCO 3.1.1.3 (Unit 2), Boron Dilution, Valve Position
l

Change Number 1* I

Description: !

For MERITS LCO 3.1.2 the Applicability in MODE 6 has been deleted because
North Anna MERITS LCO 3.8.2 covers this MODE. For MERITS LCO 3.8.2 thisexception has been reformatted into an LCO NOTE.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

,

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated because the
valve positions and SHUTDOWN MARGIN requirements are
unchanged. The systems and components used are also the same.
The proposed changes to these Technical Specifications do not
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications. Therefore, the
proposed changes do not increase the probability of occurrence
or the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

hV (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
'

i

from any accident previously evaluated because the valve
positions and SHUTDOWN MARGIN requirements are unchanged. The
systems and components used are also the same. The proposed
changes to these Technical Specifications do not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current Technical Specifications. Therefore, the proposed
changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety
because the changes proposed for Technical Specifications
3.1.1.3.2 (Unit 1) and 3.1.1.3 (Unit 2) do not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the safety analyses. Therefore,
the proposed changes will not reduce the margin of safety as
described in the BASES of any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a signif.tcant hazards consideration.

\
NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rustier can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 shittet entitled ''mf RITS Program, Current North Arne Technical Specifications
Justifications and hoed Maps".

.-
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|

77 Reactor Chapter
f(")''

,LCO 3.1.1.3 (Unit 2), Boron Dilution, Valve Position

Change Number 2*
,

Description:

For MERITS LCO 3.1.2 this exception has been reformatted as a NOTE to the f
LCO For MERITS LCO 3.8.2, the MODE APPLICABILITY has been revised to just
MODE 6. The MODE 3, 4, and $ requirements have been included in new North '

Anna MERITS LCO 3.1.2, Boron Dilution, Valve Position.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards i
of 10CTR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

iwith these changes would not
,

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the valve positions and
SHUTDOWN MARGIN requirements are unchanged. The systems- and
components used are also the same. The proposed changes to these
Technical Specifications do not alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
Therefore, the proposed changes do not increase the probability of

I
occurrence or the consequences of an accident previously evaluated,

in the UFSAR.
t ,q

h (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
,

any accident previously evaluated because the valve positions and
SHUTDOWN MARGIN requirements are unchanged. 'Ihe systems and
components used are also the same. The proposed changes to these
Technical Specifications do not alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
Therefore, the proposed changes do not create the possibility of an
accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes proposed for Technical Specifications 3.1.1.3.2 (Unit 1) and
3.1.1.3 (Unit 2) do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
safety analyses. Therefore, the proposed changes will not reduce
the margin of safety as described in the BASES of any Technical
Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

3

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruber can be f ound
in the October 16,1989 submittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current Worth Anna Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Maps .a
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Reactor Chapter
'(m) i

!" LCO 3.1.1.3 (Unit 2), Boron Dilution, Valve Position

Change Number 3*

Description:

1

For MERITS LCO 3.1.2 separate actions are identified for MODES 3 and 4 and
also for MODE 5. For MERITS LCO 3.8.2, since Required Action A.2 restores
compliance with the LCO, a NOTE has been added to require completion of
all Required Actions. This assures that Required Action A.3, verification
of refueling boron concentration, will be performed each time an unplanned !dilution could have occurred.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated because the
valve positions and SHUTDOWN MARGIN requirements are
unchanged. The systems and components used are also the same.
The proposed changes to these Technical Specifications do not
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications. Therefore, the -

(~ proposed changes do not increase the probability of occurrence'

or the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident <

from any accident previously evaluated because the valve
positions and SHUTDOWN MARGIN requirements are unchanged. The
systems and components used are also the same. The proposed
changes to these Technical Specifications do not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current Technical Specifications. Therefore, the proposed

,

changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety
because the changes proposed for Technical Specifications
3.1.1.3.2 (Unit 1) and 3.1.1.3 (Unit 2) do not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the safety analyses. Therefore,
the proposed changes will not reduce the margin of safety as ,

described in the BASES of any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

() NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rueber can be f ound*

in the october 16,1989 submittel entitled "MERl15 Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Mape".

,._ _ _ . _ - . _ . . -_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -
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(7 Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.1.1.3 (Unit 2), Boron Dilution, Valve Position

Change Number 4*

Description:

For MERITS LCO 3.1.2 the completion times for both actions 1) and 2) are '

identified as 15 minutes. Also, the restriction on CORE ALTERATIONS has
been removed since CORE ALTERATIONS which do not involve positive
reactivity changes are not prohibited. For MERITS LCO 3.8.2 in MODE 6,
suspension of CORE ALTERATIONS suspends positive reactivity changes.
Also, a time of 15 minutes was provideo for this action. This time is
consistent with action 2) and is intended to mean as soon as possible.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated because the
valve positions and -SHUTDOWN MARGIN requirements are
unchanged. The systems and components used are also the same.
The proposed changes to these Technical Specifications do not
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses(7 of the current Technical Specifications. Therefore, the

-

'
''

proposed changes do not increase the probability of occurrence ,

or the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the
,

UFSAR.
.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident -

from any accident previously evaluated because the valve
positions and SHUTDOWN MARGIN requirements are unchanged. The
systems and components used are also the same. The proposed
changes to these Technical Specifications do not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current Technical Specifications. Therefore the proposed -

,

changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety ,

because the changes proposed for Technical Specifications
3.1.1.3.2 (Unit 1) and 3.1.1. 3 (Unit 2) do not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the safety analyses. Therefore. '

the proposed changes will not reduce the margin of safety as
described in the BASES of any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

.

5

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change natier can be fourd*

in the October 16,1989 sdnittel entitled "MERlfS Program, Current North Anne lechnical Specifications
Justifications and Road Mape".

_ -_ - ,.- ,-
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(T Reactor Chapter
ij

.

LCO 3.1.1.3 (Unit 2), Boron Dilution, Valve Position
,

Change Number $*

Description: :

For MERITS LCO 3.1.2 if the Required Actions in MODES 3 and 4 are not met
within the completion time, then new actions have been added to require
the plant to be in MODE 4 in 6 hours and in MODE 5 in 30 hours. This is

,

a paraphrase of LCO 3.0.3. For MERITS LCO 3.8.2, verification of SHUTDOWN
MARGIN has been changed to verification of refueling boron concentration.
In MODE 6, the only way to verify the core reactivity or SHUTDOWN MARGIN
is to measure the boron concentration. An accurate measurement of boron
concentration requires more than 1 hour, and so a value of 4 hours has

ibeen chosen, which is based on the normal amount of time required to
perform the surveillance.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the valve positions and
SHUTDOWN MARGIN requiremer.ts are unchanged. The systems andm

t components used are also the same. The proposed changes to these
I '

Technical Specifications do not alter the conditions or assumptions
,

of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
Therefore, the proposed changes do not increase the probability of
occurrence or the consequences of an accident previously evaluated
in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the valve positions and
SHUTDOWN MARGIN requirements are unchanged. The systems and
components used are also the same. The proposed changes to these
Technical Specifications do not alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
Therefore, the proposed changes do not create the possibility of an
accident of a difforent type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes proposed for Technical Specifications 3.1.1.3.2 (Unit 1) and
3.1.1.3 (Unit 2) do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
safety analyses. Therefore, the proposed changes will not reduce
the margin of safety as described in the BASES of any Technical
Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O'

| NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

t

The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change rutier can be f ound*

in the October 16,1989 stenittet entitled '' MERITS Program, current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Mape".

. __



!

L |

Page 12 of 12

!q Reactor Chapter
_A <.

'#
LCO 3.1.1.3 (Unit 2), Boron Dilution, Valve Position

Change Number 6*

Description:

.For MERITS LCO 3.1.2 a surveillance frequency of once every 31 days has ;
been added to ensure that the valve positions and lockouts are checked at i
adequate intervals. The proposed surveillance frequency is based on '

engineering judgement and extensive operating experience. For MERITS LCO
3.8.2 the Frequency has been revised to add a requirement to perform the
surveillance every 31 days. This change provides periodic verification
that the required valves have not been inadvertently open and that the LCO
is satisfied.

:

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not: '

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated because the
valve positions and SHUTDOWN MARGIN requirements are

*

unchanged. The systems and components used are also the same.
*

The proposed changes to these Technical Specifications do not

V}t alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analysesi

of the current Technical Specifications. Therefore, the
proposed changes do not increase the probability of occurrence
or the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the i
UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any accident previously evaluated because the valve
positions and SHUTDOWN MARGIN requirements are unchanged. The
systems and components used are also the same. The proposed
changes to these Technical Specifications do not alter the .

'

conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current Technical Specifications. Therefore, the proposed
changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a

1different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR. I

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety
because the changes proposed for Technical Specifications
3.1.1.3.2 (Unit 1) and 3.1.1.3 (Unit 2) do not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the safety analyses. Therefore,
the proposed changes will not reduce the margin of safety as
described in the BASES of any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

b i

!g ,

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be f ound*

in the october 16, 1989 submittat entitled "MERif$ Program, Current North Anna f echnical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

__ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.1.1.4, Moderator Temperature Coefficient

Change Number 1*

Description:

Consistent with Generic Letter 88 16, the cycle specific Moderator
Temperature Coefficient (MTC) limits will be given in the CORE OPERATING
LIMITS REPORT. Therefore, these limits are deleted from the ;Specification.

1

!The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

, with these changes would not:
1

!
(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or

consequences of an accident previously evaluated because the
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptiotu
of the accident analyses of the current technical'
specifications. MTC limits and Required actions remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the proposed changes do not increase the
probability of occurrence or the consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
|

from any accident previously evaluated because the proposed
changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specifications.
MTC limits and Required actions remain consistent with the,

'

accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the i| proposed changes do not create the possibility of a
i malfunction of equipment important to safety of a different

type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety
because the proposed changes do not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. MTC limits and Required actions remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the proposed changes do not reduce the
margin of safety as defined in the bases for any Technical
Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does notO involve a significant hazards consideration.
'

*
The justifications, road maps, and specific chenpes associated with thle change er can be found
in the October 16, 1989 sutalttet entitled amtt|TS Program, Current M0rth Arms Technical Specifications '

JustifIcetione and Roed maps".

_. __ , _ _ _ _ _ _ _._____. _ _____ _ _.___ _ _ _ ___ _ __._ _ -
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NO SICNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS I

O Reactor Chapter
|

LCO 3.1.1.4, Moderator Temperature coefficient i

Change Number 2*

Description:

The footnote is now part of the APPLICABILITY section of the
,

specification.

!
The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards '

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
5with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated because the
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions

.

!
4

of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. MTC limits and Required actions remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the proposed changes do not increase the .

probability of occurrence or the consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

O'

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any accident previously evaluated because the proposed
changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specifications.
MTC limits and Required actions remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
proposed changes do not create the possibility of a
malfunction of equipment important to safety of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety
because the proposed changes do not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. MTC limits and Required actions remain '

consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. There fore , the proposed changes do not reduce the

j margin of safety as defined in the bases for any Technical
Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
*

The justifications, road mese, and specific changes essecleted with thle change raseer can be f ard
in the October 16, 1999 sJulttel entitled "MEtif t Program, Current sorth Ame fechnical Specifications

Justificatione and Road Mase".

_ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . . . _ _ , _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.1.1.4, Moderator Temperature Coefficient

Change Number 3*

Description:
1

!

Special Test Exception is indicated through the CROSS REFERENCES.
|

The proposed change has been evaluated in accos: dance with the standards I

of 10CT1t50.92(c) and it has been determined thac operations in accordance !with these changes would not: '

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or
3consequences of an accident previously evaluated because the -

proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. MTC limits and Required actions remain

-

consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the proposed changes do not increase the
probability of occurrence or the consequences of an accident

,

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

O' (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any accident previously evaluated because the proposed
changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specifications.
MTC limits and Required actions remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
proposed changes do not create the possibility of a
malfunction of equipment important to safety of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR. -

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety
because the proposed changes do not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. MTC limits and Required actions remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the proposed changes do not reduce the
margin of safety as defined in the bases for any Technical 3

Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
1

*
The justifications, road maps, and specifle charges estociated with this change mater can be foW
in the octator 16, 1939 eJalttet entitled "M(Rif t Program, Current North Anne Technical Specificettors
* Justificettore and Road Maps".

!
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.1.1.4, Moderator Temperature Coefficient

Change Number 4*

Description:

A NOTE, modifying the APPLICABILITY statement has been added because, with
the new definition of 3.0.4 per Generic Letter 87 09, these MODES should
not be entered if the LCO is not satisfied. The note specifies that the
LCO is not applicable, thereby permitting entry into the MODES because the
unit must be in these MODES to measure the MTC.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CF1t50.92(c) and it has been determined that oper tions in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated because the
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. MTC limits and Required actions remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the

. UFSAR. Therefore, the proposed changes do not increase the
probability of occurrence or the consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any accident previously evaluated because the proposed
changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specifications. ,

:

MTC limits and Required actions remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
proposed changes do not create the possibility of a
malfunction of equipment important to safety of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety
because the proposed changes do not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. MTC limits and Required actions remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the proposed changes do not reduce the
margin of safety as defined in the bases for any Technical
Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does notO involve a significant hazards consideration.

*
The justificatione, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change mater can be fomd
in the October 4,1999 sJulttet entitled "sett|TS Program, Current II0rth Anne fechnicet Specifications
* Justifications and Road Mape".
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NO SICNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.1.1.4, Moderator Temperature Coefficient '

Change Number 5*

Description:

ACTION statement a.1. has been slightly modified. Indeed, when an LCO is
not satisfied and Required Action does not restore the unit to within the
limit of the LCO within a Required Completion Time, the unit must be
placed in a MODE where the LCO is not applicable. In this case, to be in
MODE 2 with k,,, < l.0 places the unit outside of the applicability of the
LCO and going to HOT STANDBY is not necessary.

,

!

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated because the-
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. MTC limits and Required actions remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the proposed changes do not increase the

-

-

probability of occurrence or the consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2)- Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident a

from any accident previously evaluated because the proposed
changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specifications.
MTC limits and Required actions remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
proposed changes do not create the possibility of a
malfunction of equipment important to safety of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

|
(3) Inyc he a significant reduction in the margin of safety

because the ' proposed changes do not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. MTC limits and Required actions remain
consistent with . the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. There fore , the proposed changes do not reduce the
margin of safety as defined in the bases for any Technical
Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.O

*
The justifications, road maps, and specific chanees escocteted with thle change reder can be found
in the october 16, 1989 sutalttet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technicet Specifications
'Justificatione and Road Nepe".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSISr

Reactor Chapter
.

LCO 3.1.1.4, Moderator Temperature Coeificient
!

Change Number 6*

Description: i

This action does not have to appear explicitly in the specification. As
explained in the Bases, it can be determined through calculation how much -

burnup must be accumulated for the MTC to be within its BOC limit without
Control Banks inserted (withdrawal limits). At this time, the condition

.no longer exists and the withdrawal limits are no longer required.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards '

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated because the
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. MTC limits and Required actions remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the proposed changes do not increase the
probability of occurrence or the consequences of an accident.,

i '

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

- ,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
i from any accident previously evaluated because the proposed

changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specifications.
MTC limits and Required actions remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
proposed changes do not create the possibility of a
malfunction of equipment important to safety of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety
because the proposed changes do not alter the conditions or

| assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
| specifications. MTC limits and Required actions remain
i consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the

UFSAR. Therefore, the proposed changes do not reduce the
margin of safety as defined in the bases for any Technical
Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does notI involve a significant hazards consideration.'

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change mmber can be found
in the October 16, 1989 submittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current N0rth Anne Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Maps".

___-_- ___ _ _.__ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ . _ _ _ _ - _
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L

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
<

L /T Reactor Chapter
-

LCO 3.1.1.4, Moderator Temperature Coefficient
|Changs Number 7*
i

i

i Description:

|Maintenance and reporting have been deleted. Indeed, action a.2 does not '

have to appear explicitely in the Specification. As explained in the I

Bases, it can be determined through calculation how much burnup must be
accumulated for the MTC to be within its BOC limit without Control Banks
inserted. At that time, the condition no longer exists and the withdrawal
limits are then no longer required. Action a.3 has also been deleted |because in the Merits Program, reporting requirements are contained in the
Administrative Controls section of the Technical Specifications, and are
referenced in the CROSS REFERENCES section of the new specification.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10cm50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or
, consequences of an accident previously evaluated because the'

l. proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions
of. the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. MTC limits and Required actions remain

-

consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the proposed changes do not increase the.
probability of occurrence or the consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.~

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any accident previously evaluated because the proposed
changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the.
accident analyses of the current technical specifications.
MTC limits and Required actions remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
proposed changes do not create the possibility of s,

malfunction of equipment important to safety of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR. ,

'

;

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety
ibecause the proposed changes do not alter the conditions or '

assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical !

specifications. MTC limits and Required actions remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the proposed changes do not reduce the ;

,

margin of safety as defined in the bases for any Technical l
Specification.

!(, Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

'

|

|
*

The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with thfe change ramtier can be found
in the October 16, 1989 s@mittat entitled "MEtif S Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Mape".
,

i

. - - - - _ __ E
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.1.1.4, Moderator Temperature Coefficient

Change Number 8*

Description:
l

A NOTE has been added to the Surveillances Requirements specifying that
SR 3.0.4 is not applicable because the unit must be in MODE 1 or 2 to jmeasure MTC.

!

t

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

!(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated because the
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. MTC limits and Required actions remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the proposed changes do not increase the

,

probability of occurrence or the consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

| 9

L (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any accident previously evaluated ' because the proposed
changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specifications.

| MTC limits and Required actions remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
proposed changes do not create the possibility of a

; malfunction of equipment important to safety of a different
L type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety
because the proposed changes do not alter the conditions or ,

assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. MTC limits and Required actions remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFEAR. There fore , the proposed changes do not reduce the

|. margin of safety as defined in the bases for any Technical
Specification. *

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
*

The justificettens, road maps, and specific changes essecleted with this change rumber can be foed
in the October 16,1999 semitten entitled anERITS Progree, current North Anne Technical SpectfIcetions
* Justifications and Road mape".

- -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS,

Reactor Chapter I

j

' LCO 3.1.1.4, Moderator Temperature Coef ficient

Change Number 9*

Description:

The words " initial operation above 5% of RATED THERMAL POWER" have been
replaced by " entering MODE la for simplification.

1The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards 1

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
iwith these changes would not:
1

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated because the
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. MTC limits and Required actions remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the proposed changes do not increase the
probability of occurrence or the consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
fros' any accident previously evaluated because the proposed
changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specifications. *

MTC limits and Required actions remain consistent with the|
'

accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
proposed changes do not create the possibility of a

L
malfunction of equipment important to safety of a different

I

type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

L (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety
|- because. the proposed changes do not alter the conditions or
'

assumptions of the 4 ccident analyses of the current technical
specifications. MTC limits and Required actions remaino

L consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the proposed changes do not reduce the
margin of safety as defined in the bases for any Technical
Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

oO
*

' The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change maker can be found
in the October 16, 1909 sduelttet entitled anERif t Progras, Current North Ame Technicel Specificatione

| Justifications and Road Maps".
|

_.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANAINSIS.m '

Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.1.1.5, Minimum Temperature for Criticality

Change Number l'
,-

,

'

Description:

The use of "T,," has been removed and replaced with " loop average
temperature" to more clearly indicate that the specification is addressing
a process variable and not a specific instrument. In addition, the word
" operating" is deleted since the North Anna specifications do not address
power operation with loops isolated.

The_ proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

L -not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
| p previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin !
of safety has not been reduced, i

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not |involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

|
1

, -

U
1

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change numer can be f ound*

in the october 16, 1989 shittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Speelfications
* Justifications and Road Maps".

,
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NO SIGNIFICANT llAZARDS ANALYSIS
O )
k) '

.

Reactor Coolant System Chapter

iLCO 3.1.1.5, Minimum Temperature for Criticality
,

-Change Number 2*

Description:

A cross reference to the LCO 3.1.13, Special Test Exceptions will be
included in North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.2. The existing specification for -

Unit 2 contains this cross reference. The cross reference is for
completeness.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would ncc:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or. consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident

) previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

; (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
I \ any accident previously evaluated because.no changes have been made

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

.

|

,

I
!

The justif festione, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ntaber con be found*

in the october 16, 1989 s@mittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justif f cetIone and Roed Maps".

\.

'
__ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSISh n
Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.1.3.1, Movable Control Assemblies Group Height.

|- Change Number 1* !

. Description:

All use of the term full length has been removed, since North- Anna no
longer has part length rods.

The-proposed change has been evaluated-in accordance with the-standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because this change does not
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current technical specifications. Required SHUTDOWN MARGIN, Required
actions, boration parameters, maximum rod misalignment and rod drop
time remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of
occurence or the consequences of an accident previously evaluated
in the UFSAR.,

1

g (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
*

any accident previously evaluated because the required SHUTDOWN
MARGIN, boration parameters, maximum rod misalignment and rod drop
time are unchanged. Therefore, this change does not create the
possibility on an accident of a different type than any previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or' assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specification. . Therefore,
this change does not reduce the margin of safety as defined in the
BASES for any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does rat
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
*The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with thle change rusher can he fouid in the
october- 16, 1989. shittet entitled " MERITS Program, current morth Ame Technical Specifications -

JustifIcatione end Road Maps".

_..
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANAL.YSIS

IPeactor Chapter '

LCO 3.1,3.1, Movable. Control Assemblies Group Height.

Change Number 2*

Description:

The words "which are inserted in the core" have been deleted since shutdown
or control rods are always at least partially inserted in the control |channels.

!

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because this change does not
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current technical specifications. Required SHUTDOWN MARGIN, Requiiced
actions, boration parameters, maximum rod sisalignment and rod drop
time remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of
occurence or the consequences of an accident previously evaluated
in the UFSAR.

! (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the required SHUTDOWN
MARGIN, boration parameters, maximum rod misalignment and rod drop
time are unchanged. Therefore, this change does not create the
possibility on an accident of a different type than any previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specification. Therefore,
this change does not reduce the margin of safety as defined in the
BASES for any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

t'

|

L
g

'

-

-

*The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change ramber can be fowid in the' october 16, 1989 s enittet entitled anERITS Program, Current North Arvie Technical Specifications
|. . Justifications and Road Maps". -

:
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANAINSIS

Reactor Chapter
-

LCO 3.1.3.1, Movable Control Assemblies Group Height,

j Change Number 3*
l

L Description:

The words " step counter" have been deleted since it is redundant with
demand position.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance ,

with these changes would not: .

|- (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
'

of an accident previously evaluated because this change does not '

.

alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the'

current technical specifications. Required SHUTDOWN MARGIN, Required
actions, boration parameters, maximum rod misalignment and rod drop
time remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of
occurence or the~ consequences of an accident previously evaluated
in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident ~ previously evaluated because _ the required SHUTDOWN
MARGIN, boration parameters, maximum rod misalignment and rod drop
time are unchanged. There fore , this change does not create the
possibility on an accident of a different type than any previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specification.. Therefore,
this change does not reduce the margin of safety as defined in the
BASES for any Technical Specification. ,

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O

'The justifications, road asps, and specific changes associated W!th this chanse mater can be found in the
October 16, 1989 sutunittat entitled aMERifS Program, Current morth Anne Technical specifications -

Justifications aM Road Maps".

.
_ _ ___ ._____ _ _ _ _______ _.
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t

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

'O Reactor Chapter
Q.

LCO 3.1.3.1, Movable control Assemblies Group Height.

Change Number 4*

Description:
.

|

Special Test Exceptions are indicated through the CROSS REFERENCES.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards {
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance Iwith these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
_of an accident previously evaluated because this change does not I

alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
|

, current technical specifications. Required SHUTDOWN MARGIN, Required !'

actions, boration parameters, maximum rod misalignment and rod drop
time remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the- .

'

UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of i

occurence or the-consequences of an accident previously evaluated
.Iin the UFSAR.
i

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from:n any accident previously evaluated because the required SHUTDOWN' i

1

?

MARGIN, boration parameters, maximum rod misalignment and rod drop
time are unchanged. Therefore, this change does not. create the

;

possibility on an accident of a different type than any previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

!

|- (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the

,

-

accident analyses of the current technical specification. Therefore, 'i
,

this change does not reduce the margin of safety as defined in the
BASES for any Technical Specification.

1

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not I
involve a significant hazards consideration.

-|
|
'

|
'

i

!

1

|- |

i4

l'

*The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change maher can be foed in the
October 16, 1989 s h ittat entitled " MERITS Program, current North Ame Technical SpecificationsJustifications and Road Maps". -

3

i
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.1.3.1, Movable Control Assemblies Group Height.

Change Number $*

Description:'

Action a, corresponds to Condition A of the MERITS Specification. i '

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because this change does not
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current technical specifications. Required SHUTDOWN MARGIN, Required
actions, boration parameters, maximum rod misalignment and rod drop i
time remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of
occurence or the consequences of an accident previously evaluated
in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the required SHUTDOWN

-

MARGIN, boration parameters, maximum rod misalignment and rod drop.

time are unchanged. Therefore, this change does not create the
possibility on an accident of a different type than any previously

,

evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specification. Therefore,
this change does not reduce the margin of safety as defined in the
BASES for any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
*The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change number can be fouid in the
October 16, 1989 sutnittet entitled "MEtlTS Program, Current North Arvie Technical Specifications -

Justifications and Road Maps".
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1
NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Chapter

LCO 3,1.3.1, Movable Control Assemblies Group He:ight. ~

Change Number 6*

Description:

Since the SHUTDOW MARGIN requirements of North Anna Specification 3.1.1,1
,

in MODES 1 and 2 have been relocated, they cannot be referenced as an LCO.
Instead, the MERITS version of this specification has included the *

requirement to verify the SHUTDOW MARGIN requirements and the appropriate
Required Actions if the SHUTDOW MARGIN requirements are not met.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of-an accident previously evaluated because this change does not
alter the conditions or assumprions of the accident analyses of the

,

current technical specifications. Required SHUTDOW MARGIN, Required
actions, boration parameters, maximum rod misalignment and rod drop
time remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the

| UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not increase the probability off occurence or the consequences of an accident previously evaluated'

in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the required SHUTDOW

~

MARCIN, boration parameters, maximum rod misalignment and rod drop
time are unchanged. Therefore, this change does not create the
possibility on an accident of a different type than any previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specification. Therefore,
this change does not reduce the margin of safety as defined in the
BASES for any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O -

'The Justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ntaher can be fotsid in the
October 16, 1989 submittet entitled " Merits Program, current North Anne Technical Specifications -

Justifications and Road Mape".

- .._ _ -- _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ . - - . --
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSISA
~

Reactor Chapter-

*

LCO 3.1.3.1, Movable Control Assemblies Group Height. '

t

Change Number 7*

Description:

Action b, corresponds to Condition E of the MERITS Specification.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because this change does not
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current technical specifications. Required SHUTDOWN MARGIN, Required
actions, boration parameters, maximum rod misalignment and rod drop -

time remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of
occurence or the consequences of an accident previously evaluated
in the UFSAR.

| (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the required SHUTDOWN-'

MARGIN, boration parameters, maximum rod misalignment and rod drop
time are unchanged. Therefore, this change does not create the
possibility on an accident of a different type than any previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specification. Therefore,
this change does not reduce the margin of safety as defined in the
BASES for any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

-

%

|

*The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change mater can be found in the
October 16, 1989 s@ni t t e t entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical specifications -
JustifIcatione and Roed Maps".

- - - _.- - _ _ _ _ - - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - _ _ _
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Page 8 of 18

NO SIGNIFICANT MAZARDS ANALYSIS
- Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.1.3.1, Mavable Control Assemblies Group Height.

Change Number 8*

Description:

In Action c., the term "trippable but" has been added to accentuate the
fact that in this case the rod may be inoperable but it may be tripped.
This was assumed but not stated before.,

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
|. -of an accident previously evaluated because this change does not

alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
;

current technical specifications. Required SHUTDOWN MARGIN, Required
actions, boration parameters, maximum rod misalignment and rod drop
time remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of

p occurence or the consequences of an accident previously evaluated
! . in the UFSAR.
1 O

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the required SHUTDOWN
MARGIN, boration parameters, maximum rod misalignment and rod drop

| time are unchanged. Therefore, this change does not create the
possibility on an accident of a different type than any previously,

L

evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
:

proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specification. Therefore,
this change does not reduce the margin of safety as defined in the
BASES for any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

~i

!

| . 'D
\ .

' 'The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruseer can be fowd in the
October 16, 1989 sutmi t tat entitled " MERITS Program, Current N, orth Arme Technicet Specifications -Justifications and Road Maps".

-.
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f

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSISq
Q Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.1.3.1, Movable Control Assemblies Group Height.
Change Number 9* '

Description:

Action c. corresponds to Condition B of the MERITS Specification.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordarice with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because this change does not
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current technical specifications. Required SHUTDOWN MARGIN. Required
actions, boration parameters, maximum rod misalignment and rod drop
time remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of
occurence or the consequences of an accident previously evaluated
in the UFSAR.

(2).O Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the required SHUTDOWN~b/
MARGIN, boration parameters, maximum-rod misalignment and rod drop
time are unchanged. Therefore, this change does not create the
possibility on an accident of a different type than any previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

Ei

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specification. Therefore,
this change does not reduce the margin of safety as defined in the

,

BASES for any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Fower concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration. 1

'

V|

'The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change number can be feed in the
October 16, 1989 s h ittat entitled " Merits Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

-

'

. -- -. . - . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ - - . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS l

Reactor Chapter.

LCO 3.1.3.1, Movable Control Assemblies - Group Height.

Change Number 10*
;

Description:

The words " POWER OPERATION may continue" were deleted because operation
may always continue if the Required Actions are completed and there is no
requirement to go to a lower MODE.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because this change does not
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current technical specifications. Required SHUTDOWN MARGIN, Required
actions,- boration parameters, maximum rod misalignment and rod drop
time remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of
occurence or-the consequences of'an accident previously evaluated
in the UFSAR.

O
V (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because the required SHUTDOWN
MARGIN, boration parameters, maximum rod misalignment and rod drop
time are unchanged. Therefore, this change does not create the
possibility on an accident of a different type than any previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specification. Therefore,,

this change does not reduce the margin of safety as defined in- the
BASES for any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not .)-involve a significant hazards consideration.
1

l

th
U.

1

*The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rumber can be found in the
October 16, 1989 sutwi t tat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical specifications -

Justifications and Road Maps".

, _ _ , _ _ _ -.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

{ )/
l'

Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.1.3.1, Movable Control Assemblies Group Height.

Change Number 11*

Description:

r

Action c.2.e should be c.2 to be consistent with MERITS. Indeed, Action c.
has 3 options which are current Action c.1, current Action c.2 or current
Action c.2.e. . To be fully compatible with MERITS, Action c.2.e should be
moved between Action c.1 and Action c.2, and be renamed Action c.2, the-
words "the rod is declared inoperable and" should be added at the beginning
and an "or" at the end.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

[ with these changes would not:
t

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of_an accident previously evaluated- because this change does not
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current technical specifications. Required SHUTDOWN MARGIN, Required
actions, boration parameters, maximum rod misalignment and rod drop
time remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the,

-O UFSAR. Therefore, this chang,e does not increase the probability ofd occurence or the consequences of an accident previously evaluated
in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
l any accident previously evaluated because the required SHUTDOWN -

MARGIN, boration parameters, maximum rod misalignment and rod drop
time are unchanged. -Therefore, this change does not create the
possibility on an accident of a different type than any previously
evaluated'in the UFSAR.

: (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
L proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the

accident analyses of the current technical specification. Therefore,
this change does not reduce the margin of safety as defined in the
BASES for any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

I

LO
*The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change mater can be foed in the
October 16, 1989 submittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Ame Technicet Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

. .-.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS 1D:
'

Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.1.3.1, Movable Control Assemblies Group Height.

Change Number 12*

Description:

Within renamed Action c.2, the words "within the hour" are now redundant i
1

with the words "within one hour" at the end of Action c. and should bedeleted.
'

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards I

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident ~previously evaluated because this change does not
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current technical specifications. Required SHUTDOWN MARGIN, Required
actions, boration parameters, maximum rod misalignment and rod drop
time remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of
occurence or the consequences of an accident previously evaluated
in the UFSAR.

| (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
~

any accident previously evaluated because the required SHUTDOWN
MARGIN, boration parameters, maximum rod misalignment and rod drop
time are unchanged. Therefore, this change does not create the
possibility on an accident of a different type than any previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

-(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specification. Therefore,
this change does not reduce the margin of safety as defined in the
BASES for any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

(

*The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change matter can be found in the
October 16, 1989 sutmittat entitled "MERIf5 Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications -
Justificatione and Road Maps".

_ __
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
,r
'

) Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.1.3.1, Movable Control Assemblies Group Height.

Change Number 13*

Description:

1

Consistent with Generic Letter 8816, the cycle specific limits for the
Control Banks sequence, overlap, and Bank Insertion Limits will be given
in the CORE OPERATING LIMITS REPORT.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a si nificant increase in the probability or consequences8
of an accident previously evaluated because this change does not
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current technical specifications. Required SHUTDOWN MARGIN, Required
actions, boration parameters, maximum rod misalignment and rod drop
time remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of
occurence or the consequences of an accident previously evaluated
in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any -accident previously evaluated because the required SHUTDOWN
MARGIN, boration parameters, maximum rod misalignment and rod drop
time are unchanged. Therefore, this change does not create the
possibility on an accident of a different type than any previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

'
(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the

proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accidsnt analyses of the current technical specification. Therefore,
this change does not reduce the margin of safety as defined in the
BASES for any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

.

'The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this chanse mmber can be found in the
October 16, 1989 sJuni t ta t entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications -

Justifications and Road Maps".

.,
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS,/7-

-Q Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.1.3,1, Movable Centrol Assemblies - Group Height.

Change Number 14*
'

Description:

Current Action c.2 should be renamed c.3 for consistency with NUREG 0452
Rev. 4. When (renamed) option c.3 is chosen, all Actions c.3.a, c.3.b,
c.3.c, and c.3.d must be executed. Consequently, an "and" should be
added at the end of Action c.3.b, the "or" of Action c.3.c replaced by an
"and" and the last "or" at the end of Action c.3.d does not have any sense -any longer.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance ,

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because this change does not
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current technical specifications. Required SNUTDOWN MARGIN, Required
actions, boration parameters, maximum rod misalignment and rod drop
time remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in theb UFSAR.d Therefore', this change does not increase the probability of
occurence or the consequences of an accident previously evaluated
in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the required SHUTDOWN
MARGIN, boration parameters, maximum rod misalignment and rod drop
time are unchanged. Therefore, this change does not create the

[ possibility on an accident of a different type than any previously
evaluated in the UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technica1' specification. Therefore,
this change does not reduce the margin of safety as defined in the
BASES for any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

:
1

LO
*The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change maker can be found in the
October 16, 1989 s h ittat entitled "MERIf5 Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications -

Justifications and Road Maps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

w/ Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.1 3.1, Movable Control Assemblies Group Height, l.

Change Number 15*

|Description:

|The MERITS vers. ion of this specification includes a new Condition C which
allows power operation to continue with more than one rod inopersble but
trippable. This condition could exist due to a control system malfunction

|

,

and would not prevent the control rods from dropping in the event of a
ireactor trip. This change was submitted to the NRC by Westinghouse in

December 1984, and the NRC has approved this version of the specification.
It is a generic change which is applicable to North Anna.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards *

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance-
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences ,

of an accident previously evaluated because this change does not
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current technical specifications. Required SHUTDOWN MARGIN, Required

O actions, boration parameters, maximum rod misalignment and rod drop
time remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in theO UFSAR. Thersfore, this change does not increase the probability of

!

occurence or the consequences of an accident previously evaluated
in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from,

L any accident previously evaluated because the required SHUTDOWN
1

MARGIN, boration parameters, maximum rod misalignment and rod drop '

L time are unchanged. Therefore, ' this change does not create the
'

possibility on an accident of a different type than any previously
evaluated'in the UFSAR. '

!(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the |proposed changes do not alter the conditions or aswumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specification. Therefore,
this change does not reduce the margin of safety as defined in the-

i

' BASES for any Technical Specification. '

; Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

i
.I

1

|

|

| j

l
l

1

*The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change maher can be foed in the
October 16, 1989 submittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technicet Specifications -

Justifications and Road Mapsu.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS7
V Reactor Chapter

LCO-3.1.3.1, Movable Control Assemblies - Croup Height.

Change Number 16*

Description:

For Action c., if the Action Statements were not completed within the
allowed time, LCO 3.0.3 would be invoked and the unit would start to

jshutdown. An additional Condition D. and related Required Action have
-|been inserted. This Required Action D.1 accomplishes the same thing, but 1

is identified specifically. It directs the unit to MODE 3, where the LCO
is'not applicable, if the requirements are not met within the Required |

i

Completion Time.
l

l

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because this change does' not
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current technical specifications. Required SHUTDOWN MARGIN, Required

(O. actions, boration parameters, maximum rod misalignment and rod drop
V- time remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the

UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of
occurence or the consequences of an accident previously evaluated
in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or.different kind 'of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the required SHUTDOWN.

= MARGIN, boration parameters, maximum rod misalignment and rod drop
time ' are unchanged. Therefore, this change does not create the
possibility on an accident of a different type than any previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.i

!

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
. proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
! accident analyses of the current technical specification. Therefore,

this change does not reduce the margin of safety as defined in the
BASES for any Technical Specification.

Therefore. Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change . does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O -

| 'The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change number can be foured in the
! October 16, 1989 sutai t t at entitled " MERITS Program, current North Asine Technical Specifications -

Justifications and Road Maps".

. _ __ __ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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NO SICNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS.O
/\ Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.1.3.1, Movable Control Assemblies Group Height. *

Change Number 17*
'

Description:

The Surveillance Requirement has been reworded to include the limits and
to correct errors.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standarde
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance-
with these changes would not: !

.

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because this change does not
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the

.

current technical specifications. Required SHUTDOWN MARGIN, Required
| actions, boration parameters, maximum rod misalignment and rod drop

time remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of
occurence or the consequences of an accident previously evaluated
in the UFSAR.

p.
( - (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

-

_ any accident previously evaluated because the required SHUTDOWN
MARGIN, boration parameters, maximum rod misalignment and rod drop
time are unchanged. Therefore, this change does not create the
possibility on an accident of a different type than any previously
evaluated in the-UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specification. Therefore,
this change does not reduce the margin of safety as defined in.the
BASES for any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this- proposed change does not '

involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

|

O -

;

*The justifications, road mope, ard specific changes associated with this change maker can be found in the
October 16, 1989 stbni ttat entitled "MERiis Program, current alorth Ama Technical Specifications -

, JustifIcatlone and Road Mape".

1
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Page 18 of 18

;g NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.1.3.1, Movable control Assemblies - Group Height.

Change Number 18*

Description:

IIn the NRC response to the MERITS Criteria Application Report, 1

Specification 3.1.3.4, Rod Drop Time was allowed to be relocated if the
Surveillat'ce Requirements were retained in another specification. Those
Surveillance Requirements are included in this specification. :

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance -
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve _a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because this change does not
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current' technical specifications. Required SHUTDOWN MARGIN, Required
actions, boration parameters, maximum rod misalignment and rod drop
time remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of

| occurence or the consequences of an accident previously evaluated
i in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the required SHUTDOWN
MARGIN, boration parameters, maximum rod misalignment and rod drop
time are unchanged. Therefore, this change does not create the
possibility on an accident of a different type than any previously '

evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the*

accident analyses of the current technical specification. Therefore,
this change does not reduce the margin of safety as defined in the
BASES for any Technical Specification.

: Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

.

.

l

*The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change mater can be fowW in the
_ -October 16, 1989 submittat entitled "MERifS Program, current morth Arme Technical specifications j-

Justifications and Road Maps".
!
'

.
_ _ _ . _
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Page 1 of 8 )
NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS.m

. Reactor Chapter
|

LCO 3.1,3.2 and 3.1.3.3, Position Indicator Channels Operating and Shutdown
Change Number 1*

Description:

The title has been revised, deleting the qualifier "0PERATING" because the
specification is only applicable in MODES 1 and 2. The requirements for-
Position Indication in the lower MODES has been relocated outside of North

;

-

Anna MERITS version of this Specification. This split is consistent with |

the split criteria approved by the NRC.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not: j

l

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the systems and
components used are the same. This change does not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
technical specifications. The Individual Rod Position Indication
System and the Demand Position Indication System Requirements remain

| consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.(''

Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of occurence ,
*

or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the systems and components
used are the same. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Individual Rod Position Indication System and
the Demand Positic.4 Indication System Requirements remain consistent

. with the_ accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,( this change does not create the possibility on an accident of a
! different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
Individual Rod Position Indication System and the Demand Position
Indication System Requirements are unchanged. The systems and

-

components used are the same. This change does not alter the
L conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current

technical specifications. The Individual Rod Position Indication
System and the Demand Position Indication System Requirements remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in tho ' UFSAR.
Therefore, this change does not reduce the margin of safety as

L defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification.

., Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration. ,

'

*
The justifications, road moos, and specific changes associated with this change ru. seer can be f owdi

in the october 16, 1989 submittal entitled '' MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical SpectfIcations
Justifications and Road Maps".

_ _ . _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.1.3.2 and 3.1.3.3, Posi,t ion Indicator Channels Operating and Shutdown

Change Number 2*

Description:

The Requirement for determining rod position within t 12 steps is in the
North Anna MERITS specification LCO 3.1.4, Rod Group Alignment Limits. l

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance'
with these changes would not: ,

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the systems and
components used are the same. This change does not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
technical specifications. The Individual Rod Position Indication
System and the Demand Position Indication System Requirements remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions - in the UFSAR.
Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of occurence
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

O (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
a

V any accident previously evaluated because the systems and components
used are the same. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Individual Rod Position Indication System and
the Demand Position Indication System Requirements remain consistent '

;

with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
this change does not create the. possibility on an accident of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
Individual Rod Position Indication System and the Demand Position
Indication System Requirements are unchanged. The systems and ,

components used are the same. This change does ~ not alter the
conditions or-assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
technical specifications. The : -dividual Rod Position Indication

-

-

System and the Demand Position Indication System Requirements remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.

|Therefore, this change does not reduce the margin of safety as
defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification.

|

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not :

involve a significant hazards consideration,

r

V

|*
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this charge russier can be found i

in the October 16, 1989 sutnittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps''.

|
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.1.3.2 and 3.1.3.3, Position Indicator Channels Operating and Shutdown
Change Number 3*

Description:

I
A Condition B has bean added to the North Anna MERITS specification to
address movement of nonindicating rods. Indeed, contrary to the wording
of current action a.1, determination of the new rod positions cannot be '

completed immediately. It takes some amount of time to prepare the flux
mapping system, acquire the data, and then obtain results. "Immediately"is really a start time, not a Completion Time. Specifying a Completion i

,

Time of 15 minutes to begin determining the position of the rods is enough
,

to realistically allow for the necessary preparation. The Completion Time i
for completing the determination of - rod position is the same as for
Required Action A.l. ~q

'

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordaace with the standards !of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

,

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences ;

of an accident previously evaluated because the systems and
O.

. components used are the same. This change does not alter the
-

-conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
technical specifications. The Individual Rod Position Indication
System and the Demand Position Indication System Requirements remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of occurence

|or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the systems and components
used are the same. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Individual Rod Position Indication System and

|the Demand Position Indication System Requirements remain consistent J

with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
this change does not create the possibility on an accident of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
Individual Rod Position Indication System and the Demand Pocition
Indication System Requirements are unchanged. The systems and
components used are the same. This change does not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
technical specifications. The Individual Rod Position Indication

. System and the Demand Position Indication System Requirements remain
-

consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

|*
The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change rumber can be f ound !
in the october 16, 1989 stenittat entitled "MEtifS Progree current North Anna Technical Specifications,

Justifications and Road Mape''.a
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Reactor Chapter

LCo 3.1.3.2 and 3.1.3.3, Position Indicator Channels . Operating and shutdown
Change Number 3* (continued)

Therefore, this change does not reduce the margin of safety as
defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O

!

O -

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

*
The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with thle change ramber can be fourd
in the Octaeor 4,1989 submittet entitled ''MEtif t Program, Current herth Ame technical Specifications
* Justificatione and Road Maps".
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!

Reactor Chapter

1.00 3.1.3.2 and 3.1.3.3, Position Indicator Channels + Operating and Shutdown

Change Number 4*
|

Description:

The current North Anna Surveillance Requirement 4.1.3.2 is a duplicate of 1

the North Anna MERITS SR 3.1.3.1.
|.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the systems and
components used are the same. This change does not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
technical specifications. The Individual Rod Position Indication 1

System and the Demand Position Indication System Requirements remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of occurence i

or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
j

,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the systems and componentsO used are the same. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Individual Rod Position Indication System and
the Demand Position Indication System Requirements remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
this change does not create the possibility on an accident of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the t!FSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
i Individual Rod Position Indication Systes and the Demand Position

Indication System Requirements are unchanged. The systems and
components used are the same. This change does not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
technical specifications. The Individual Rod Position Indication
System and the Demand Position Indication Systes Requirements remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
Therefore, this change does not reduce the margin of safety as
defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification.

Therefore Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
invelve a significant hazards consideration.

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANA1.YSIS

! The justifications, road maps, and specific chenpes associated with this change ruitser can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 submittel entitled "NERITS Proeram, Current North Arme Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Mape".

- . _ _ . . ._.. . . - - - - _ - - _ .
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Page 6 of 8
|

|Reactor Chapter

1.C0 3.1.3.2 and 3.1,3.3, Position Indicator Channels Operating and Shutdown i

Change Number 5*

,

Dea 6c ription:

Based on the NRC split. criteria decision, the requirements for position
indication operability below MODE 2 are relocated outside of MERITS version
of Technical Specifications. The current North Anna Specification 3.1.3.3
is consequently relocated outside the North Anna MERITS Technical !

,

Specifications.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not: '

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the systems and
components used are the same. This change does not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
technical specifications. The Individual Rod Position Indication
System and the Demand Position Indication Systen Requirements remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptiona in the UFSAR.

O Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of occurence
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the systems and components

,

used are the same. This change does not alter the conditions or '

assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Individual Rod Position Indication System and
the Demand Position Indication System Requirements remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
this change does not create the possibility on an accident of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

6

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
Individual Rod Position Indication Systes and the Demand Position
Indication System Requirements are unchanged. The systems and '

components used are the same. This change does nos alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
technical specifications. The Individual Rod Position Indication
System and the Demand Position Indication System Requirements remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
The re fo re , this change does not reduce the margin of safety as
defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not,

i involve a significant hazards consideration,
i s

!

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

* The justifications, road maps, and specific chantes essecleted with thle chenes raster can tie found
in the October 4,1989 shittel entitled ''uttif$ Program, Current North Ama fechnicet Specifications;

* Justifications and Road Mape".

v
_ _ . . . . - _ - -- - - - - - --- -
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Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.1.3.2 and 3.1.3.3, Position Indicator Channels Operating and Shutdown

Change Number 6*

Description:

Based on the NRC split criteria decision, if surveillances s.ssociated with
relocated 1.COs are necessary to meet operability requirements, the
surveillance should be moved to a retained LCO. Nevertheless, the current
North Anna surveillance 4.1.3.3 has been replaced by the MERITS version
of this Specification to become the North Anna MERITS SR 3.1.11.2. It has
to be noted that surveillance requirement 4.1.3.3 is currently in a
specification applicable in MODES 3, 4, and 5, and that the corresponding
new MERITS SR 3.1.11.2 is in a specification applicable in MODES 1 and 2.
This does not present a conflict or relaxation of requirements. As
written, the current surveillance 4.1.3.3 is normally done in MODE 3 with
the plant hot. In the MERITS new location, the surveillance SR 3.1.11.2
must be done prior to entering MODE 2, which is effectively the same time.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences

O of an accident previously evaluated because the systems and
; components used are the same. This change does not alter the I

conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
technical specifications. The Individual Rod Position Indication
System and the Demand Position Indication Systen Requirements remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of occurence
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the systems and components
used are the same. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Individual Rod Position Indication System and;
the Demand Position Indication Systen Requirements remain consistent

| with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
l this change does not create the possibility on an accident of a

different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
Individual Rod Position Indication System and the Demand Position
Indication System Requirements are unchanged. The systems and
components used are the same. This change does not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
technical specifications. The Individual Rod Position Indication

O System and t.he Demand Position Indication System Requirements remain
NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

|
*

The justifications, read maps, and specific changes associated with this chenes ruuter can be fourd
in the october 4,1989 sutimittat entitled '*f t|15 Program, current North Anne Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Maps".
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Reactor Chapter

Lco 3.1.3.2 and 3.1.3.3, Position Indicator Channels Operating and shutdown
Change Number 6* (continued)

consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
Therefore, this change does not reduce the margin of safety as
defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

D

O
*

The justifications, road itegn, and specific changet associated with thle change matzer can be f esti
in the October 16, 1989 smittet entitled am(RITS Program, current certh Anne Technicet ?$ecificatione

Justificatione and toed Nepe".a
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

n Reactor Chapter '

(~
LCO 3.1.3.5. Shutdown Bank Insertion Limit

ChanEe Number 1*

Description:

The words in the LCO have been rewritten to improve the clarity and
understanding, and to apply the requirements to each Shutdown Bank rather
than Shutdown Rod. It is assumed that, if a Shutdown Rod is not fully i

withdrawn, it would be considered out of alignment with its bank and LCO '

3.1.4, Rod Group Alignment Limits would apply. Consistent with Ceretic
Letter 8816 the cycle specific limits will be given in the CORE OPERATING
LIMITS REPORT.

|

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance '

with these changes would not:
*

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences '

of an accident previously evaluated because the Shutdown Bank
>Insertion Limit is unchanged. This change does not alter the

conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current '

technical specifications. The Shutdown Bank Insertion Limit remains
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.

O Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of occurence' -

or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR. :

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Shutdown Bank Insertion
Limit is unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Shutdown Bank Insertion Limit remains consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different

.

type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes proposed to Technical Specification 3.1.3.5 do not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the applicable safety analyses.
Therefore, the proposed changes will not reduce the margin of safety
of any technical specification as described in the BASES.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration. ,

.

* The justificationa, road enops, and specific changes associated with thle change ruter can be found
in the octoter 16, 1989 sutalttat entitled "MEtif t Program, Current sof th Ame fechnicel Specifications

Justificat toms and Road maps".a

- - __ - - . - -. .- - - . ,-
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NO SIGNIFICANT HA2NLDS ANALYSIS,

,

Reactor Chapter

!LCO 3.1.3.5, Shutdown Bank Insertion Limit

Change Number 2*

Description:

Special Test Exceptions are indicated through the CROSS. REFERENCES. f
The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not: '

,

(1) Involve a'significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Shutdown Bank
Insertion Limit is unchanged. This change does not alter the

,

conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
;technical specifications. The Shutdown Bank Insertion Limit remains

consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. '

Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of occurence
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR. ,

,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Shutdown Bank Insertion
Limit is unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or'

assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Shutdown Bank Insertion Limit remains consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the [changes proposed to Technical Specification 3.1.3.5 do not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the applicable safety analyses.
Therefore, the proposed changes will not reduce the margin of safety
of any technical specification as described in the BASES.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

'

* The justifications, road maps, and specific chanees associated with thle change rueer can be fowd
in the october 16, 1969 sutaittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current herth Anne fechnical Specifications
+ Justifications and Road maps".

________ __ ________ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . ._ _ _ - - _ . . _ . . _ __ _ - _
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i NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS |-( .
' Reactor Chapter

!

LCO 3.1.3.5, Shutdown Bank Insertion Limit
*

Change Number 3* ,

,

Description:

$

The footnote is now part of the APPLICABILITY section of the specification.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CTR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance .

'

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences !
of an accident previously evaluated becauee the Shutdown Bank
Insertion Limit is unchanged. This change does not alter the

!conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
technical specifications. The Shutdown Bank Insertion Limit remains

,

consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of occurence
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
. any accident previously evaluated because the Shutdown Bank Insertion
\ Limit is unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or

.'

assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Shutdown Bank Insertion Limit remains consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes proposed to Technical Specification 3.1.3.5 do not alter the

'

conditions or assumptions of the applicable safety analyses.
Therefore, the proposed changes will not reduce the margin of safety
of any technical specification as described in the BASES.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

P

~

.

' The justifiestions, road maps, and specific chanses estaciated with this change essent can be fotrid
in the October 4,1909 s6Anittel entitled "ultit$ Program, Current sorth Anne Technicet Specifications
* Justifications and Reed Reps".

- - - - - - -- .- - - ..-____ _ _ _ _ ____ _ ___ ____ _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Chapter
|

LCO 3.1.3.5, Shutdown Bank Insertion Limit
i

Change Number 4* i

1

Description:

Since the approach to criticality will be made with K,gt < 1.0, a further
condition of APPLICABILITY has been added so the North Anna Surveillance
Requirement 4.1.3.5.a will be performed in an APPLICABLE Condition.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards !

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance ;with these changes would not:
-

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Shutdown Bank
Insertion Limit is unchanged. This change does not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current

,

technical specifications. The Shutdown Bank Insertion Limit remains
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of occurence
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from '

any accident previously evaluated because the Shutdown Bank Insertion
Limit is unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Shutdown Bank Insertion Limit remains consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes proposed to Technical Specification 3.1.3.5 do not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the applicable safety analyses.
Therefore, the proposed changes will not reduce the margin of safety
of any technical specification as described in the BASES.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

,

V

;
' *

The justifleetions, road maps, and specific changes associated with this charge ruseer can be f omd
in the october 4,1989 sutaittet entitled ''#EtifS Program, Current North Ame Technical Specifications

. * JustifIcetIons and Road Maps''.

. . . _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ . _ _ _ . _ _ . . _ _ __
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
f

V Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.1.3.5, Shutdown Bank Insertion Limit

Change Number $*

Description:
i

This LCO must be exempted during surveillance testing. Therefore, a NOTE, I
modifying the APPLICABILITY statement, has been added to allow surveillance
testing per North Anna Surveillance 4.1.3.1.2, which becomes Surveillance
SR 3.1.4.2 in North Anna MERITS Specification.

!The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards (of 10CTR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance iwith these changes would not:
:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Shutdown Bank *

Insertion Limit is unchanged. This change does not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current -

technical specifications. The Shutdown Bank Insertion Limit remains >

consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.

!
Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of occurence
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR. *

;

(2) Creste the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Shutdown Bank Insertion
Limit is unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical

;

specifications. The Shutdown Bank Insertion Limit remains consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different -
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

l
(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the

changes proposed to Technical Specification 3.1.3.5 do not alter the
' ,

conditions or assumptions of the applicable safety analyses.
Therefore, the proposed changes will not reduce the margin of safety
of any technical specification as described in the BASES.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
.

*
The justifications, road maps, and specific chanses estaciated with thle chanse madner can be fowul
in the Octaber 16, 1989 c@mittet entitied " MERITS Prparam, Current borth Ame Technicet Specificetlons
* Justificetlone and Ioed Mape". 1

'

. _ . _ _ , - ,_ _ , _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _
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NO SICNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS !

b(3 :
Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.1.3.5. Shutdown Bank Insertion Limit '

sChange Number 6*

Description:

In the MERITS version, the allowed outage time has been increased from one :hour to two hours. This is justified on the basis that the Control Rod
Insertion Limits Specification, that is North Anna Specification 3.1.3.6,
has an allowed outage time of 2 hours. Shutdown Rods allowed outage time

;

should be consistent with those of Control Rods since the safety concerns ifor these rods are comparable.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards *

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
swith these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences ;of an accident previously evaluated because the Shutdown Bank
.

Insertion Limit is unchanged. This change does not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the currenti

technical specifications. The Shutdown Bank Insertion Limit remains
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.

l
Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of occurences

or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Shutdown Bank Insertion
Limit is unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or ,

assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Shutdown Bank Insertion Limit remains consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not create the possibility on an accident of a dif.ferent
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

j

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety be:ause the
| changes proposed to Technical Specification 3.1.3.5 do not alter the

|

conditions or assumptions of the applicable safety analyses. '

! Therefore, the proposed changes will not reduce the margin of safety I
j of any technical specification as described in the BASES.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
|
1

*
The justifications, road maps, and specific chenpes essecleted with this change maker can be f >rd
in the October 16, 1999 s@mittel entitled "NERifS Program, Cutrent sorth Anns Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road maps".

. . - . ___ -_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ , _ _ - - - . _ . ..-
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NO S*CNIFICANT HAZARDS A% LYSIS

Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.1,3.5, Shutdown Bank Insertion Limit

Char.go Number 7*

Description:

Since this specification has been changed from rods to banks, North Anna
Specification 3.1.3.1 no longer applies, since it applies to misaligned
rods. Consequently, the ACTION statement has been changed to put the unit
in a MODE where the specification no longer applies. The 6 hours is just
the normal Completion Time which provides sufficient time to an operator
to conduct an orderly shutdown.

;

IThe proposed change has been eyeluated in accordance with the standards l

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has beer. determined that operations in accordance )with these changes would not:
!

l(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Shutdown Bank

JIns ation Limit is unchanged. This change does not alter the
coriitions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current

t

technical specifications. The Shutdown Bank Insertion Limit remains '

consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.,

1 Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of occurence
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Shutdown Bank Insertion
Limit is unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Shutdown Bank Insertion Limit remains consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this

, change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different'

type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes proposed to Technical Specification 3.1.3.5 do not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the applicable safety analyses,

i Therefore, the proposed changes will not reduce the margin of safety
of any technical specification as described in the BASES.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
* The justifications, road mope, eruf specific changes associated with this chanse rumber can be f.md

in the October 16, 1989 sJulttel entitled "M(tlTS Program, current North Ame fechnicet Specifications
- Justifications and Road Maps".

_ __ _ __
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Chapter
|

LCO 3.1.3.5. Shutdown Bank Insertion Limit

Change Number 8* i

!
Description:

!,

iIn MERITS,it was found unnecessary to list the specific banks. This 1

Surveillance Requirement, as written, is applicable to North Anna. l
4

i

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards '

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Shutdown Bank
Insertion Limit is unchanged. This change does not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current

1technical specifications. The Shutdown Bank Insertion Limit remains
consistent . tith the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of occurence
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

| ,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Shutdown Bank InsertionL Limit is unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or

L assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Shutdown Bank Insertion Limit remains consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes proposed to Technical Specification 3.1.3.5 do not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the applicable safety analyses. ',

Therefore, the proposed changes will not reduce the margin of safety
of any technical specification as described in the BASES.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
invo1%t a significant hazards consideration.

|

|

.

i
|

|

O
* The justifications, road maps, atW specific chanses associated with this chenee rasser can tc4 f owd

in the october 16, 1989 smittel entitled "mitif s Program, current sorth Ame fechnicet specificationa
Justifications and Road maps".*

._ . . _ - . _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ . _ . _ . _ . _ . . _ _ . . _ _ _ _ . . _ _____.___ __
-

_ _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS j
/} Reactor Chapter,

LCO 3.1.3.5. Shutdown Bank Insertion Limit

Change Number 9*
1

lDescription: '

l

A NOTE has been added specifying that SR 3.0.4 formerly 4.0.4, is not
applicable because the Surveillance Frequency NOTE and the APPLICABILITY
agree that the surveillance will be done within 15 minutes prior to Control
Bank withdrawal.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CF1t$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences 1

;of an accident previously evaluated because the Shutdown Bank
Insertion Limit is unchanged. This change does not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current ,

technical specifications. The Shutdown Bank Insertion Limit remains
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of occurence
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Shutdown Bank Insertion
Limit is unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Shutdown Bank Insertion Limit remains consistent

.

with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes proposed to Technical Specification 3.1.3.5 do not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the applicable safety analyses.
Therefore, the proposed changes will not reduce the margin of safety
of any technical specification as described in the BASES.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

'

*
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change maker can be found
in the october 16, 1989 sutunittet entitled "mteITS Program, current North Ame ' technical Specificettors
* JustifIcetione and Ioed Maps".

, . . . , - . - . . . - - , - - - - . - . - - - - . - _ - - . . -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

O, Reactor Chapter I
i

!LCO 3.1.3.6, Control Rod Insertion Limits.

Change Number 1*

Description:

An additional Condition was added to address the implied OPERABILITY of
the Control Banks sequence and/or overlap in Figure 3.1 1, " Rod Group
Insertion Limits Versus THERMAL POWER *.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CTR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

iwith these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences iof an accident previously evaluated because the control Bank
Insertion Limits are unchanged. This change does not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
technical specifications. The Control Bank Insertion Limits remain

,

consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
|Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of occurence

or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR. '

'
(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from '

any accident previously evaluated because the Control Bank Insertion
Limits are unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Control Bank Insertion Limits remain consistent i

with the accident analysis assuspelons in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because this '

change does not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current technical specifications. The control Bank
Insertion Limits remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not reduce
the margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O .

*
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes essacleted with this change rumor can be fotrW
in the Octater 16, 1989 sutuelttet entitled "nEtif t Program, current sorth Ama fechnical Specifications
* Justifications and Road maps".

_ ~_ ._ _ _ __.. _ _ _ _ ___ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ ._. . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . . _- -- --- -
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NO SICNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

s - Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.1.3.6, Control Rod Insertion Limits. I
J

Change Number 2*

Description:

Consistent with Generic Letter 8816, the cycle 49eific limits for the !

Control Banks sequence, overlap, and Bank Insertion Limits will be given
in the CORE OPERATING LIMITS REPORT (COLR). -

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR$0.92(c) and it has bean determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Control Bank ,

Insertion Limits are unchanged. This change does not alter the t

conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
technical specifications. The Control Bank Insertion Limits remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.

i Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of occurence
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Control Bank Insertion
Limits are unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Control Bank Insertion Limits remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because this
change does not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current technical specifications. The Control Bank
Insertion Limits remain consistent with the accident- analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. The re fore , this change does not reduce
the margin of safety as defined in the SASES for any Technical
Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

|

t

l

d -

*
The justifications, road mope, and specific changes essecleted with thle chanse matter can be f ound
in the October 4,1989 sutaittel entitled "uttif t Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Mape".a
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS '

Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.1.3.6, Control Rod Insertion Limits '

Change Number 3* '

Description:

The footnote is now part of the APPLICABILITY section of the specification,
r

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

,

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the control Bank

,

Insertion Limits are unchanged. This change does not alter the !

conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
technical specifications. The Control Bank Insertion Limits remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of occurence
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR. 1

1

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident fron
;

any accident previously evaluated because the Control Bank Insertion
f Limits are unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or'

assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technicali '
'

specifications. The Control Bank Insertion Limits remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this '

;

change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because this
change does not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current technical specifications. The Control Bank
Insertion Limits remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not reduce

; the margin of safety as defined in the BASgS for any Technical
| Specification.

Therefo;o, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

|

!
1

O
l

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nuuher can be f oi.sd
in the October 16, 1989 sdnittet entitled "MERif t Progree, Current North Anns Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Maps".

|
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Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.1.3.6, Control Rod Insertion Limits

Change Number 4*

J

Description: I

Special Test Exceptions are indicated through the CROSS REFERENCES.

The proposed chan5e has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
;

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance |

with these changes would not: ;

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Control Bank
Insertion Limits are unchanged. This change does not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
technical specifications. The Control Bank Insertion Limits remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of occurence

,

or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from !
any accident previously evaluated because the Control Bank InsertionO

'

Limits are unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Control Bank Insertion Limits remain consistent

<

with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because this
change does not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current technical specifications. The Control Bank
Insertion Limits remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not reduce <

the margin of safety as defined in the BASE 8 for any Technical
Specification.

Therefore Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
| involve a significant hazards consideration.

'

I

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific chanses associated with this change mater can be found*

in the octoter 16,1999 sJalttel entitled "MERif t Program, Current North Anne Technicet Specifications
Justificatione and Road maps".

| '
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Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.1.3.6, Control Rod Insertion Limits

Change Number 5* i

!Description:

This LCO must be exempted during surveillance testing. Therefore, a NOTE,
modifying the APPLICABILITY statement, has been added to allow surveillance
testing per North Anna Surveillance 4.1.3.1.2, which becomes Surveillance

:SR 3.1.4.2 in North Anna MERITS Specification. '

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CIR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences '

of an accident previously evaluated because the Control Bank
|Insertion Limits are unchanged. This change does not alter the

conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
technical specifications. The Control Bank Insertion Limits remain '

consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of occurence
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

,

'

(2) Create che possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the control Bank Insertien
Liinics are unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Control Bank Insertion Limits remain consistent '

with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR. ,'

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because this -

-

change does not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident '

analyses of the current technical specifications. The control Bank
Insertion Limits remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not reduce
the margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification.

Therefore Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

|

| |

l

!O i
!

' the justifications, road maps, and specific chenees associated with this chance mator can tWr fcmd
in the Octoeer 16, 1989 semittet entitled aM(tifs Prosram, Current worth **ine technical Speelficatiors

)| * JustifIcetione and Ioed Mape".
!

',.
,

|V
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1

Reactor Chapter l

1LCO 3.1.3.6, Control Rod Insertion Limits

r
Change Number 6*

;

Description:

i

The Control Bank Insertion Limits are provided as a function of THERMAL
POWER. This implies that two options are available if Control Banks are '

below limits: either keep THERMAL POWER where it is and withdraw the
4

Control Banks or leave the Control Banks where they are and reduce THERMAL
POWER. So the MERITS specification simply says to restore, replacing
paragraphs a, and b. with a single sentence.

;
The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Control Bank
Insertion Limits are unchanged. This change does not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
technical specifications. The Control Bank Insertion Limits remain ,

'

consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. tO, Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of occurence
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Control Bank Insertion
Limits are unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Control Bank Insertion Limits remain consistent t

| with the 4.ccident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
| change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different "
'

type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because this
change does not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current technical specifications. The Control Bank

; Insertion Limits remain consistent with the accident analysis
;- assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not reduce
i the margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical

Specification.

Therefore Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O .

The justifications, road maps, and specific chanses seeecleted with thle charge matier can be f ourut*

in the Octotier 16, 1989 seimittet entitled "mEtif t Program, Current North Anne fechnical Specificet tors
JustifIcetione and aoed Maps".a
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
!

Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.1.3.6, Control Rod Insertion Limits

Change Number 7*

Description:

The unit must be in MODE 1 or 2 to perform Surveillances 4.1.3.6 which ;
demonstrate that the Control Banks sequence, overlap, and insertion are
within their acceptable limits. Therefore, an exception to SR 3.0.4 was '

included as a Surveillance NOTE.

The proposed. change has been evaluated in accordance,with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance -

with these changes would not: '

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Control Bank
Insertiott Limits are unchanged. This change does not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current ;

technical specifications. The Control Bank Insertion Limits remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of occurence
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR. ,

| (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evalua':ed because the Control Bank Insertion
Limits are unchanged. This clange does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Control Bank Insertion Limits remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because this
change does not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current technical specifications. The Control Bank '

Insertion Limits remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not reduce
the asargin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification.

,

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O .

*
The justifications, road mope, and specific chenpos associated with this change mater can be found
in the October 16, 1999 t@mittet entitled " MERITS Program, current sorth Ame Technical Specifications

Justificatires and Road Mape".a

_. , .

. .. . -.. __ ._ - . _ _ . _ - . - .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
1

Reactor Chapter !

LCO 3.1.3.6, Control Rod Insertion Limits

Change Number 8*
i

Description: '

The specification title has been changed to improve the clarity and
understanding, and to reflect that the LCO requirements apply to Control

iBanks rather than Control Rods. Therefore, the words "the individual rod" *

have been deleted because individual rod positions are covered by North
Anna MERITS Specification LCO 3.1.4, Rod Group Alignment Limits.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10Cf1t50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

i

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the '' itrol Bank ,

Insertion Limits are unchanged. This change does not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
technical specifications. The Control Bank Insertion Limits remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of occurence
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from*

any accident previously evaluated because the Control Bank Insertion i
Limits are unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Control Bank Insertion Limits remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this

i change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because this ,

change does not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current technical specifications. The Control Bank
Insertion Limits remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not reduce
the margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
| involve a significant hazards consideration. .

!

l

l

|

O
|

* The justifications, road seps, and specific chanses associsted with thle charge mator can be foed
l. In the October 16, 1999 semittel entitled antalft Prosram, Current sorth Ame Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Naps".a

_ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ .- . . _ . - __ - . _ _ - ___ . - _ - _ _ _ _ _ -
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Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.1.3.6, control Rod Insertion Limits

Change Number 9*

Description: '

The North Anna specification 3.1.1.1, SHUTDOWN MARGIN required a
surveillance to verify that the predicted critical Control Bank Fosition
is within limits within 4 hours prior to achieving criticality. That
Surveillance Requirement 4.1.1.1.1.c has been moved to this North Anna
MERITS Specification.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards *

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not.

!

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Control Bank
Insertion Limits are unchanged. This change does not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
technical specifications. The Control Sank Insertion Limits remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of occurence :
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Control Bank Insertion
Limits are unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Control Bank Insertion Limits remain consist 6nt
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different

1

| type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
]

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because this
|change does not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident

analyses of the current technical specifications. The Control Bank
iInsertion Limits remain consistent with the accident analysis 1

assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not reduce l

the margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
| involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
!

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes sesecleted with thle chanse tutor can be found
in the October 4,19st edelttet entitled "Mitif t Program, Current sorth Amo fechnical Specifications

Justifications and Road Nape".

--. ,- - . . . _ _ _ . - _ , _ _ _ _ . _ . _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .
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i

Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.1.3.6, Control Rod Insertion Limits

Change Number 10*

Description: '

t

A Surveillance Requirement has been added to verify that the sequence and
overlap requirements are met. The Surveillance Frequency has been listed '

as 12 hours to agree with the Surveillance Frequency for the rod insertion :
limit.

,

i

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards '

of 10CFR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance 4with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Control Bank
Insertion Limits are unchanged. This change does not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
technical specifications. The Control Bank Insertion Limits remain,

'

consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of occurence

i

or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

O (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Control Bank Insertion
Limits are unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Control Bank Insertion Limits remain consistent

: with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because this '

change does not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current technical specifications. '1ho Control Bank
Insercion Lietts remain consistent with the accident analysis;

|- assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not reduce
.

the margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification. ;

,

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
(. involve a significant hazards consideration.

.

>

O
*

The justifications, road maps, erui specific changes essecleted with thle change rammer em he fouruf
in the october 16, 1999 smelttet entitled "utBITS Progren, current merth Ame Technicet ssocifications

JustifIcetione and Roed Nepe''.

. . . . .. . - - . - - , - - . . - - - .. - .- . _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ - - - _ - - _ . .
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Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.1.3.6, Control Rod Insertion Limits
!

Change Number 11*

Description:

The Figure 3.1 1 * Rod Group Insertion Limits Versus THERMAL POWER" has been !

included in the Bases for illustration only. The Figure 3.1 1 to be used
for operation will be given in the Cout. ,

,

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50,92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance *

with these changes would not: *

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Control Bank
Insertion Limits are unchanged. This change does not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current .

technical specifications. The Control Sank Insertion Limits remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
Therefore this change does not increase the probability of occurence '

! or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
l

(2) Create the possib~ility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Control Sank Insertion
Limits are unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Control Bank Insertion Limits remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

| (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because this
t

change does not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current technical specifications. The control Bank
Insertion Limits remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not reduce
the margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
! involve a significant hazards consideration.

.

;

O
l

*
The justifications, road esps, and specific chanses seeestated with this charge rueer con be found
in the october 16, 1999 sWaalttet entitled antalf t Progree, Current sorth Anne Technical Speelficettore

|* Justificettens and seed Neps".

. - , - . - - _ _ - - _ - . _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ____ _ _ ____ _
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Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.1.3.6, Control Rod Insertion Limits

Change Number 12*
i,

Description:
i

The Figure 3.12 * Rod Group Insertion Limits Versus THERMAL POWER Two *

Loop Operation has been deleted because North Anna is not licensed fora
'

2 loop operation in MODES 1 and 2.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards |of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
|with these changes would not: '

r

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Control Bank
Insertion Limits are unchanged. This change does not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
technical specifications. The Control Bank Insertion Limits remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.

.

Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of occurence
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2)
O.

Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Control Bank Insertion ,

-

Limits are unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of ' the current technical

! specifications. The Control Bank Insertion Limits remain consistent
| with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this

change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different,

'

type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR. '

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because this
| change does not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident

analyses of the current technical specifications. The control Bank
Insertion Limits remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not reduce
the margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical

i Specification.
|

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
* The justifications, road maps, and specific chenpos associated with this change mater can be f a.nd

in the October 16, 1999 sensittel entitled amttif t Progres, current Werth Anne Technical Specifications
* Justificatione and seed maps".

____._ _ _ _ _ ______ _ _ _ ___________ _ ___ . . . _ _ . . . - - . _ _ _ . . -- .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.2.1, Axial Flux Difference.

Change Number 1*

Description:

This addition establishes that the term " flux difference units" is used
for specifying the target flux difference and the target band. The units
are * 1 delta. flux" . Axial Flux Difference (AFD) is the normalized excore
current difference between the top and bottom excore section. Convertingto percent yields whole number units.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CTR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequances
of an accident previously evaluated because this change does not
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current technical specifications. The Axial Flux Difference Limits
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of
occurence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the
UFSAR. -

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because this change does not alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
technical specifications. The Axial Flux Difference Limits remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
Therefore, this change does not create the possibility on an accident
of a different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
Axial Flux Difference Limits are unchanged. This change does not
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current technical specifications. The Axial Flua Difference Limits
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UP8AR. Therefore, this change does not reduce the margin of safety
as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification.

i

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not '

involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
.

*
The justifications, road empo, eral specific chanses seeecleted with this charge maker can to f ound
in the octeter 16,1999 edmittet entitled "NEtifS Program, current sorth Arine Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Reps". *
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l'O SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Peactor Chapter

LCO 3.2.1, Axial Flux Difference.

Change Number 2*
a

Description:

Consistent with Gemric Letter 8816, the cycle specific values of AFD
limita, including Figure 3.21, will be given in the CORE OPERATING LIMITS
REPORT.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards,

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

,

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because this change does not
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current technical specifications. The Axial Flux Difference Limits
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of
occurence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(2)
-

Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident fros
any accident previously evaluated because this change does not alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
technical specifications. The Axial Flux Difference Limits remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
Therefore, this change does not create the possibility on an accident
of a different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
Axial Flux Difference Limits are unchanged. This. change does not;
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current technical specifications. The Axial Flux Difference Limits
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not reduce the margin of safety
as defined in the BASES for-any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

o l
*

The justifications, road espo, and specific changes associated with this change rusher can be fomd
in the October 16,1989 sulmoittet entitled *pWRITS Progren, Current North Anne Technicet spectficetions
* Justifications and Road Mape*,

.. .. .. .. . .
"
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
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e Reactor Chapter
| {

LCO 3.2.1, Axial Flux Difference.

Change Number 3*

Description:
?.

The current Action b. is not required. SR 3.0.4 will cover this. !

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because this change does not
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the >

current technical specifications. The Axial Flux Difference Limits
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of
occurence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

.(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because this change does not alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current

/ technical specifications. The Axial Flux Difference Limits remain(. consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
Therefore, this change does not create the possibility on an accident
of a different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
Axial Flux Difference Limits are unchanged. This change does not
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current technical specifications. The Axial Flux Difference Limits
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not reduce the margin of safety

-as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification.

Therefore - Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
L)

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with thls change rusher can be fomd*

in the october 16,1989 s@mittel entitled "MERifS Program, Current North Ame Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Maps". '

_ _ .- . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - -A
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Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.2.1, Axial Flux Difference.

Change Number 4*

Description:
I

In North Anna current Surveillances 4.2.1.1, the words "above 50% of RATED ,

THERMAL POWER" are not required. Indeed, the Surveillances support the
LCO APPLICABILITY.

!

The proposed eSange has been evaluated in accordance with the standards -l
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability. or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because this change does not
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
currenc technical specifications. The Axial Flux Difference Limits
remain consistent with the accident analysis ' assumptions in the |
UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not increase the probabili'ty of I

occurence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the
]UFSAR.

I ;f (2) Create the possibility of a new or diffe ent kind of accident froa
; *

any accident previously evaluated because this change does not alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
technical specifications. The Axial Flux Difference Limits remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
Therefore, this change does not create the possibility on an accident
of a different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve e significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
Axial flux Difference Limits are unchanged. This change does not
alter the conditions- or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current technical specifications. The Axial Flux Difference Limits
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not reduce the margin of safety
as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification,

i

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve e significant hazards consideration.

|

| 4

*
The Justifications, road espe, and specific chanses associated ulth thle chanse remher can be foed
in the October 16, 1999 submittet entitled "IERIT8 Prosrae, Current sorth Mne Technicet Seccificetf oru

Justificatione and Road Nepe'.

. . . _. _. ._ _ _ _._________ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - . - _ _ _ _
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Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.2.1, Axial Flux Difference.

Change Number 5*

Description: !

J

If the AFD Alarm is inoperable, monitoring at a frequency of 1 hour is
consistent with the wider AFD operation space which should be infrequently

Saging of values will be accomplished as necessary but is not )violated.
an approi , m ni } nics'. Sn 9cification Requirement. If monitoring of AFDdemonstr4.p ^n '10 is outside its limits, Required Actions apply.

immediatop

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes.would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because this change does not
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current technical specifications. The Axial Flux Difference Limits

i remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
.

UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of
-| occurence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the'

UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because this change does not alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
technical specifications. The Axial Flux Difference Limits remain
consistent with the accident analysis . assumptions in the UFSAR.
Therefore, this change does not create the possibility on an accident
of a different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
Axial Flux Difference Limits are unchanged. This change does not
altar the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current technical specifications.- The Axial Flux Difference Limits
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not reduce the margin of safety
as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

!

*
The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change rmedier can be found
in the October 16, 1989 sutunittel entitled " MERITS Progren, current North Arvia Technical Spect fIcattons
* Justifications and Road Maps".
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.j Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.2.1, Axial Flux Difference.

Change Number 6*

Description:

The North Anna current Surveillance 4.2.1.2 defines in fact when AFD shouldbe considered outside its limit. In North Anna MERITS LCO 3.1.9, that
Surveillance has been changed into a NOTE pertaining to the LCO. It
defines the requirements for meeting the LCO.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the ' standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because this change does not
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current technical specifications. The Axial Flux Difference Limits
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of
occurence or consequencea of an accident previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

'
(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind |of accident from

-

any accident previously evaluated because this change does not alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
technical specifications. The Axial Flux Difference Limits remaint

!~ consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
Therefore, this change does not create the possibility on an accident:

of a different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.-

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
Axial-Flux Difference Limits are unchanged. This change does not
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current technical specifications. The Axial Flux Difference Limits
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not reduce the margin of safety-
as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification.

|- Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
j involve a significant hazards consideration.

'

* 'The justifications, road mope, and specific changes escociated with this change rwher can be fomd
in the October 14, 1989 stAmittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Arvie Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Maps".,

_ _ . _ _ _ _ .__
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' 'V Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.2.2, Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor Fq(Z).

Change Number 1*

Description:

Consistent with Generic Letter 8816, the cycle specific limits for Fq(Z)
will be given in the CORE OPERATING LIMITS REPORT (C012), includin6 thsK(Z) curve.

The proposed change has been evaluated in:accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Heat Flux Hot Channel
Factor is unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses ' of the current technical
specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor remains consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not increase the probability of occurence or consequencs
of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

O. (2)
(

Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evcluated because the Heat Flux Hot Channel

; Factor is unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or
! assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical

specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor remains consistent
with the accidenc analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. _ Therefore, this
change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor is unchanged. The proposed changes do
not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analye.es of
the current technical specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel
Factor remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in
the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not reduce the margin of
safety as defined in the bases for any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia. Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

..

\

*
The justifications, road esps, and specific changes associated with this change tsmeer can be fod
in the October 16, 1989 semittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Ama Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Maps".

.

.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS,

Reactor Chapter

LCO -3.2.2, Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor F (Z),9
Change Number 2*

Description:

The Action statement specifying Fq(Z) being outside its limit corresponds +

l
to the MERITS Fq (Z) being outside its limit. This addresses the concern
of- an existing violation for the power distribution measured at
steady state conditions.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards '

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Heat Flux Hot Channel
Factor is unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions . of the accident analyses of the current technical-
specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor remains consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not increase the probability of occurence or consequenes
of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Heat Flux Hot Channel
Factor ir unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor remains consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

l.
L (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the-
;

Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor is unchanged. The proposed changes do
| not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of

the current technical specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel
,

Factor remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in
the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not reduce the margin of
safety as defined in the bases for any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change' does not
involve a significant hazards consideration. ,

|
i

* The Justificatione, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rusher can be foed
in the october 16, 1989 sutznittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Maps".

.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
'

v Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.2.2, Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor.- Fq(Z).
Change Number -3*

Description:

The first part of Action Statement b. has been deleted. Indeed it is
obvious that the cause of the out of limit condition should be corrected
if it can be identified. However, some causes, e.g. , a core loading which
gives peaking factors outside limits, may be identified but cannot be *

easily corrected. In either case, the restrictions on THERMAL POWER, if
limits are exceeded, are sufficiently conservative to warrant continued '

operation. .The North Anna MERITS Specification requires flux mapping to
demonstrate that F (2) is within its limits before increasing THERMALQ
POWER above the previously reduced limit.

,

.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance '

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Heat Flux Hot Channel

n Factor is unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions orQ assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical"

specifications. ' The Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor remains consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not increase the probability of occurence or consequenes
of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or'different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because tho' Heat Flux Hot Channel
Factor is unchanged. This change does.not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor remains consistent

i~
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change 'does not create the possibility on an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor is unchanged. The proposed changes do '

L .not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of
| the current technical specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel

Factor remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in
the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not reduce the margin of
safety as defined in the bases for any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road neps, and specific changes associated with this change matar can be f osed! *
'

in the october 16, 1989 stdunf ttel entitled "NERITS Program, current North Ame Technical Specifications
. JustifIcetione and Road Maps".

. _ _ _ ~
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.2.2, Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor Fq(2).

Change Number 4*

Description:

The Surveillance Requirement 4.2.2.2.f.2.a. is in fact a Required Action.
This requirement has consequently been transferred from the Surveillance
section to the Required Action where it belongs. If the axially corrected
value of F (Z) is exceeded, then the AXIAL FLUX DIFFERENCE.(AFD) limitsQ
of North Anna Specification LCO 3.1.9 (current 3.2.1) must be reduced.
Under . these conditions, there exists a potential - for Fq(2) becoming
excessively high if a load follow transient occurred. Reducing the limits
on the AFD restricts the axial flux distribution such that even if the )transient occurred, core peaking factors would not be exceeded.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards-
of 10CPR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or cor. sequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Heat Flux Hot Channel
Factor is unchanged.- This change does.not alter the conditions or

- O' assumptions of the accident analyses of.. the current tschnical ,

specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor remains consistent
with the accident analysis a.ssumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not increase the probability of occurence or consequencs
of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Heat Flux Hot Channel-

i Factor is unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or
l

I assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor romains consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor is unchanged. The proposed changes do
not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of
the current technical specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel
Factor remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in
the - UFSAR. Therefore, this change-does not reduce the margin of
safety as defined in the bases for any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

| *
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes estociated with thle change maher een be foed'

in the october 16, 1999 sdunittel entitled " MERITS Program, current Necth Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

. _ _ - . _ _ _____ _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
,

Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.2.2, Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor - Fq(Z).
Change Number 5*

'

Description:

!

In the current North Anna Specification 3.2.2, if the Action Statements ~

were not completed within the allowed time, LCO 3- 0.3 would be invoked and.

the unit would start to shutdown. In North Anna MERITS Specification LCO
;3.1.7, an additional Condition C. and related Required Action have been
|inserted. This Required Action C.1 accomplishes the same thing, but is .

identified specifically. It directs the unit to MODE 2, where the LCO is
not applicable, if the requirements for THERMAL POWER reduction and for
Overpower setpoints resetting are not met within the Required Completion
Time.

,

! i

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not: ,

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Heat Flux Hot Channel
Factor is unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or

| '( assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
l- x specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor remains consistent
L with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
; change does not increase the probability of occurence or consequencs
L of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

-(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Heat Flux Hot Channel
Factor is unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or

L assumptions of ' the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor remains consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, thisI

!

change does_ not create the possibility on an accident of a different
-type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor is unchanged. The proposed changes do
not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of

! the current technical specifications.- The Heat Flux Hot Channel
Factor remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in
the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not reduce the ' margin of

E safety as defined in the bases for any Technical Specification.
1,

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not .|involve a significant hazards consideration.
IO |

*
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nu mer can be fom d
in the October 16, 1989 s@mittel entitled " MERITS Progree, current North Ame Technical Spectficetions

p * JustifIcetione and Roed Maps''.
V

-- . . . _ . _ . . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _____ _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

d
. (/'

|Reactor Chapter
!( :

LCO 3.2.2, Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor - Fq(Z).
Change Number 6*

Description:

The current North Anna Surveillance 4.0.4 becomes North Anna MERITSSurveillance SR 3.0.4. The non applicability of SR 3.0.4 appears now as
a general Surveillance NOTE.

{
i

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance j

;with these changes would not:
1

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Heat Flux Hot Channel
Factor is unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses . f the current technical
specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor. remains consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not increase the probability of occurence or consequencs -

of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

[ (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
-

any accident previously evaluated because the Heat Flux Hot Channel
Factor is unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or

l - assumptions of the accident - analyses . of the current technical
specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor remains consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

!

L (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the -'

Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor is unchanged. The proposed changes do
not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of
the current technical specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel
Factor remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in
tho'UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not reduce the margin of
safety as defined in the bases for any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
-involve a significant hazards consideration.

.

:

* The justificatione, road esos, and specific changes associated with this change rumber can be fomd
in the October 16, 1989 sesnittel entitled '* MERITS Program, Current North Ame Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Maps".

+ .--_- _ _ _- - - - - _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ - __ - , - --.,,,e - - - v- - t-
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Chapter-

LCO' 3.2.2, Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor Fq(Z).

Change Number 7*
,

l'

Description:

In current North Anna Surveillance 4.2.2.2.a. , the requirement for THERMAL
POWER at which flux maps are taken for an Fq(Z) evaluation specifies "at
any THERMAL POWER > 5% of RATED THERMAL POWER (RTP) . In North Anna MERITS.
Specification, this wording has been simpitfied to be " in MODE 1".

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards -
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Heat Flux Hot Channel
Factor is unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor remains consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not increase the probability of occurence or consequenes-
of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Heat Flux Hot Channel
Factor is unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Heat Flux Hot channel Factor remains consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor is unchanged. The proposed changes do-

not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of
-the current technical specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel
Factor remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in-
the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not reduce the margin of
safety as defined-in the bases for any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
* The justificatione, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change raster can be found

in the October 16, 1989 s@mittet entitled '' MERITS Program, Cur. rent North Anne Technicet specifications
Justifications and Road Mape".

.

,e.. ~ ' ' ' i
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS -I

Reactor Chapter

iLCO -3.2.2, Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor Fq(Z) .
'

Change Number 8*

Description:

The current requirement of 4.2.2.2.b. to increase the measured value of
Fq(Z) by 1.03 for manufacturing tolerances and . 1. 05 for measurement
uncertainties has been simplified to require multiplying by 1.0815. The ;
explanation of this value is in the Bases. Moreover, material of
4.2.2.2.a., e.2.2.2.b., and material of the footnote, have been .incorporated as a NOTE.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Heat Flux Hot Channel
Factor is unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the a:cident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor remains consistent >

with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not increase the probability of occurence or consequenes1 a

'
! of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Heat Flux Hot Channel
Factor is unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the ac,:ident analyses of the current - technical
spesifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor remains consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different

|c type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
|

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor is unchanged. The proposed changes do
not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of
the current technical specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel
Factor remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in
the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not reduce the margin of
safety as defined in the bases for any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

.k

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this chanse matper can be foed*

in the october 16, 1969 sutaittet entitied " MERITS Progree, Current North Ame Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Maps".

.

- .-- .--_ --._. ---- - - - - - . . . - , - - .- m 9-
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
'

Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.2.2, Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor - Fq(Z).
Chant,e Number 9*

Description:

The limits for F "(Z) will be provided in the COLA.o

L

b The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

l with these changes would not:

, (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences'

of an accident previously evaluated because the Heat Flux Hot Channel
Factor is unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions ori

; assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor remains consistent

| with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not increase the probability of occurence or consequencs
of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2): Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Heat Flux Hot Channel
Factor is unchanged. Tnis change does not alter the conditions ori\ . assumptions of. the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor remains consistentL '

with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
, . change does not create the possibility on an accident of a differentI

type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a sipificant reduction in the margin of safety becausa the -
Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor is unchanged. The proposed changes do
not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of
the current technical specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel
Factor remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in
the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not reduce the margin of
safety as defined in the bases for any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not-
involve a significant hazards consideration.-

|
|

O ;

*

| The justificatione, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rsseer een be fcuid
In the October 16, 1969 s@mittel entitled '*nERITS Program, current North Anne Technical specifications

|

'

: * Justifications and Road Mape=, '

|
s

. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . - - - - - - - - - --- -- --
,,
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANA1.YSIS I

' Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.2.2, Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor Fq(Z),

Change Number 10*

Description:

A general surveillance NOTE identifies where F "(Z) is the measured F (Z) {o oincreased by the allowances for manufacturing tolerances and measurement
uncertainty,

i
The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards '

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Heat Flux Hot Channel
Factor is unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the - current technical
specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor remains consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not increase the probability of occurence or consequence
of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

O (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident fromU any accident previously evaluated because the Heat Flux Hot Channel,

_ Factor is unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or
) , asim . ntions of the accident analyses of the current technical
-

si n < : tcations. The Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor remains consistent
,

wit.; cne accident analysis' assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor is unchanged. The proposed changes do
not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of
the current technical specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel
Factor remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in
the UFSAR.: Therefore, this change does not reduce the margin of
safety as defined in the bases for any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

'

.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change mater can be fomd*
,

L in the october 16, 1989 submittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Arms Tectmical Specifications
Justifications and Road Mape".

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ . . -_ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

'
Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.2.2, Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor . Fq(Z),
Change Number 11*

'

Description:

The current North Anna Surveillance Requirements 4. 2. 2. 2. c . have been
relocated in the COLR, as well as the functions K(Z) and N(Z).

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance !

-with these changes would not:
<

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Heat Flux Hot Channel
Factor-is unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor remains consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not increase the probability of occurence or consequenes
of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

A (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident fromV any accident previously evaluated.because the Heat Flux Hot Channel
Factor is unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or-
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor remains consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not creace the possibility on an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor is unchanged. The proposed changes do
not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of
the current technical specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel
Factor remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in
the UFSAR. Therefore,-this change does not reduce the margin of
safety as defined in the bases for any Technical Specification.;

|

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

L

O
iv

*
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this chanse mater can be fomd

i in the october 16, 1989 sutaittal entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
; * Justificatione and Road Mape''.

!
. _ _ . _ _ _ . - _--
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.2.2, Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor Fq(Z). {
l

Change Number 12*

Description:

In North Anna MERITS Specification LCO 3.1.7, a new requirement has been
added to verify Fq(Z) prior to exceeding 75% of RTP after each refueling.
This just confirms that, for a new core configuration, the peaking factor
limits will not be exceeded when the unit reaches 100% of RTP.

,

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Heat Flux Hot channel
Factor is unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor remains consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not increase the probability of occurence or consequenes

. of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

l' (2) Create the possibility of a new or different' kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Heat Flux Hot Channel

;- Factor is unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions . of the accident . analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor remains consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this '

change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor is unchanged.- The proposed changes do
not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of
the current technical specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel
Factor remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in
the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not reduce the margin of.

t

|
safacy as defined in the bases for any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
L involve a significant hazards consideration.
l-

N

*
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rumtmc can be f ound

. in the october 16, 1989 sutunittet entitled " MERITS Program, current North Anne Technical Specifications
|; * Justifications and Road Maps".
i

|
, , _ _ .__ . - - - - - - - - - -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

| Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.2.2, Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor Fq(Z).

Change Number 13*

Description:

Current North Anna Surveillance Requirements 4.2.2.2.f.1. , which calculates '

the percent by which Fq(2) exceeds its limit, will be provided in the COLR.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards <

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Heat Flux Hot Channel
Factor is unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical-
specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor remains consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not increase the probability of occurence or consequencs
of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident fromp any accident previously evaluated because the Heat Flux Hot Channel
!

i Factor is unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specificatf.ons . The Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor remains consistent
with the ac::ident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a.significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
;

Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor is unchanged. The proposed changes do '

not alter the conditL,ns or assumptions of the accident analyses of
the current technical specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel,

|- Factor remains consistent with the_ accident analysis assumptions in
the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not reduce the margin of
safety as defined in the bases for any Technical Specification.

Therefore. - Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
1

l

*
The justifications, road maps, and spectfic changes associated with this chanse rusher can be foed
in the october 16, 1989 semittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current sorth Amo Technical Specifications,

t * Justifications and Road Maps".
|

_ - __ _ - - . - - - _ - . _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

|| Reactor Chapter

~LCO 3.2.2, Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor Fq(Z).

Change Number 14*

Description:

Current North Anna Surveillance Requirements 4.2.2.2.f.2.b. is redundant
to the LCO requirements and previously stated Required Actions. ;

;

1
-The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

>

(1). Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Heat Flux Hot Channel
Factor is unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor remains consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not increase the probability of occurence or consequencs
of.an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Heat Flux Hot Channel,

' !, Factor is unchanged. This change-does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical .

'

specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor remains consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the-margin of safety because the
Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor is unchanged. The proposed changes do
not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of

.the current technical specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel- '

Factor remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in
the UFSAR._ Therefore, this change does not reduce the margin of

g safety as defined in the bases for any Technical Specification.

.Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

l'
I

f.

O '

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change malber can be foed
in the October 16, 1989 submittal entitled '' MERITS Program, Current North Arme Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Mape".

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ . . , _ . __
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~
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,

Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.2.2, Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor - Fq(Z).
Change Number 15*

Description:
.

Current North Anna Surveillance Requirements 4.2.2.2.g, that is the
identification of the applicable core planes, appears as a surveillance

. NOTE in the North Anna MERITS SR 3.1.7.2.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards'

of 10CFR50.92(::) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Heat Flux Hot Channel
Factor is unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or "

assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Haac Flux Hot Channel Factor remains consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not increase the probability of occurence or consequencs
of an accident previously evaluated in-the UFSAR.-

O (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
- any accident previously evaluated because the Heat Flux Hot Channel
Factor =is unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor remains consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor is unchanged. The proposed changes dol' not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of

L the current technical specifications. The Heat Flux Hot-Channel
Factor remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in

|- the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not reduce the margin of
safety as defined in the bases for any Technical Specification.

| Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
| involve a significant hazards consideration.

i.
..

| The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rummer can be fowd*

in the October 16, 1989 sutaittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Arms Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

..
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSISj
V Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.2.2, Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor - Fq(Z).
Change Number 16* '

Description:

,

The requirement of current Surveillance 4.2.2.3 appears now as a generalsurveillance NOTE.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Heat Flux Hot Channel
Factor is unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor remains consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not increase the probability of occurence or consequenes
of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2)C -Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Heat Flux Hot Channel'

| Factor is unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor remains consistent
with'the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR, Therefore, this
change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different -

type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor is unchanged. The proposed changes do

i not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of
the current technical specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel
Factor remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in
the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not reduce the margin of
safety as defined in the bases for any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

l '.l

O
*

The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change ruster can be foW
in the October 16, 1989 s@nittat entitled '9tERITS Program, current North Ama Technical specifications

Justifications and Road Mape".

I
-___ -- _ . - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.2.2, Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor Fq(2). :

1Change Number 17*
,

h Description:

|

Figure 3.2-2 will be provided in the COLA. An example of this figure is
also included in the Bases for illustration only.

3

-

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the aitandards
!

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance -
with these changes would not:

i (1) Involve-a significant increase in the probability or consequencesL

I of an accident previously evaluated because the Heat Flux Hot Channel
Factor is unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Heat Flux Hot channel Factor remains consistent,

! with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore. this
| change does not increase the probability of occurence or consequencs

of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Heat Flux Hot ChannelO Factor,is unchanged. This change does not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor remains consistent

I with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
-change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor is unchanged. The proposed changes do
not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of
the current technical specifications. The Heat Flux Hot Channel
Factor remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in ,

the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not reduce the margin of
safety as defined in the bases for any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O .

*
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with thle cheries rusher can be foed
in the october 16, 1999 swamittet entitled " MERITS Program, current sorth Arra Technical Specifications
- Justificatione and Road Meps".

,

_- -
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LQ Reactor Chapter.b

LCO 3.2.3, Nuclear Enthalpy Rise Hot Channel Factor F ".g

Change Number 1*

L Description:

Consistent with Generic Letter 8816, the cycle specific limits for F "
will be given in the CORE OPERATING LIMITS REPORT. p

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Nuclear Enthalpy
Rise Hot Channel Factor is unchanged. The proposed changes do not
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current technical specifications. The Nuclear Enthalpy Rise Hot
Channel Factor remains consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore. the proposed changes do not
increase the probability of occurence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
N

any= accident previously evaluated because the Nuclear Enthalpy Rise
Hot Channel Factor is unchanged. This change does not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
technical specifications. The Nuclear Enthalpy Rise Hot Channel '

Factor remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in
the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not create the possibility

-on an-accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
Nuclear Enthalpy Rise Hot Channel Factor is unchanged. The proposed
changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current technical specifications. The Nuclear
Enthalpy Rise Hot Channel Factor remains consistent with the accident

| analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not
'

reduce the margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification.

-

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
* The justifIcetions, road maps, and specifie charges associsted wIth thie change rusher can be fourd

in the october 16, 1989 sJnittal ontitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Maps".

- - - -____ _ _ __ - _ - - - __--____ _ __,.__ _. .-
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Chapter
:

LCO 3.2.3, Nuclear Enthalpy Rise Hot Channel Factor F ,",_

n

Change Number 2*

Description:

In the North Anna MERITS LCO 3.1.8 (current 3.2.3), an additional Required
Action has been inserted. If F ," is exceeded, the first Required Actiono

A.1.1 is now to restore it to within its limits within 4 hours. One way i

to accomplish this action is to reduce THERMAL POWER by a small amount |
(- < 101) which will raise the required limit and make the measured value '

in compliance. The action is a relaxation from the current specification
but is consistent with the MERITS Specification. The justification'is
based on the fact that exceeding the F ," limit does not necessarily exceedethe DNBR limit. The DNBR limit would only be exceeded if a DNS limiting Ij event were to occur. The allowed outage time of 4 hours represents a short

'

time period during which the probability of a DNS limiting event occuring
is insignificant, but long enough to reduce power and comply with the LCO.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance I

with these changes would.not:
(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences

of an accident previously evaluated because the Nuclear Enthalpy Riseh Hot Channel Factor is unchanged. The proposed changes do not alter-v the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
technical specifications. The Nuclear Enthalpy Rise Hot Channel
Factor remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in
the UFSAR. Therefore, the proposed changes do not increase the
probability of occurence or consequences of an accident previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Nuclear Enthalpy Rise

|- Hot Channel Factor is unchanged. This change does not alter the-'

conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the-current
L technical specifications. The Nuclear Enthalpy Rise Hot Channel

Factor remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in
the'UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not create the possibility

L on an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated inL
the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
Nuclear Enthalpy Rise Hot Channel Factor is unchanged. The proposed
changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current technical specifications. The Nuclear

L Enthalpy Rise Hot Channel Factor remains consistent with the accident
analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not
reduce the margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed chanEe does not
. O involve a significant hazards consideration.
|

*
The justifications, road mace, and specific changes associated with thle change mater can be fowd
in the october 16, 1989 submittet entitled " MERITS Program, current North Anne Technical Spect fications
* Justifications and Road Maps".

. ___ __._-- - __ - - __ - . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ - _ - _ ..__ __ . - - -
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Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.2.3, Nuclear Enthalpy Rise Hot Channel Factor F ,".e

Change Number 3*

Description:

The allowed outage time of current Action a. has been increased from 2
hours to 4 hours to be consistent with the added first action above. In4 hours either the F,," will be within its limit, or THERMAL POWER must
be less than 50% of RATED THERMAL POWER (RTP).

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1)- Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Nuclear Enthalpy
Rise Hot Channel Factor is unchanged. The proposed changes do not
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current technical specifications. The Nuclear Enthalpy Rise Hot
Channel Factor remains consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the proposed changes do not
increase the probability of occurence or consequences of an accident

' previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Nuclear Enthalpy Rise
Hot Channel Factor is unchanged. This change does not alter the
conditions or assu:aptions of the accident analyses of the current

|technical - specifications . The Nuclear Enthalpy Rise Hot Channel l

Factor remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in
the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not create the' possibility
on an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in-
the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the.
Nuclear Enthalpy Rise Hot Channel Factor is unchanged. The proposed
changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current technical specifications. The Nuclear

| Enthalpy Rise Hot Channel Factor remains consistent with the accident
analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not
reduce the margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
'

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rusher can be foW
in the October 16,1989 submittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Arms Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Maps".

|
______ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS I

l

Reactor Chapter '

LCO 3.2.3, Nuclear Enthalpy Rise Hot Channel Factor F ". |
n

Change Number 4*
|

Description:

In North Anna MERITS LCO 3.1.8, Condition B has been added to require the
unit be placed in MODE 2 if the applicable Required Actions of Condition
A could not be completed within their Completion Times. This Required
Action directs the unit into a Mode where the LCO is not Applicable. The
Completion Tirne of 6 hours is typical of the allowance for placing the unit
in MODE 2 from normal power operation. ;

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
:

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operutions in accordance
L with these changes would not:

_

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Nuclear Enthalpy Rise
Hot Channel Factor is unchanged. The proposed changes do not alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current

,

technical specifications. The Nuclear Enthalpy Rise Hot Channel
- Factor remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in

the UFSAR. Therefore, the proposed changes do not increase the

|( probability of occurence or consequences of an accident previously
-

evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Nuclear Enthalpy Rise
Hot Channel Factor is unchanged. This change does not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident' analyses of the current
technical specifications. The Nuclear Enthalpy Rise Hot Channel
Factor remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in
the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not create the possibility
on an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in
the UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
Nuclear Enthalpy Rise Hot Channel Factor is unchanged. The proposed.
changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current technical specifications. The NuclearL Enthalpy Rise Hot Channel Factor remains consistent with the accident

|analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not
ireduce the margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
iSpecification.
I

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

.

0

*

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this chenee ru eer can be #ound
In the october 16,19P9 sutalttet entitled ''MERiis Program, Current North Ama Technical Specifications |

Justifications and Road Maps"..,

. _ - . _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - . _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - . _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ __ -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Chapter

LCO 3,2,3, Nuclear Enthalpy Rise Hot Channel Factor F ".3 i

Change Number $*
|

Description:

The requirements of current Actions c. to verify that F " is within its
limits prior to increasing THERMAL POWER above a nominal $,0% of RTP, above
a nominal 75% of RTP, and within 24 hours of attaining h 951 of RTP are
now required via a Surveillance Requirement for each out-of limit
occurrence.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequencesof an accident previously evaluated because the Nuclear Enthalpy
Rise Hot Channel Factor is unchanged. The proposed changes do not
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current technical specifications. The Nuclear Enthalpy Rise Hot
Channel Factor remains consistent with the accident analysisassumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the proposed changes do not
in::rease the probability of occurence or consequences of an accident

.O previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
t

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Nuclear Enthalpy Rise
Hot Channel Factor is unchanged. This change does not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current

jtechnical specifications. The Nuclear Enthalpy Rise Hot Channel
Factor remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in
the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not create the possibility
on an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
Nuclear Enthalpy Rise Hot Channel Factor is unchanged. The proposed

ichanges do not alter.the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current technical specifications. The Nuclear
Enthalpy Rise Hot Channel Factor remains consistent with the accident
analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not
reduce the margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O -

|:

*
The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change rmatter can be found
in the October 16, 1989 senittat ontitled " MERITS Program, current North Ame Technical SpectfIcations

Justifications and Road Maps".

..
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Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.2.3, Nuclear Enthalpy Rise Hot Channel Factor - F ,".e

Change Number 6*

Description:

Current Surveillance Requirement 4.2.3.1.c. provides an exception to the
Specification 4.0.4 In North Anna MERITS version of Technical
Specifications, this Surveillance Requirement 4.0.4.has been renamed i

;

SR 3.0.4. Exception to SR 3.0.4 appears in LCO 3.1.8 as a general
;Surveillance NOTE. Exception to SR 3.0.4 must be taken because the unit j

must be in MODE 1 to perform SR 3.1.8.1 which demonstrates that F ," is
within its limits. o

The proposs$ change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards |

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
'

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
=

of an accident previously evaluated because the Nuclear Enthalpy Rise 'j
Hot Channel Factor is unchanged. The proposed changes do not alter

!the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Itechnical specifications. The Nuclear Enthalpy Rise Hot Channel
- Factor remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions 1n

. the UFSAR. Therefore, the proposed changes do not increase the
probability of occurence or consequences of an accident previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Nuclear Enthalpy Rise }Hot Channel Factor is unchanged. This change.does not alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
technical specifications. The Nuclear Enthalpy ' Rise Hot Channel
Factor remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in
the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not create the possibility
on an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the II

Nuclear Enthalpy Rise Hot Channel Factor is unchanged. The proposed
changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current technical specifications. The Nuclear 1

Enthalpy Rise Hot Channel Factor remains consistent with the accident -
analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not
reduce the margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significart hazards consideration.

*

The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change rmatter can be found
In the october 16, 1969 sdnittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications |
* Justifications and Roed Ma W . .)
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Reactor Chapter

1.C0 3.2.4. Quadrant Power Tilt Ratto.
'

Change Number 1*

Description:

Special Test Exceptions are indicated through the CROSS. REFERENCES,

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
*

of an accident previously evaluated because the proposed changes do
not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of
the current technical specifications. The Quadrant Power Tilt Ratio
limit remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in
the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability
of occuretace or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.,

>

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from.

any accident previously evaluated because the proposed changes do
-

not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of
the current tactinical specifications. The Quadrant Power Tilt Ratio

-

limit remains consistent with the accident analysis assumpticas in
the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility
on an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in
the UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the astgin of safety because the
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specifications. The
Quadrant Power Tilt Ratio limit remains consistent with the accident
analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not
reduce the margin of safety as defined in the bases for any Technical
Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power cone'.udes th3t this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards considerat3on.

O
*

The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with thle change maker can be found
in the October 4,1909 sutsalttet entitled ''utRITS Program, Current berth Anna Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Mape".
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Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.2.4, Quadrant Power Tilt Ratio.

Change Number 2*
i

Description: i
;

;

In the MERITS Program it was considered unnecessary and inappropriate to i
define separate requirements when the Quadrant Power Tilt Ratio (QPTR) '

exceeds 1.02 and also 1.09. The QPTR is an on line monitor of core tilt,
which provides early warning of a condition which may imply problems with

3power distribution peaking factors. Therefore, when the QPTR exceeds |1.02,the most appropriate action is to investigate the reason for the core '

tilt by performing a flux map to measure F, and F,,".
;
;

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards '

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the proposed changes do t

not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of
the current technical specifications. The Quadrant Power Tilt Ratio

-

limit remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in *

. the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability'

of occurence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

P

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the proposed changes do
not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of
the current technical specifications. The Qutdrant Power Tilt Ratio
limit remains consistent with the accident analysis ass'umptions in
the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility
on an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in
the UFSAk,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specifications. The
Quadrant Power Tilt Ratio limit remains consistent with the accident
analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not
reduce the margin of safety as defined in the bases for any Technical
Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration

i

O '

l* The justifications, road mope, and specific changes sesociated with thle chanse rusher con be foed ',

in the october 16, 1989 shittet entitled "utRITS Program, Current sorth Arms Technicel Specificatione iJustlficatione and Road pape".

- . - . -- . . - -.- - - _ . . - . . _ - . . _ . . _ _ - _ . -.
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Reactor Chapter i

j

LCO 3.2.4, Quadrant Power Tilt Ratio.

Change Number 3* l

j

Description: 1

Action a.1.a has been eliminated because restoring a parameter or system
to within the LCO requirements is always an option. ;

|
The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards

!of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance '

with these changes would not:
:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences :
of an accident previously evaluated because the proposed changes do
not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of |

the current technical specifications. The Quadrant Power Tilt Ratio
limit remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in
the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability
of occurence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from -

any accihnt previously evaluated because the proposed changes do
not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of +

the current technical specifications. The Quadrant Power Tilt Ratio,

.

limit remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in( the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility
| on an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in

the UFSAR. ;

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specifications. The
Quadrant Power Tilt Ratio limit remains consistent with the accident
analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Th9refore, these changes do not
reduce the margin of safety as defined in the bases for any Technical
Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

1

l

{

O l

*
The justifications, road maps, and specific charges associated with thle chanse maker can be found
in the October 4,1999 emittel antitled antatTs Program, current sorth Ama Technical Specifications

,Justifications and Road nape .s
i

_. _ . . _ _ . . . -- . . _ . . .-. __
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Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.2,4, Quadrant Power Tilt Ratio.

Change Number 4*

Description:
i

An additional Requirement has been added to check the power tilt in the
core and take appropriate action every 12 hours. This is considered
prudent to ensure that any further core tilt is accommodated, and is ;

consistent with the MERITS Technical Specification.
|
!

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards !
of 10CFR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance !with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences 1

of an accident previously evaluated because the proposed changes do
;

'

not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of
|the current technical specifications. The Quadrant Power Tilt Ratio
|limit remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in

the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability
of occurence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

! (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the proposed changes do
not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of
the current technical specifications. The Quadrant Power Tilt Ratio
limit remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in
the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility
on an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

j

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the l

proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specifications. The
Quadrant Power Tilt Ratio limit remains consistent with the accident
analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not
reduce the margin of safety as defined in the bases for any Technical
Specification.

There fore . Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

,

*
The justifications, road mope, and specific chanses associated with this chanse maeor can be found
in the October 16, 1999 sJunittel entitled "#Etif t Progren, current morth Anne fechnicel Specifications

Justificatione and Road Mape".

_ _ _ _. _, - . __. __.___ _ _ _ . _ . _ _, -_-
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Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.2.4, Quadrant Power Tilt Ratio.

Change Number 5*

Description:

As indicated in (2) above, once THERMAL POWER has been reduced by 31 for
each 11 of QPTR in excess of 1.0, the next step should be to determine the
es ise of the problem by performing a flux map, and calculating Fe and F ," . !

If either of these parameters do not meet their LCO requirements, tken ,

their appropriate action statements would be invoked. ,

-

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the proposed changes do '

not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of
the current technical specifications. N Quadrant Power Tilt Ratio
limit remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in
the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability
of occurence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated inA the UFSAR.

;

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated becauce the proposed changes do
not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of '

the current technical specifications. The Quadrant Power Tilt Ratio
limit remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in

,

the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility
on an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in
the UFSAR. .

,

(3) Involvr a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specifications. The
Quadrant Power Tilt Ratio limit remains consistent with the accident

i analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not
!

reduce the margin of safety as defined in the bases for any Technical
Specification.

'

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not( involve a significant hazards consideration.

*
the justifications, road maps, and specific chanses associated with thle change rasser can be f oni
in the october 16, 1909 sJunittet entitled autalis Program, current sorth Ama Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road mape".

. -- . - - .-- - . . - - - -
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Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.2.4, Quadrant Power Tilt Ratio.
F

4

Change Number 6*

Description:

The measurement of a core flux map and the calculation of power '

distribution peaking factors is the principal means of identifying the
cause of the QPTR exceeding its limit. However, a Requirement has been t

added, in MERITS version of Technical Specification, to evaluate the '

accident analysis if the QPTR remains outside of its limit. Although power
reductions, setpoint reductions, and the measurement of core peaking

,

factors will likely compensate for the impact of the tilt and determine ,

'

its cause, other accident parameters are also a function of the powerdistributions. This avaluation should confirm the acceptability for
continued operation at RATED THERMAL POWER with the actual core tilt

:outside its limit. To be consi=*ent with MERITS Specification, the sameRequirement has been added to el arrent specification.

Following a successful reevaluacion, the excore detectors should then be
adjusted to a zero tilt.

The point of this entire specification is to have a means of knowing if
the gross radial power distribution of the core has changed. The QPTR! provides an early warning of what could be happening to the core power

| distribution, although an incore map is required in order to determine if ;
there exists a real tilt in the core power distribution. Zeroing out the !

tilt allows the QPTR monitor to detect changes from the tilted, but
acceptable condition. ,

*

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
,

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the proposed changes do
not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of
the current technical specifications. The Quadrant Power Tilt Ratio ,

'

limit remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in
the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability
of occurence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the proposed changes do
not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of
the current technical specifications. The Quadrant Power Tilt Ratio
limit remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in |che UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility |

on an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in i
;

k
*

The justifications, road ease, and specific chanses associated with thle charge maker can be fotrul
in the octeeer 16, 1989 stauntttet entitled "uttif s Progres, Current sorth Anne fechnital Specifications

! * Justificatiers eral Road Mape".
I

_ _ . . _ _ - . _ - - - - - - . - -- - ---- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - -
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Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.2.4, Quadrant Power Tilt Ratio.

Change Nwaber 6* (centinued)

!

the UFSAR.
,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specifications. The
Quadrant Power Tilt Ratio limit remains consistent with the accident
analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not t

reduce the margin of safety as defined in the bases for any Technical
Specification.

.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

,

,

O
,

.

.
*

*
The justifications, road mese, and specific changes associated with thle change essauer can be f<md
in the October 16, 1989 emittet entitled ''NEtif t Program, Current Worth Arme technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Nepe .a

,-

, _ _ _, . __e .r . . . . - - * - - ' - ' ' ~
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Reactor Chapter
(

LCO 3.2.4, Quadrant Power Tilt Ratio. I
'

Change Number 7* i
'

Description: j

In Surveillance Requirements 4.2.4.1. the words "above 50% of RATED THERMAL
POWER" are not required and have been deleted. Indeed, the Surveillances
support the LCO APPLICABILITY.

1The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
!of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
!with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the proposed changes do
not altsr the cot:ditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of
the current technical specifications. The Quadrant Power Tilt Ratio
limit remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in
the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability j

iof occurence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR. t

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
( any accident previously evaluated because the proposed changes do( not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of

.the current technical specifications. The Quadrant Power Tilt Ratio '

limit remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in
the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility
on an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margie. af safety because the '

proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
,

accident analyses of the current technical specifications. The
Quadrant Power Tilt Ratio limit remains consistent with the accident
analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not >

reduce the margin of safety as defined in the bases for any Technical
Specification.

.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration. *

:
.

*
The justifications, road maps, ard specific changes essecleted with this chanse maser can be fourd
in the October 4,1999 sutmittet entitled "attif t Progren, current sorth Anne Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Mage". ,

__ . _ . . __ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _
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Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.2.4, Quadrant Power Tilt Ratio.
!'

Change Number 8*

Description:
i

The current requirement 4.2.4.2. to perform the surveillance with one NIS
excore channel inoperable with THERMAL POWER > 75% of RATED THERMAL POWER i

in the North Anna MERITS LCO 3.1.10, as a NOTE in the Frequencyappears,
column for SR 3.1.10.2.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance :
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the proposed changes do
not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of '

the current technical specifications. The Quadrant Power Tilt Ratio
limit remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in
the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability

,

of occurence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

t I (2) Create the possibility of a ne.t or different kind of accident from
-

any accident previously evaluated because the proposed changes do
not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of
the current technical specifications. The Quadrant Power Tilt Ratio
limit remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in
the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility
on an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the i

,

accident analyses of the current technical specifications. The
Quadrant Power Tilt Ratio limit remains consistent with the accident
analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not

- reduce the margin of safety as defined in the bases foi any Technical
.

Specification.
1

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this-proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

!

|

l

O !
1

4*
The justifications, road maps, ard specific changes associated with this change ruseer can be found
in the october 16, 1989 s@mittel entitled " MERITS Program, Cutrent borth Arms Technical Spectficetions

| Justifications and Road Mage".

- . . - - - . . . . . - - - - _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ . - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _-
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Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.2.4, Quadrant Power Tilt Ratio.

Change Number 9*
l

Description:
!

The words "to confirm that the normalized symmetric power distribution
!

. . . . . is consistent with the inoicated QUADRANT POWER TILT RATIO" have been '

deleted from current requirement 4.2.4.2 since this implies that agreement :
between the incore detector data and the QPTR indicated with 3 Power Range
Channels is sufficient to assure that QPTR is within its limits. Since
flux map data will include all four quadrants, it could show that the
quadrant monitored by the inoperable Power Range Channel is exceeding the
QPTR limit.

,

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CTR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

i(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the proposed changes do !

not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of '

the current technical specifications. The Quadrant Power Tilt Ratio

0, limit remains consistent with the accident e.nalysis assumptions in
the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability i

of occurence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
;

any accident previously evaluated because the proposed changes do
not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of
the current technical specifications. The Quadrant Power Tilt Ratio
limit remains consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in
the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility
on an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the '

accident analyses of the current technical specificatWs. The
Quadrant Power Tilt Ratio limit remains consistent with ti.4 accident
analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not
reduce the margin of safety as defined in the bases for any Technical
Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

'

O
.

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this chanee masser can be foed !In the october 16, 1989 sJnittet entitled antalis Program, current sorth Anne Technical specifications '

Justificatione trul Road Maps". I

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ . - - - - . - .-
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' Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.2.5. DNB Parameters
!

Change Number l' 1

Description:

The LCO has been written to include the DNB parameter values from the table
and as such, is partial justification for deletion of the table. The
remaining justification for deletion of the table is presented below in
items 3 and 6.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance *

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of ar. accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
'

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident anal.ysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been rsduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not,.

involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

|

OO
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rueer can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 subalttet entitled '' MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road M9ps".

-- --
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter
,

!
LCO 3.2.5, DNB Parameters

Change Number 2*

Description:

The following note is added after the LCO to be consistent with the F STS
iversion and MERITS format. The note is applicable to both North Anna

Units.
>

RCS total flow rate includes 21 flow measurement uncertainty.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the star.dards
;

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance '

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences '

of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
:to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

,

(
'

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.because no
changes havs been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

.\

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change runber can be f ound
in the October 16, 1999 sutsnittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technicet Specifications
* JustifIcetions and Ioed Maps .a

v - _- .__ _ --_ _-______-_-
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.2.5, DNB Parameters

Change Number 3*

Description:

The following note, which existed in the table, is moved to the
APPLICABILITY section and is additional justification for deletion of the
taile.

Pr issurizer pressure limit does not apply during:

A THERMAL POWER ramp > 5% of RATED TilERMAL POWER (RTP) pera.
minute, or

ib. A THERMAL POWER step > 10% of RTP. '

*'he proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards.

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

-m to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
I
k assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

,

not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent. with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefor 0, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

D

The juttifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be f ound*

in the October 16, 1989 sutsalttet entitled '' MERITS Program, Current korth Anna Technical $pecifications
jJustifications and Road Maps". '

-__
-
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k Reactor Coolant System Chapter <

i

LCO 3.2.5 DNB Parameters

Change Number 4*

Description:

In the ACTION statement, the time for placing the plant in MODE 2 was
changed from 4 hours to 6 hours. SR 3.0.3 gives 6 hours to get to MODE
3. With a power reduction little difference exists between going to MODE
3 or MODE 2 because most of the time is spent in reducing power to < 10%
of RTP. Therefore, 6 housa is a reasonable amount of time to reach MODE
2 without challenging the operators or safety systems.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordsnee with the standards
of 10CFR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

1

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

,

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do '

not increase the probability or consequences of an eccident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from '

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than,

I any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis acaumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

(~ Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

,

(.

|- The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be f ourd*

i in the October 16, 1989 shittet entitled "MER11$ Program, Current North Anna fechnical Specifications
| Justifications and Road maps''.
.~|

i
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(/ Reactor Coolant System Chapter i-

i

LCO 3.2.5, DNB Parameters
i

Change Number $*
,

Description:
t

The following notes have been added to the surveillance requirements to
be consistent with the V0G MERITS format.

SR 3.0.4 is not applicable.

Calibrate the required instrumentation within 90 days prior to performins !this Surveillance.
!

The first note, exempting SR 3.0,4, has been incorporated since the
surveillance cannot be performed prior to entering the LCO Applicability.
The second note, dealing with calibrating the instrumentation, ensures that
accurate measurements are obtained. Each of these notes are consistent
with the F STS.

.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
j of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
j g with these changes would not:
i t
I

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

i

; Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
L involve a significant hazards consideration.

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruber con be found
in the october 16, 1999 semittel entitled *ntalis Program, current North Anne Technicet specifications

Justificatione and Road Mape".

:

1
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\ Reactor Coolant System Chapter
.

LCO 3.2.5 DNB Parameters |

Change Number 6'

Description:
,

This specification does not permit power operation of the North Anna Units
+

with loops isolated (N.1 loop operation). Therefore, these items of the
table are eliminated and are final justification for deletion of the table.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an eccident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident :previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from -

,7 any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
i to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or\ assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
V

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes essociated with this change rwtier can be f ound
in the october 16, 1969 s@mittet entitled ''mEttts Program, Current North Anne Technical specifications

Justifications and Road Mapa".

. -. . . - -
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NO SIGNiFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
,

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation
iChange Number 1*
i
iDescription:
)

The Limiting Safety System Settings (current Specification 2.2.1) have
been combined with the instrumentation specification (current 3.3.1.1) to
form a single LCO with all channel, train, and interlock requirementscontained within MERITS LCO 3.2.1, Reactor Trip System (RTS)Instrumentation. Specifications 2.2.1 and 3.3.3.1 are now combined into
a single LCO since all the information from these two Specifications deals ,

!with the same instrumentation.

i
>

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

,

j (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences'

of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change -

moves the requirement to another location in the Technical
Specifications.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will
exist in the alternate location.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and -
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.j

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

. ,

*
The justifications, road mope, and specific changes estaciated with this charge ramber can be fcmd
in the October 16,19M semittet entitled "mEtif t Proeras, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
+ Justificatione and toed Mape".
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1

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter ,

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation .

Change Number 2*
1

Description:

A new Condition A sddresses one or more channels for one or more functions ;

from MERITS Table 3.2.1 1 inoperable. The Required Actions are to refer
to the table and then perform the Required Actions as referenced in the
appropriate Conditions from the table. This Condition directs the user
to the table to determine which condition (s) to enter and then to follow
the prescribed Required Actions. This Condition also allows more than one
channel / train / interlock to be inoperable at the same time and still have
a prescribed course of action to follow. This is consistent with the STS
but is now clearly stated for the reader.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards

O of 10CF1t50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences '

of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System
Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications - The
changes made to Technical _ Specification 3.3.1.1 remain consistent

| with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
i these changes do not increase the probability of occurrence or'

consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip . System,

'

Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the
; accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The )chsajes made to Technical Specification 3.3.1.1 remain consistent._
'

with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore.,

| these changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a
'

different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR. I

l

I

O i
|

*
The justificellens, road asse, and specific changes essecleted with thle change number can to found
in the October 4,1999 smittel entitled "utRITs Proeren, current morth Ame Technicet Specificettore

Justifications and Road seps".
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,

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3,1,1, Reactor Trip System Inscrumentation

Change Number 2* (continued)

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no i
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.1.1, Reactor
Trip System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.1.1 ,

remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptionn in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined in the BASES for
any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

:

O

~

|

O
*

The justificettore, road espe, and specific chenpos eseecleted with thle ct.ense fumber can be foed
in the Octator 16, 1999 edunittet entitled "uttif s Progres, Current North Ame Technical SpecificationeJustificatione art Reed Naps".
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NO SICNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS j

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

Change Number 3*

Description:
i

This change does not a ffee.t L40 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip SystemInstrumentation. It is to LCO 2.2.1, Limiting Safety System Settings, i

O

,

O,

*
The justifications, road neps, and specific changes associated with this change mater can be f ant
in the October 16, 1999 smittel entitled "tettif t Progree, current isorth Ama f echnical Specifications

JustifIcetione and Ioed mapsa.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS I

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

Change Number 4*

Description: ,

The reorganization of the tables now has all of the requirements for z. ash
:

function contained within the single MERITS Table 3.2.1 1.
i

The proposed change La * .m evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance ;

iwith these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences !

of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System
Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications. TheO, changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.1.1 remain consistent

i.

with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not increase the probability of occurrence or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from t

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made ;

to Technical Specification 3.3.1.1, Reactor . Trip System
Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the ,

accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The
changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.1.1 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a

| different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.1.1, Reactor
Trip System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or

| .
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.1.1

; remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
! UFSAR. Therefore, the mar 5in of safety as defined in the BASES for

. any Technical Specification has not been reduced.
'

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significaat hazards consideration.

*
The justifications, road esps, and specific changes associated with this change rumber can be found
in the October 4,1999 semalttet entitled auttif t Progree, current Isorth Ama Technical Specifications

Justificetters and toed maps".

L
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANA1.YSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

Change Number 5*

Description:

The f(61) function has been added to the table as a line item to more
correctly identify the Surveillance Requirements (SR) associated with this ,

|function. Previously, these SRs were identified with the Power Range i

Neutron Flux. High -Setpoint reactor trip and were not really associated Iwith that function.
1

! The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
| of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences '

of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
,

.
1 sade to Technical Specification 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip Systea ;
'

Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of tl e current Technical Specifications. TheOb changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.1.1 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not increase the probability of occurrence or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

| (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been madei- to Technical Specification 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System

s

'

Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the
| accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The
( changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.1.1 remain consistent

with the accident analysis assuspcions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR..

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no '

changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.1.1, Reactor
Trip System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.1.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined in the BASES for
any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not,

involve a significant hazards consideration.
'

*
The justifications, road maps, and specific chanses essecleted with this charge rueer can be foed
in the october 4,1999 edunittet entitled ''mEtif t Program, current sorth Anne fechnicet Specifications

Justifications and toed mape". '

'

. .._, , __ _ . - -_



- - _ -. __ - . - _ - - - - . - . - . .. - . _

i

i

t

!
r

n- !

.O
Page 7 of 61 '

<

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZAltDS ANALYSIS
.

Instrumentation Chapter '

I
LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

:Change Numbers 6 through 10*
|

Description:

These changes do not affect LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System '
Instrumentation. They are to LCO 2.2.1, Limiting Safety System Settings.

,

!

,

)

&

|

/

1.

*
The justifications, road mope, and specific changes secocleted with thle change ruter can be fourd
in the October 4,1999 edsmittet entitled "mitifS Program, Current e0rth Arme fechnicet Specifications
* Justificetiers and Road maps".
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NO SICNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

Change Number 11*
i

Description:

!

In Table 3.31 the name of FUNCTIONAL UNIT 15 has been changed to be
consistent with current industry standard naming convention, " Steam
Canerator Water Level Low Concident With Steam /Feedwater Flow Mismatch."

,

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

<

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase thek probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does
it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these
changes do not create the possibility of an accident cf a different
type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O -

"
The justifications, road maps, and specific charges sesociated with thle change masser can be fomd
in the october 4,1999 submittel entitled "NERITS Program, current alorth Ame Technical Specifications

Justfficatione and Road Nepe".

_ - - _ . _ - - _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ . _ _ . __ __ __ __
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

!LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

Change Number 12*

Description:
1

In Table 3.3 1, FUNCTIONAL UNITS 16 and 17, the phrase " pump busses" was <

!changed to " pumps" because the former could be misinterpreted to mean that
each bus had to have a low voltage in order to generate a reasetor trip. <

This is not the case.

The prctosed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance ;with these changes would not:

(1)- Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and

O rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSA"..

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does
it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these
changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not <

involve a significant hazards consideration.
!

OA/
*

The justifications, road maps, and specific changet sesociated with this change rustier can be fomd
in the October 4,1939 s@mittet entitled "NEtif S Program, Current teorth Anne fechnicet Specifications

Justificatione and Road Reps".

'
~ . . _ , _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ . . _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

Change Number 13*

Description:
,

In Table 3.3-1, FUNCTIONAL UNIT 18, the name of the funt tion has been |
changed to " Low Fluid 011 Pressure" to be consistent with current industrystandard naming convention,

i

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards'

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance '

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the

O probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does
it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these
changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced.,

!

l' Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
-

i involve a significant hazards consideration.
!

L
!-
I
l

O
*

The justifications, road esse, and specific changes escociated with thle change tsaber can be fowul
in the October 16, 1999 semittet entitled auttif t Progren, Current sorth Anne Technical Specifications

Justificatione end seed Itape".

T-C-' ww ,. y ..- - - - --- ,--r w- e.7w.yww.



Page 11 of 61

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1. Reactor Trip Systern Instrumentation

Change Number 14*

Description:

In Table 3.3 1 FUNCTIONAL UNIT 20, the name of the function has been
changed to " Reactor Coolant Pump Breaker Open" to be consistent with
current industry standard naming convention.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does
it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these ;changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced.

Therefore. Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
*

The justificatione, road mope, armi specific chanees essecleted with thlt change mater can be fourus
in the october 16, 1999 sutunittet entitled antalt$ Proeram Current North Arms Technical Speelfications

Justifications and seed Mape". ~

m
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS,

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

Change Numbers 15 & 16* 3
-

Description:

These changes do not affect LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip SystemInstrumentation. They are to LCO 2.2.1, Limiting Safety System Settings.

,
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*
The justif!catione, road mope, and specific changes sesociated with thle change raadler can be fourid
in the October 16,1999 sdmittet entitled acqEalTS Progree, Current north Anne Technical $pecificatione

Justificatione end Reed Itape .
-
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Instrumentaticin Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

Change Number 17* I
'

Description: l

I

In Table 3.3-1, RFACTOR TRIP SYSTEM INTERLOCKS, the inequality signs have l

been changed to be technically correct with the use of ;t and 5 where I

|

appropriate. '

I

l
'

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

,

.

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to the Technical Specification whi:h alter the conditions or
Sasumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accidentbO previously evaluated in the UFSAR.<

L (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from"

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
ito the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
|sssumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do |

not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes !made to the Technical- Specification remain consistent with the '

accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the acrgin
of-safety has not been reduced.

'

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes tha? .Ms propcM change doss not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|
!

l

|

O
*

The justifications, road maps, and specific ebensee sesociated with this enense rummer em me fewid
in the OctAr 4,1999 smittet entitled *MERI4,oregree, Current North Arvie TecMic.et Spe 1f! cations

JustifIcetione ered Roed Mape".

.-, .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANAI.YSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

Change Number 18* '

Description: *

All references to "two loop operation" and " inoperable loop" have been
deleted because the new North Anna MERITS Technical Specifications do not

<

address (n.1) loop operation as this option has not been licensed at North
Anna.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. The re fore , these changes do( not increase the -probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the

,accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin '

of scfety has not been reduced. )

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
' involve a significant hazards consideration.

.n 1

V '

*
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes escociated with this change rusher can be fowd

. In the October 16, 1999 suheittet entitled " MERITS Program, current %rth Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Itape".

|

. . -- -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

Change Number 19*

Description: !
1

Performance of the response time testing of the RTS functions is required
in the new North Anna MERITS Surveillance Requirements, and the values of ,

'

the response times in Table 3.3 2 have been relocated to the Updated Final
Safety Analysis Report (UFSAR), Chapter 16, Technical Requirements.
Improvement programs at the Seabrook and Vogtle nuclear plants have already
accomplished this change to Technical Specifications and have relocated
the response time table to other controlled documents.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordancey

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
relocates requirements and surveillances from the TechnicalSpecifications to the UFSAR. These operability requirements and
surveillances will continue to be maintained pursuant to 10 CFR )50.59.

(2) Create the~ possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because adequate controls for the
relocated requirements exist under the provisions of 10 CFR 50.59.

|

j (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

1

For any fui.are changes to the requirements, the provisions of 10 CFR |
..

50.59 and 50.71 will be upheld. I

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change-does not
involve a significant hazards consideration. I

<

O - |
1

i

~

1
*

The justificatione, rood maps, and specific changes associated with this change rustner can be foed
in the October 16, 1989 edselttet entitled "NERITS Program, current N0rth Arme Technical Specifications' --Justificatiere and Road Neps".

p
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation
$Change Number 20*

Description:

Additional Surveillance Requirements have been added to 4.3.1.1.1 to be
coe.sistent with the MERITS specification and to support incorporation of
WCAP 10272 A, Evaluation of Surveillance Frequencies and Out Of Service ,

Times for the Reactor Protection Instrumentation System, May 1986.
,

~The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or'

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
. not increase the probability or consequences of an accident

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
-

(2)~ Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previousiy evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which siter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the marginof safety has not been reduced.

Therefore', Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a.significant hazards consideration.

O '

*
The justificattore, road'meps, and specific changes associated with this change mater can be fowid
in the Octoeer 16, 1999 s@mittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Arma Technical Specifications

Justifications and Acad Mape".

/,

, . , . . , _ _ - . .
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3 NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentat2on

Chrige Number 21*

iDeceription:

4.3.1,1.2 has been deleted. The interlocks are now treated the same way
,

as any of the other RTS functions. There are minimum channel requirements,
a prescribed Required Action, and associated Surveillance Requirements for

-

each interlock.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changss have been-
made to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions'or-O assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

| not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
| previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from )any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made,

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident-previously evaluated in.the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
|changee have been- made to the Technical Specification which alter '

the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes; mada to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
[ accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin )

of safety has not been reduced.
!

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

'

I
i

'

l'
|

*
The justifica!!ons, road mope, and specific changes associated ' *** thlo charse . w :n s '~si
in the October 16, 1999 sdamittet entitled ''nERITS Progree, Curr* At 3 - Anna 1 . - ;.:w ; f ' . a-*

Justificatione and Road hope . -- a

.

., - - . . _ ._.-- --- -.- -.-----
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L NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS1

| Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

Change Number 22*

Description:

|Superscripted note references have been added to the APPLICABLE MODES
column in Table 3..b1 to clearly identify when the partieular function
must be OPERABLE. This includes low flow trips for single loop and two t

loops, undervoltage and underfrequency trips, and many others.
.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been.
made to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions-or

l assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated-in the UFSAR.

(2)- Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical- Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of=a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no-
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the marginof safety has not been reduced.

Therefore. - Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

t'
.A

*
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this charge mmber can be fowd
in the October 16, 1999 semittet entitled ''utRIis Program, Current North Amo Technical Spectficatlone
- JustifIcetione end Roed Itape".

- . - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ .
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| '( / NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
F.

l Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation
}

i

Change Number 23* i
|

Description:
,c

The TOTAL NO. OF CHANNELS column of Table 3.3-1 has been deleted. Only !
the MINIMUN CHANNELS OPERABLE column is included and it now contains the
total number of channels for that RTS function. This is based on a changeto the toch spec format. The CHANNELS TO TRIP column of Table 3.3 1 has !

been deleted. The trip actuation logic for a particular RTS function is
now found in the Condition Statements of the specification. The MINIMUM
CHANtfdLS OPERABLE of MERITS Table 3.2.1-1 is now the same as the TOTAL NO.
OF CHANNELS from Table 3.3 1. With less than the total channels available,
a Condition, with associated Required Actions, is entered.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

!-
L (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
! of an' accident previously evaluated because no changes have been

_

made to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
ass uptions of the accident analyses. h refore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind.of eccident from
any accident previously svaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not. create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter '

the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
~ co the Technical Specification remain consistent with themade

accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

_

-

* The justifications, road esps, and specific changes associated with thle change rumber can be fowid
in the october 16, 1999 semittel entitled "NERITS Progres, Current N0rth Ama Technicet specifications

.iJustificatf ans and Reed Naps".a
'

_. ---
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NO SICNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

Change Number 24*

Description:

The ACTION column of Table 3.3-1 has been replaced with a reference to
the appropriate Condition of the new MERITS Technical Specifications.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been deterv.ined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant incremas in the probability or consequences
,

of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
moves the requirement to another location in the Technical
Specifications.b

V (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will
exist in the alternate location.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the mergin of safety because the
. affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and '

surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

.

*
The justIfIcetiens, road esos, and specific changes associeted wIth thie change rummer can be fowud.
In the October 16,1999 e@mittet entitled ''nERITS Progree, Current North Anne Technical Specificatione

Jetificettene end Road Neps".
,
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NO SIGNIFICAIC HAZARDS ANALYSIS |

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

Change Number 25*

Description:

In Table 3.3 1 MINIMUM CHANNELS, OPr.RABLE column, the phase "in each
,operating loop"' has been deleted since (n 1) loop operation is not

licensed. The phrase "/ loop" has been changed to "/ Steam Cenerator" to
be more technically correct.

I

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1)- Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
~^ of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been

'h :nade to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these chan5es doU not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

)
(2) . Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
!to the -Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
|assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical' Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysid assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the marginof safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

U0 .
|

*
the justifications, road espe, and specific chanses associated with this chanse rumber can be foets
in the October 16, 1989 sensittel entitled "NERif t Program, current II0rth Arme fechnical Specifications
- Justificetters and Road 14ae".

.

|
*
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANAINSIS
1Instrumentation Chapter
i

I LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentati7n

Change Number 26*

Description:

In Table 3.3 1 MINIMUM CHANNELS OPERABLE column, the requirement to have
ona level channel and two flow abutch channels OR to have two level
channels and one flow mismatch channel has been conservatively modified
to require two level channels and two flow mismatch channels. This change
is appropriate for North Anna and is consistent with the MERITS version
of this specification.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordancs
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a signifi' cant increase in the probability or consequencese of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been-
d made to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or '

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probaoility or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create' the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of. safety because no
changes have been made ta de Technical Specification which alter

,

the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

.

t

*
The justificettone, road amps, and specific chenese essecleted with thfe charge cJeer can be found
in the Octaber 16, 1999 subalttal entitied "NEAITS Prooran, Cuerent N0rth Arme fe&MceL SpecIfIeatione

JustifIcetIans and Reed Neps".

. -. - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . __-_- ___ _ - _ - - - ___ - ______
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS |

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO' 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation
!

Change Number 27*

1Description:
i

In Table 3.3-1 FUNCTIONAL UNIT 20, the name of thin function has been
changed to be consistent with the current industry standard and the phrase
'per operating loop" has been deleted because (n-1) loop operation is not
licensed.

|

The proposed change has ueen evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance -
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been

_h- made to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident-analyses. _Therefore, these changes doE ' not increase the probability or consequences of an accident-

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

| (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have beeti sade
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of.an accident of a different type-than

! any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter

p the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
,

|- ande to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
l' accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin

of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not.
'' involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

\;

"O
* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes escociated with this change nuuher can be fowuf

in the October 14, 1999 semittet entitled "NERITS Program, current North Ama Technicel Specifications
Justifications eruf Road maps". '

'

._____:- -_ - -_ __- _ __-- - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _
_-. .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
J

Instrumentation Chapter

o LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation
!:

Change Number 28* '
1

Description:

In Table 3.3 1, IVNCTIONAL UNIT 21.B and TABLE NOTATION ***, the reactor
trip breaker undervoltage and shunt trip mechanisms have been called out
as a separate line item in the table to nore easily facilitate the

|

a

treatment of the inoperability of these functions separately . from the jinoperability of the reactor trip breakers (RTBs). This is consistent 4with CL 87 09. The line item for the reactor trip bypass breakers has ;

been removed.. Surveillance Requirement 3.2.1.4 requires that the bypass
breakers satisfy the same surveillances as the reactor trip breakers prior !to placing the bypass breakers in service. ' This surveillance is the j
performance of a TRIP ACTUATING DEVICE OPERATIONAL TEST, including '

verification that - the undervoltage and shunt trip mechanisms perform
properly.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
p of 10CFR50.92(c) and "t has been determined that operations in accordanceg with these changes would not:

h (1) Involve a significant incroase in the probability or consequences
of an accidenc~ previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or-
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, thess changes do
not increase tho' probability or - consequences of ' an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kir.d of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made i

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. Tha changes |

,

made to the Technical Specification routin consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the marginof safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

;

*
The justifIcetiens, roed mass, arui spectfIc chanses seeecieted with thie chanse maker can be found
in the Octater 16,19er semittel entitled "IERITS Progres, Current b0rth Arvie Technicel Specificatf orm

Justifications and Reed IIeps".

|

r
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NO SIGNIFICANT HA2ARDS ANAINSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation
'

Change Number 29*

| Description:

The Table .3.3 1 TABLE NOTATION f has been deleted. Exceptions to LCO
3.0.4 are specified in the affected MERITS Requirc:1 Actions. >

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

| (1). Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the sccident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(2) Create the possibility of.a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made;

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter;

the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
;anda to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the

accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin |of safety has not been reduced,
L i

i
-

Therefore, Virgir.l.a Power concludes that this proposed change does not 1

involve a significant hazards consideration.
I
i

y
!
|

l

.

L.
' *'

The justificetters, road maps, and speelf fe changes assecleted with thle change rummer can be fted
In the October 16, 1999 e Anittet entitled '91ERITS Program, current M0rth Anne Technical Specifications'

Juotif fcatione and tend Itape*.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS '

tInstrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1 1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

Change Number 30*

Description:

The Table 3.3-1 TABLE NOTATION ## has been deleted. When the operator 5
blocke -he source Range Neutron Flux reactor trip the high voltage to the
detector is automatically removed. This statement is not required.

The proposed change has been evaluated in eccordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or conuquences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
ende to the Technical Sp9cification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accidonc analyses. Therefore, these changes do '

,

O not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

!

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

|

,

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3)- Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Sp~ ecification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin-of safety has not been reduced.

|

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O -

*
The justificatione, road espe, and specific changes eseeciated with thfe change tamber can be found
in the October 16,1999 edesittet entitler* "NERITS Progree, Current North Anne Technical Specificettorm
- JustifIcetione und Reed Nepe".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS ,

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

Change Number 31*

Description:

The phrase HOT STANDBY is no longer used and is replaced by MODE 3.

I

The proposed change has been evaluated 'in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1)- Involve a significant increase in the probability or -:onsequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. There fore , these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR,

(2). Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
|- any accident prsviously evaluated because the - reformatting and

rewording process introduces no new mode.of plant operation nor does|

it require. physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these
changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
reformatting and rewording process involves no ' technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safetyhas not been reduced,

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does nott
'

'itivolve a significant hazards consideraticn.
.

O
,

*
The justificettene, read maps, and specific changes eseecleted with thle change mater can be fourus
in the October 16, 1999 edmittat entitled "utRITS Progree, current North Anne Technical Spectflections

Antifications and tend Itape".

I-
t

-
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter
,

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

Change Number 32*

Description:

!' In ACTION 1 the phrase "per Specification 4.3.1.1.1 ....etc." has beendeleted. This action is for the Safety Injection input to the RTS and
the reactor trip breakers in MODES 1.and 2. If the train in question and

,

the other train are not OPERABLE, the unit must be placed in MODE 3 where
|the function is not required to be OPERABLE. Therefore, this statement '

is not required.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been,

L '

made to the Technicm3 Spscification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the amident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

,

'

not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR. '

(2) Create the possibility of'a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
*

The justifications, road esps, and specific changes essecleted with this cLege rumber can be fowd
in the October 16, 1989 semittet entitled "IERITS Progres, Current North Arvin Technicet Specifications'

* JustifIcetions and Road Maps".



_ , . . . .- - - - . - - - - - . . . - -_-_ . _______. ____ _

.-

I

Page 29 of 61

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

Change Number 33*

Description:

Several changes were made in allowed Completion Times. The changes arejustified in WCAP 10271, Supplement 1-P A, Evaluation of Surveillance
Frequencies and Out of Service Times for the Reactor Protection System,May 1986. ,

!

!

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

!
(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences

of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
reads to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions orO casumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do,

r.o t increase the probability or consequences of an accident
nreviously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any sceident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
aseuaptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses.. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with ' the
ascident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the marginof safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
inwive a significant hazards consideration.

L
|

| I

Ol

O *

1

*
The justifications, road esps, and specific chanses associated with thfe change rusher can he fowud
in the October 16,1909 enantttet entitled "IERITS Program, Current merth Anne Technicet Spectfications
- Justifications and seed Nepe*. i

!
|
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANAINSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

Change Number 34*

Description:

The Action Statement has been expanded to allow placing the inoperable
channel in bypass while resetting the NIS power range Trip Setpoints. If
the channel is not placed in bypass while performing this action, a reactor
trip will result when the OPERABl.E channels' Trip Setpoints are reduced. I

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or-consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes'doO not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility uf a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

{
(3) Involve a significant reduction in r.he margin of safety because no l

changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter I

the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the

.j
aseident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does - not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

| \
|

|

O -

L
*

The Justificettene, road espe, and specific charges eseecleted with thfe change rusher can be foalI

i in the Octater 16,1999 e@etttel entitled 4RITS Program, current sorth Arme TechniceL Spectficationsl

JustifIcetIone erul Reed Nepea.

-- .___ _ _____- _____ _____._.-_ _ - . . - . - - . .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

Change Number 35*

Description:

ACTION 2.d has been deleted. This information is contained in SR 3.1,9.2.
which verifies that the QPTR is within the limits of LCO 3.1.9, QPTR. This
information was deleted from the RTS Actions as it is duplicated in the
referenced Surveillance Requirement.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CHt50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
mede to the Technical .ipecification which alter the conditions or .
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes doy not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previous 1," evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptinns of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does 'not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

.

O
*

The justifications, road amps, and specific changes associated with this charge rusher can be fou'd
in the October 16, 1999 sutuelttat entitled anERITS Program, current north Arms Technicet Spe:lfications

Justifications and Road Maps".

.-. . - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ___ - ___ _ _ - - _- __.__ ___ _____ _ ______ - _ . _ _ _ - -___ ._ ..__.- _- - _ _
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NO SICNIFICANT HAZARDS ANA1.YSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation J
I

Change Number 36* |

Description:

ACTION 3.a was modified. The existing action for an inoperable NIS
intermediate range channel when < P 6 has been expanded to cover one or

itwo inoperable NIS intermediate range channels when < P 6. The intent
here was to provide a course of action in the event that both intermediate

|

,

range channels were inoperable. Note that the safety analyses take no
credit for the intermediate range channels. The actions associated with
LCO 3.0.3 are not appropriate for the condition of two inoperable channels
< P.6

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been,

L made to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
| assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
L not increase the probability or consequences of an accident

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.,

!

(2) Croats the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the - conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previcusly evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions its the UFSAR. Therefore, the marginof safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O ~

.; *
The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change tamber co'n be fou1d
in the October 16,1989 sdunittel entitled anERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications,

Justiflections and Road Mage".

_, _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS l

Instrumentation Chapter
L

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation '

Change Number 37*

Description:

ACTION 3.b has been expanded to more clearly state the intent of the
action. Separate Conditions now address inoperable inursediate range
channel (s) when < the P 6 setpoint, and when > P 6 but < P 10 (the setpoint
has been changed from 5% RTP to P-10. This conservative change- is
appropriate for North Anna-and is consistent with the MERITS and STS 4A

| versions of this Technical Specification). If power is > P 6 but < P 10,'

the operator can now reduce power' to < the P 6 setpoint g.g increase power
to 2 the P-10 setpoint as the intermediate range channels are not required
to be operable in either of these conditions. Note that the safety
analyses take no credit for this reactor trip function. Note also that
the NIS intermediate range channels must be OPERABLE prior to reducing
power to <.P 10 if the operator chose to increase power to > P 10. The
existing Action Statement would have you fix the inoperable intermediate
range channel prior to exceeding the P 10 setpoint. This could leave the,

unit without the required instrumentation for the existing unit condition|
v

j until the channel was fixed.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) -Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these' changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident

.

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore,-these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

I

.

l

* The justifications, road maps, and specific charges essecleted with this change matier can be foed
in the october 16, 1989 sdunittet entitled "utRITS Progree, Current North Anne Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Mape".

iu
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANAINSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1, Res.ctor Trip System Instrumentation
|

|

Change Numhr 17* (continued)
I

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
.

chenges have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes )

,

made . to the Technical Specification remain consistent. with the '

accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the marginof safety has not been reductd.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

>

*

D,

| V .

|

|

!

i

I

.O .

*
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change maker can be feed
in the October 16,1989 s@mittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road nepe".

_ __ _ _ _ . ---
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANAI.YSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

Change Number 38*

Description:

ACTION 3.c has been deleted. This statement is not required as the
intermediate range channels are not required above 10% RTP. The value
was changed from 5% RTP to P 10. This conservative change is appropriate
for North Anna and is consistent with the MERITS and STS 4A versions ofthis Technical Specification.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have beenO made to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes _ do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind'of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or-
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

-(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of. safety because no
changes have- been made to the Technical' Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the marginof safety has not been reduced.

.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O -

'

The justifications, road esps, and specific changes associated with thle change mmber can be fou1d
*

1
in the October 16,1999 s4Ausittet entitled anERITS Progree, Current II0rth Arts Technical Specifications

|* Justifications and Road nepea. ~

]
_ _ _ _ ._
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
j

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation
1

Change Number 39*

Description:

In ACTION 4 the phrase "and with the THERMAL POWER level" has been deleted.,

The power level is part of the Mode Applicability of t''e referenced MERITS
Condition.

| The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
! of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
! with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

n assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do! not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2)- Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been madei

; to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
!

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
eny accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter

, the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
|' anda to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the

accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not be.en reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

O
(:

The justifications, road espo, and specific changes associated with this change rumber con be foed*

j in the October 16, 1999 s@elttet entitled " MERITS Progree, current II0rth Anne Technicet Specifiestions
| * JustifIcetione end Road Mape".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

Change Number 40*

Description:

ACTION 4.a has been modified. The action for one inoperable NIS source
range channel when below P6 has been changed to suspend positive
reactivity changes within 15 minutes. This will preclude power escalation
with only one channel OPERABLE. This is a conservative modification to
the existing Tech Spec requirement to restore the . channel to OPERABLE
status prior to increasing power above P-6 where the source range'is no
longer in use.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determincd that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have- been

O1 made to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
j assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
L not increase the probability or consequences of an accident

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

.(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the- Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident enalyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a si nificant hazards consideration.6

OV
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this chanse mater can be f omd*

in the October 16, 1969 sutunittet entitled '* MERITS Program, Current le0rth Anne Technical Specifications
Justificatione and Road Maps".

-. _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ ___- _ _ _ -____-- _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ - -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

Change Number 41*

Description: "

A new Condition I has.been added to ACTION 4 b to address two inoperable
NIS source range channels when in MODE 2 < P 6. The actions are to suspend
positive reactivity additions and to open the RTBs. Suspending positive
reactivity additions precludes power escalation. Opening the R7Bs
transfers actions to Condition K. Here, positive reactivity additions are
suspended, all valves that could permit unborated water to enter the
Reactor Coolant System are closed, and the SHUTDOWN MARGIN must be verified
to ensure reactor stability is maintained. The actions associated with
LCO 3.0.3 could cause other problems and are not considered appropriate

i. for the condition of two inoperable source range channels < P-6.
|
| The MODE 3, 4, and 5 requirements have been separated into: a) with the'

RTBs open, or b) with the RTBs closed and the Rod Control System capable'

of rod withdrawal. These actions now address one inoperable NIS source,

range channel and two inoperable source range channels with the RTBs
closed. With two inoperable source range channels, all operations
involving positive reactivity additions must be suspended and the RTBs
opened and Condition K entered. With the RTBs open, only one source range

, channel is required to be OPERABLE. The actions associated with LCO 3.0.3
| are not appropriate for the condition of two inoperable channels.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

|- (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
i

of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

i. not increase the probability or consequences of an accident'' previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this chanse rummer can be fomd
in the October 16, 1989 s@nittet entitled "NERITS Program, Current North Arme Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Mape".

-_ _ - _ . -____ - -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

lInstrumentation Chapter ;

LCO. 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

Change Number 41* (continued) l

(3)- Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis. assumptions in the UFSt.R. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

L

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with thle thenge rusher can be found*

in the October 16, 1999 semittet ontitled "NEk!TS Program, Current H0rth Anne Technical Specifications
JustifIcetIone and Road Maps .e

___ _ .______..__ .__ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ ___
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

Change Number 42*

Description:

A new Condition K was added for no OPERABLE source range channels in MODES -
3, 4, or 5 with the RTBs open are to stop positive reactivity additions
within 15 minutes and to close the primary grade water valves within 1 hour
as per Required Action A.2 of LCO 3.1.2. This will eliminate the
possibility of a boron dilution accident while in this plant condition with
no OPERABLE source range detectors. The SHUTDOWN MARGIN must also be
verified as per SR 3.1.1.1 within 1 hour and once per 12 hours thereafter.
This will ensure that core reactivity conditions are monitored.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

| not increase the probability. or consequences of an accident
i previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
|

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no,

| changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the-accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin

L of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
*

The justifications, road emps, and specific changes associated with this change ruaulner can be ftud
in the October 16, 1909 sutimittet entitled " MERITS Progren, current Igorth Ama Technicet Specifications

Justifications and Road Naps".

_ _ _ _ _ _ _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

Change Number 43*

Description:

The phrase "until ....etc." was deleted from ACTION 7. No time limit isspecified in WCAP 10271, Supplement 1 P A, Evaluation of Surveillance
Frequencies and Out of Service Times for the Reactor Protection System,May 1986.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been

O made to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or''

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made --
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions - or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than

..

any accident previously _ evaluated in the UFSAR.

! (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because noI

changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the marginof safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O -

*
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rumber can be fourd
in the October 164 1989 edmittet entitled "uERITS Program, current North Anne Technical Spectfications
* JustifIcatione and Road Mege".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
Instrumentation chapter

LCO
3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

Change Number 44*
\

Description: !

A new Condition F was added to address the case of two inoperableintermediate range channels
if < P-10 and > P 6.

suspend positive reactivity additions and to reduce power to lThe actions are tothe P-6 setpoint. Suspending positive ess thanreactivity additions
source ranho channels in operation. power escalation and reducing power to < the P 6 setpcint places thprecludes

e NIS
level to < the P 6 setpoint will allow a slow and orderly poweThe two hours allowed to lower powerinto the source rat'ge . r reduction
appropriate for the condition of two inoperable channels > P 6 and < P 10The actions associated with LCO 3.0.3 are not

-
.

The proposed-change has been evaluated in accordance with th
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in ace standardswith these changes would not:O cordance

Q' (1) Involve a significant
of an accident previously evaluated because no - changes havincrease in the probability or consequences
made to the Technical Specification which alter the condition

p e been
assumptions of the accident analyses.L s or

Therefore, these changes donot- increase the probability or
previously evaluated in the UFSAR. consequences of an accident

t

(2)
Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accid
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been m dent from

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or. ae
assumptions of the accident analyses.l

Therefore, these changes do
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than

I (3)
Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety bec!

changes have been made to the . Technical Specification which alterl' ause no

the conditions or assumptions of the accident analysesL

made to the Technical
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Specification remain consistentThe changes

| .

with the
of safety has not been reduced. Therefore, the margin

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes thati

involve a significant hazards consideration.this proposed change does not
G

'

*

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with thlin the october
16,1989 s@mittet entittea "NERiis program current morth Ae change rusher can be foed- Justificatione and Road Mape". rme Technical Specificettorm

,
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1 Reactor Trip System Instrumentation
Change Number 45*

Description:

A new Condition J has been added. With one source range channel inoperable
in MODES 3, 4, or 5 with the RTBs closed, the new actions are to suspend
operations involving positive reactivity additions within 15 minutes and
close the primary grade water valves as per Required Action A.2 of LCO3.1.2 within 1 hour.

|

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordancewith these changes would not:

!

(1)
Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequencesof an accidentO previously evaluated because no changes have been;

O made to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or|

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or - consequences of an accidentpreviously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than!

any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
of safety has not been reduced. Therefore, the margin

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does notinvolve a significant hazards consideration.
E

!

O
I
(. *

The justifications, road maps, and specific chenees associated with this enense mater can be fourdi in the october 16, 1989
Justif(cations and Road Maps".swheittet entitled " MERITS Progren, Current N0rth Ame Technical Specifications
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
iInstrumentation Chapter
!

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reaator Trip System Instrumentation

Change Number 46*

Description:

New Conditions X, V, and T were added to address inoperability of the RTS
P-6, P-7, P 8, and P-13 interlocks when one channel is inoperable. The
Required Action is to verify the interlock is in the required state for
the existing plant conditions within 1 hour. This is consistent with the
STS 4A version of this Technical Specification.

|

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards '

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
.with these changes would not:
I

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences.
O, of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been ,

|

made to the Technical Specification which alter the-conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

l(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
|any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
jto the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

assumptions of the accident analyses. .Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes

imade to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
iaccident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin |of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, . Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

l

O
*

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated ulth this change rumber can be fotr4
in the october 16, 1989 semittet ontitIed "MERI'$ Program, Current N0rth Ame Technical Spect fIcationsA Justifications and Reed Nape".

. - _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ - - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter ,

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation
s

Change Number 47*

Description:

In ACTION 10, the phrase " Operation below P-8 . . . . .ect. " was deleted.
The function is only required to be OPERABLE above P 8. The statement
that continued operation is allowed if below P 8 is not required.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to the. Technical Specification which alter the conditions orO

I, assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
I

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type-than

; any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin.of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve'a significant hazards consideration. ,

O
*

The justifications, road aspe, and specific changes associated with this change rumber can be foW
in the October 16, 1999 adasittot ontitied '' MERIT 5 Program, Current II0rth Ame Technical spectfIcattons

JatifIcetiens and Road Mape".

_ _ _ - - _ . _ _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter-

l'CO 3.3.1.1,-Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

Change Number 48*

Description:

A new- Condition W was added to address inoperability of the RTS P 10
interlock. The Required Action is to verify the interlock is in the
required state for the existing plant conditions within 15 minutes after
going below the P 10 setpoint. This will ensure the operability of the
required RTS functions when below the P 10 setpoint.

i

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

1 (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequencesp of.an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been( made to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or-
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The' changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin-
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

l

|
- -

* The justif f ections, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change mmber can be foW
in the October 16, 1999 e@mittel entitled ''nERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
- JuntifIcetIone and Road Maps".

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ .._ _ .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
1

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO- 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

Change Number 49*

Description:

The Table 3.3-1 REACTOR TRIP SYSTEM INTERIhCKS, has been incorporated into
the RTS table as Function 19. Maj or reformatting was performed to
accomplish this. No technical changes were made. An ANAlhG CHANNEL
OPERATIONAL TEST has been . added to the existing CHANNEL CALIBRATION
Surveillance Requirements. Required Actions have been identified for each
of the interlocks. The Required Actions are appropriate for the North Anna
Units and are consistent with the MERITS tech specs and the STS 4A tech
specs,

l- The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

Q with these changes would not:
'N/

-(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
i of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
| rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
L Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not - increase the

probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and '
rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does
it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore,.these
changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different

,. type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

*
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change matier can be found
in the October 16, 1999 sdimittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specificatione

Justifications and Road Maps".
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:Q( NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

Change Number 50*

Description: *

In Table 4.3 1,
REACTOR TRIP SYSTEM INSTRUMENTATION SURVEILLANCE

REQUIREMENTS, the MODES FOR WHICH SURVEILIANCE IS REQUIRED column has been
deleted as this is the same MODE applicability as already exists in Table
3.2.1-1. The Table 4.3-1 NOTATION *, which is a note to the same column,
was also deleted.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting andC rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2)- Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does
it require physical modification to- the plant. Therefore, these
changes do not create the possibility of an accident of. a different
type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
*

The justifications, road asps, and specific changes associated with this change rmater can be fourd
in the October 16, 1989 s@mittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Ame Technicat Specifications
- Justifications and Road Neps'.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ .-
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

Change Number 51*

Description:

In Table 4.3-1,
REACTOR TRIP SYSTEM INSTRUMENTATION SURVEILLANCE

REQUIREMENTS, many changes were made to make the specification conform to
the testing requirements of WCAP 10272 A, Evaluation of Surveillance
Frequencles and Out Of Service Times for the Reactor Protection
Instrumentation System, May 1986, and to conform to the MERITS and STS 4A
tech spec Surveillance Requirement tests.

The proposed change has.been evaluated in accordance with the standards
!of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

with these changes would not:

p- (1). Involve a significant increase.in the probability or consequencesd of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes haire been made
to the Technical Specification which alter. the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
*

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change maker can be foed
in the October 16, 1999 subsittel entitied anERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Spect fications

JuntifIcetione and Road Maps".

--
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

Change Number 52*
|

Description:
1

lIn Table. 4.3 1, REACTOR TRIP SYSTEM INSTRUMENTATION SURVEILLANCE I

.

REQUIREMENTS, FUNCTIONAL UNIT 2, The frequency has been changed to every |

31 effective full power days (EFPD). This is the intent, to calibrate
,

the excore NIS power range channels as they vary with core burnup and fluxl distribution. Basing the surveillance on core burnup is more reflective
of the changes occurring. This is also licensed at the Diablo Canyon PowerPlant. There is no plant specific difference between Diablo Canyon and
North Anna which would make this change not applicable.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordancep with these changes would not:

,

'

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes - have been
made to the. Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in.the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical . Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than.
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical- Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the marginof safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

*
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes esseclated with this change mmber can be foisid
in the October 16, 1989 sutnittet entitled "NERITS Program, Current North Arne Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road mape .a

_ - - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1, Resctor Trip System Instrumentation

Change Number 53*

;
Description:

In Table 4.3-1, REACTOR TRIP SYSTEM INSTRUMENTATION SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS, FUNCTIONAL UNIT 2, the frequency has been changed to every
92 EFPD. This is the intent, to calibrate the excore NIS power range
channels as they vary with core burnup and flux distribution. Basing the
surveillance on core burnup is more reflective of the changes occurring.
This is also licensed at the Diablo Canyon Power Plant. There is no
plant specific difference between Diablo Canyon and North Anna which would ,

-|make this change not applicable.
!

The' proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordanceA with these changes would not:

V,

F
~

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or-
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

l- not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, rood maps, and specific changes associated with this change raaber can be found*

in the October 16, 1999 semittet entitled "NERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical specifications
- Justiffestions and Road Nepe*,

. , _ _ _ . - . - _ - - -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

IC' 0 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

Change Number 54*

Description:

In Table 4.3-1, NOTATION (1), "7 days" was changed to "31 days". This
increase is justified in WCAP-10271, Supplement 1 P.A, Evaluation of
Surveillance Frequencies and Out of Service Times for the Reactor
Protection System, May 1986.

,

.!,.

|

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and-it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

!

L I
(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences fof an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been

!O made to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
'

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the -probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.-

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from j

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical ' Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create tho' possibility of an accident of a different type than i

any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR. !

(3) Involve 'a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes

, made to. the Technical Specification remain consistent with the-
|- accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin~

- of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

!

*
The justif f estions, road maps, and specific changes escociated with thle change mater can be found
in the october 16, 1999 e@mittel entitled " MERITS Progree, Current North Anne Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road nepe".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
!Instrumentation Chapter ,

1

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation i

i
1

Change Number 55* I
'

Description:

In Table 4.3-1, NOTATION (2), a statement was added to the surveillance
.to adjust the NIS channel if the difference between the incore and excore !

NIS was > 21. This change is appropriate for North Anna and is consistent |
with the MERITS and STS 4A Technical Specifications. I

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have beenO made to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions orV- <

assumptions of the accident. analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than-
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in-the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore,- Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O -

.

*
The justifications, road espe, and specific changes eseociated with thle change nusher can be fotsd
in the October 16, 1989 steunittet entitled "sitaf fs Progras, Cucrent alorth Arme Technical Specifications

Justificatione and Reed Mape".

._____ _ _-__ - - _ _ - - _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ - _ - _ . _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter
'

'

LCO -3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

Change Number 56*

Description:
)

In Table 4.3 1, NOTATION (3), the equality sign was changed to an
I

inequality (>). This change is appropriate for North Anna and is I

consistent with the MERITS and STS 4A Technical Specifications.

The proposed change has been evaluted in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

L (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been

' made to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these' changes-do

,

'

not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
>

any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a si nificant reduction in the margin of safety because no5
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to _ the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the marginof safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does noc
involve a significant hazards consideration.,

p

O -

1.
1 *

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with thle change nusher can be found
in the October 16, 1999 sunnittel entitled anERITS Program, current North Ame Technical Specifications
i Justiffestions and Road Mape".

l.
___________n_._________._._____.__________________ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ -_ . - - - _ .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter
L .

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

Change Number 57*

Description:-
n

In Table 4.3 1, NOTATION (4) was deleted. This note is no longer required
with the new MERITS surveillance scheme. The ESF functional input check
is replaced by Trip Actuating Device Operational Test.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

( not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions-of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have_been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
*

The justifications, road espo, and specific changes associated with this change rumber can be fouid
in the October 16, 1989 sutuaittel entitled "utRITS Progree, Current morth Arvie Technicet specifications

Justifications and Road Neps".

- - . . .
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Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation -

Change Number 58*

Description:

In Table 4.3-1, a new NOTATION (11) was added. This adds a new
surveillance to compare the incore vs. excore NIS at > 50% RTP every 92
EFPD. This change is appropriate for North Anna and is consistent with
the MERITS and STS 4A Technical Specifications.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance -
with these changes would not:

| (1). Involve'a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been

'

m made to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or-() assumptions of'the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase- the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

; (2)- Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
| any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
L co. the Technical Specification which alter- the conditions or

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve e significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter,;

l' the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O -

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rusher can be fourd
in the October 16, 1999 sutunittal entitled "9IERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Maps".

_ _ _ _ . - . . . . -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

Change Number 59*

Description:,

a Table 4.3 1, a new NOTATION (12) was added. This note was added to '

the surveillance to verify the RCS RTD bypass loop flowrate. This change
is appropriate for North Anna and is consistent with the MERITS and STS
4A Technical Specifications.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

|

| (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
!

. of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
G made to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
V assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes'do

not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions .or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than *

any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changesF

i ande to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
'

accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

!

|

l

L

a )

l'
l- * The justifications, road asps, and specific changes associated with this change nunher can be foed'l-

in the October 16, 1989 s@mittel entitled *' MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
| * Justifications and Road Mape".

. - - _ _ - - - _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ^ - - - - - - - - - ^ - - ^ -^^ ~~ ^
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Instrumentation Chapter |

;
LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

,

Change Number 60*

Description:

In Table 4.3-1, a new NOTATION (13) was added. This adds a note to the
ESFAS Surveillance Requirement to verify that the time constants are>

adjusted to their proper values for the Steam Generator Water
Level- low-Low and Steam Generator Water Level-Iow functions. This change
is appropriate for North Anna and is consistent with the MERITS and STS
4A Technical Specifications.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards .,

j of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
p with these changes would not:

O (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequenceshi of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability 'or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the. possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to- the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of._ safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes

j made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
I accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin

of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
*

The justifications, road emps, and specific changes associated with this change russier can be foed
in the Octaber 16, 1989 sesnittet ontitted amERITS Program, current North Ame Technical Specificetions

JustIfIcetIone and Road maps".

_ _ ._ _ _____-____ _ _ ___ __ _ - _ .- . . .-_
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

Change Number 61*
i-

Description:
;.

In Table 4.3-1, a new NOTATION (14) was added. This note was added to
the surveillance to verify that the interlock is in the required state
with power level greater than the interlock Trip Setpoint. This change
is appropriate for North Anna and is consistent with the MERITS and STS
4A Technical Specifications.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards-
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequencesA
! h of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been,

made to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
|

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes h.ve been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the - conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

|- Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not-
| involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
*

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change matier con be foed
in the October 16, 1989 sensittet entitled "uERITS Progres, Current N0rth Arme Technical Specifications
* Justificatione and Road Mape",

i

.~r 9 -- - ,&
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARLS ANAI.YSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

'LCO' 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

. Change Number 62*

Description:

In Table 4.3-1, a new NOTATION (15) was added. This adds a requirement
to test the train or logic channel every 92 days on a Staggered Test Basis.
This change is appropriate for North Anna and is consistent with the MERITS
and STE 4A Technical Specifications.

1

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) ' Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions orO assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do,

not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR. j

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin !

of safety has not been redued.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

)

,

*
The justifications, road maps, and specific chanose associated with this change nusher can be found

.

in the October 16,1999 subunittat entitled "utRITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specificatione '

Justifications and Road Magma. ~
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NO SICNIFICANT HA2ARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.1.1, Reactor Trip System Instrumentation

c..ange Number 63*

Description:

In Table 4.3 1, a new NOTATION (16) was added, providing an exception to
verification of the Trip Setpoint for the turbine trip functions. This
change is appropriate for North Anna and is consistent with the MERITS
and STS 4A Technical Specifications.

,

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance '

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been_p made to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or\ assumptions of the accident analyses. There fore , these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of _ an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to .tho' Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
. involve a significant hazards consideration.

-

-

l* The justifications, road empo, and specific changes associated with thf e change matar can be found ;
in the October 16, 1989 submittet entitled anERITS Program, Current North Arms Technical Spectfications '

Justifleetione and Road Mape''.
j

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - -- - - --- --- -- ~~
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3 NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
,U[ |Instrumentation Chapter '

|
'
.

LCO 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation

Change Number 1*
,

Description:

The word " train" was added to the LCO to cover those functions which are
on a Train basis.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not: *

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences '

of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actwition System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability of
occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in

/] the UFSAR.
G

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of eccident from-
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to . Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the-
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered
Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.3.2.1remainconsistentwiththeaccideganalysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the marginpf safetyas defined
in the BASES for any Technical Specification tras not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

f%
i \

Y'

i, The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rueer can be found*

I in the October 16, 1989 sutalttal entitled " MERITS Program, current North Anna technical Specifications
|. -j Justifications and Road Maps".

N __ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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. NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS i. f3 .(): -Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation

Change Number 2*

tDescription: ~

< 8

The reorganization of North Anna Tables 3.3 3, 3.3 4, 3.3 5, and 4.3 2
now has all of the requirements for each function contained within the
single North Anna MERITS Table 3.2.2-1.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

q

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences i

of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or I

,

assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR .Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability of >

g)- occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR..(

V

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made.
to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical.
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain ' consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered

.Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the '

conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis

u assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
[[ in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

I Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not' involve a significant hazards consideration.
'A

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nueer can be f ound
in the October 16, 1989 sutaittat entitled '' MERITS Program, Current North Anna fechnical Specifications

Justifications and Road Mape".

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
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NO SICNIFICANT HAZA' ADS ANALYSIS
,- .

Instrumentation Chapter t

:
LCO 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation

Change Number 3* !

Description:

A new Condition A addresses one or more channels for one or more functionsfrom Table 3.2.2 1 inoperable. The Required Actions are to refer to the
table and then perform the Required Actions as referenced in the
appropriate Conditions from the table. This Condition directs the user
to the table to determine which condition (s) to enter and then follow the ,prescribes Required Actions. This Condition also allows more than one '

channel / train / interlock to be inoperable and still have a prescribed course
of action to follow. This is consistent with the STS but is now clearly
stated for the reader.

With the setpoint less conservative than the Allowable Value, the
associated function must be declared inoperable and the referenced Required
Actions for the appropriate Condition of Table 3.2.21 must be performed.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with those changes would not:

O
,

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
I of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
| made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features

Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions ori

! assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
| Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1

remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, hese changes do not increase the probability of
occarrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical-

| Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ru ber can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 submittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current Worth Anna Technical Specifications
JustifIcatione and Roed Mape'',

. _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _. _. - - - _ _ . - -- . .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS,,

( ) Instrumentation Chapters

LCO 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation

Change Number 3*(continued)

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered
Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

!

|

l

|

|

|^
1
.

|
|

|
|

r
{

.

(

| *
The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change ruster can te f ound
in the October 16, 1989 submittet entitled "MERif t Program, Current Worth Anne Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Maps".

- - _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ - - _ -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
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<

i I Instrumentation Chapter<j'

LCO 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation !

Change Number 4*

Description:

The response time testing of the Engineered Safety Features Actuation
iSystem (ESFAS) functions is now described in the Surveillance Requirements
,

section. Response Time Table 3.3 5 has been relocated but the requirement '

to perform response time testing has been retained in the Surveillance
Requirements section. Improvement programs at the Seabrook and Vogtle
nuclear plants have already accomplished this change to Technical
Specifications and have relocated the response tirne table to other
controlled documents. The response times for the North Anna ESTAS
Instrumentation System have been relocated to the Updated Final Safety

,

>

Analysis Report, Chapter 16. Technical Requirements.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been

(7 made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
\ Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or'

assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3,3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability of
occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made '

to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features !

Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

,

l

|

|

V

The justificatione, road nepe, and specific changes associated with this change noter can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 shittel entitled ''MERif 5 Program, Current North Anne technical Specifications
* Justificatione and Road Maps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation

Change Number 4* (continued)

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered
Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, t.he margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

I

1
iq

.h

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be f ourd
in the October 16, 1989 submittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Maps".a

. _ _ . _ _ _ . . . . _ _ _ . _ ._._ _____ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ .-
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter
:

LCO 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation I

Change Number $*
!

Description:

Additional Surveillance Requirements have been added to be consistent with
the MERITS specification and to support incorporation of WCAP 10271,
Supplement 2. Evaluation of Surveillance Frequencies and Out Of Service
Times for the Engineered Safety Features Actuation System, May 1986.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
jof an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been i

made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features |Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or !

assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the

| _ UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability of
! L occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated ine

the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

| co Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
t Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or

assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered
Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
g involve a significant hazards consideration.

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rueber can be f ourd
in the october 16, 1989 submittet entitled " MERITS program, turrent North Anna Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Maps".

._ . - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -__ _ ___ _ __
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Q Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation

Change Number 6*

Description:
1

1

The interlocks are now treated the same way as any of the other ESFAS
functions. There are minimum channel requirements, a prescribed Required
Action, and associated Surveillance Requirennents for each interlock.

|
l

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

' "" (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability of
occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
| any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
'

to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1,

'

remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
i UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of
i an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the

UFSAR.

I (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered
Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

| Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

| .

The justifications, road esps, and specific changes associated with this change rustier can be f ourd*

i in the October 16, 1999 submittet entitled "mEtlTS Program, Current North Ame Technical Specifications
'

Justifications and Road Mape".

. . _ _ _ _ _ _ ._ _ ____ _ ____ - _ _ _ ___ - . _ .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter
N

LCO 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation

Change Number 7*

Description:

The TOTAL NO. OF CHANNELS column of Table 3.3 3 has been deleted. Only
the MINIMUM CHANNELS OPERABLE enlumn is included and it now contains the
total number of channels for that ESFAS function. This is based on a
ch'ange to the tech spec format. The CHANNELS TO TRIP column of Table 3.3 3
has been deleted. The trip actuation logic for a particular ESTAS function
is now found in the Condition Statements of the specification. The MINIMUM
CHANNELS OPERABLE of MERITS Table 3.2.21 is now the same as the TOTAL NO.
OF CHANNELS from Table 3.3-3. With less than the total channels available,
a Condition, with associated Required Actions, is entered.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features

(] Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
V assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical

Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability of
occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

OV
* The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be f ound

in the october 16,1989 sutunittet entitled am(RITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Spect fications
* Justifications and Road Mape''.

;1
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NO S7CNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS |
,
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) Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation

Change Number 7* (continued)

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no '

changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered
Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the ;

conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis -

assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as' defined -

in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

i

f'NO

O '

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be found
in the October 16, 1989 shittet entitled '' MERITS Program, Current Worth Anna Technical Specifications

JustifIcetions and Roed Mape''.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Q Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3,3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation

Change Num'oer 8*

Description:

This information has been removed from the table as it was not complete
and it is not the purpose of Tech Specs to provide system descriptions.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability of
occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

O
h (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
| to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
) Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
i assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical

Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the

| UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered
Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore. Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with 'his change ruter can be f ound

in the october 16,1989 sutaittel entitled aMERITS Program, Current North Anna fechnical Specifications
Justifications and Road Mape''.

. . _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ - _ _ _ _ - - - . _ _ . _ _ _ _ - -
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Instrumentation Chapter

LCO- 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation

Change Number 9*
;

Description: !

The name of the function has been changed to Pressurizer Pressure..Lov to
be consistent with the current industry standard naming convention.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordanc.e with the standards '

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
1. of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been

made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the * conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in t.he
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability of
occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.,

s

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features

I Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
| assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
| Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
l remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the

UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered

| Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

'

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be f ound*

in the October 16, 1989 submittel entitled '' MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

___ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ . - - _ _ -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS |

- Instrumentation Chapter I

LCO 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation

Change Number 10*

Description:

The name of the function has been changed to Steam Line Differential '

Pressure to be co.asistent with the current industry standard naming
convention.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1

( remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
| UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probe.bility of''

/' occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1;

| remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
! UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of

an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

<

l. (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered
Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

1

-

%/

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rwber can be f ound*

j' in the October 16,1969 sutaittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
I * Justifications and Road Maps".
|

, -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANAINSIS
m

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation

Change Number 11*
j

Description:

1

Superscripted note references have been added to the Mode Applicability
column to clearly identify when the particular function must be OPERABl.E.
This includes pressurizer pressure, steam line differential pressure, and
others.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability of

! occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
V the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1 Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the

,

UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered
Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

n

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rueer can be f ound*

in the october 16, 1989 shittel entitled '' MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Mape".

_ . . - . _ _ _ - _ _ - _ - . _ _ - - _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ - - _ _ _ _ _ - _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSISq
)Instrumentation Chapter
|

LCO 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation

Change Number 12*

Description:

Exceptions to LCO 3.0.4 are specified in the affected MERITS Required
Actions.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with those changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safer.y Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability of
occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(V (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered
Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

A

%

* the justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change number can be found
in the October 16, 1989 s@mittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Mapa".a

. . _ _ _
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n

|Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation

Change Number 13*

Description:

The new MERITS Technical Specifications do not address (n 1) loop operation
as this option has not been licensed at North Anna,

!The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or corsequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been

1made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features jActuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or ;

assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1 ,

remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the '

UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability of
occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in ,

the UFSAR. '

OtV (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

| to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
| Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or

assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain- consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered
Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the '

conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

OV
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rutier can be f ound*

in the October 16, 1989 s@mittal entitled " MERITS Program, Current Worth Anna Technical Specif f estions
Justifications and Road Maps". .

_ _ - _ . - --
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANAINSIS 6

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation

Change Number 14* '

Description:

The Action column of Table 3.3 3 has been replaced with a reference to
the appropriate Condition of the new MERITS Technical Specifications.

r

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance '

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability of
occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR,

OO (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.2,1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
, changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered
i Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the
[ conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
|~ Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
| Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
'

assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|
i

v
,

j The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rustier can be f ound*

; in the october 16, 1989 submittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
JustifIcetions and Road Maps''.

._ _ _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation

Change Number 15*

Description:

The name of the required channel has been changed to "1/ loop". This change
is acceptable for North Anna and is consistent with the MERITS version of
this LCO.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CF1t50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability of
occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in,_.

the UFSAR.

-(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or '

assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
WSAR , Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered
Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.3.2,1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

C
-(

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rutier can be f ound*

in the October 16, 1989 s@mittet entitled ''MERiis Program, Current North Anna fechnical Specifications
Justificatione and Road Maps".

.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
p

j

( Instrumentation Chapter '

1.C0 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation
1

1

Change Number 16*

Description:

The name of the required channel has been changed to "1/ steam line" to be
more technically correct. This change is acceptable for North Anna and |

,

is consistent with the MERITS version of this LCO. '

)
The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards

i

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance |with these changes would not: |

|

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation . system Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or ;
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical

.

Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability of
occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

| (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from'

any accident previously evaluated becauss no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current' Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of

,

an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered
Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the

! conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
| Technical- Specifications. The changes made to Technical

Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
| assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
| in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

L Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
i involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nautier can be f ound*

in the october 16, 1989 edznittel entitled " merit $ Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
| * Justifications and Road Maps".

__ _ _ _ _ _ - ____ ___ - _ --__ _ ____.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSISp

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation

Change Number 17* *

Description:

The Safety Injection signal has been separated from the Automatic Actuation
Logic and Relays. This change is acceptable for North Anna and is
consistent with the MERITS version of this LCO.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards !

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not: I

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the

,

UFSAR. Thetofore, these changes do not increase the probability of ,

occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features '

Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical

| Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

l

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered
Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

'

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be f ound''

in the October 16, 1989 submittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current korth Anna fechnical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

___._ __. _
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() Instrumentation Chapter
|

LCO 3.3.2.1 Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation

Change Number 18* ;

Description:

The STS 4A and MERITS Technical Specifications do not require Manual and
Automatic Actuation of Steam Line Isolation to be OPERABLE in MODE 4 -

This change is acceptable for North Anna and is consistent with STS 4A
and the MERITS versions of this specification.

,

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the

| UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability of0 occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in,

the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

| to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered
Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|
~

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change twasber can be f ound*

in the October 16, 1989 submittat entitled aMERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifieations and Roed Maps''.

1_
_ _.__.__.___- _ - -- -.
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NO SIGNIFICANT P.AZARDS ANALYSIS,

-V Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation !

Change Number 19*

Description:

|

The name of the required channels has been changed to "1/ train, 2 trains". I
This refers to the single trained switches that actuate Main Steam Line
Isolation. One is in the Control Room and the other is in the Relay Room.
This is also consistent with the MERITS Technical Specifications. The
individual switches for the Main Steam Isolation Valves are covered under
North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.3, Main Steam Isolation Valves.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features

;Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1

Ot remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability of
occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1

| remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
| UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of

an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR. *

i

O
| \

The justifications, road mope, and speelfic changes estociated ult 5 this change rueer con be found*

| In the October 16, 1989 shittot entitled " MERITS Program, Current Worth Anna Technical Spectfications
' Justificettons and Road Mape".
i
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

p)! Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation

Change Number 19* (continued)

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered
Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the '

conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical -

Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
,

assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

|
|

|

f%
'

1
* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes pssociated with this change ruter can be f ound

in the October 16, 1989 submittet entitled " MERITS Program, current North Anna fechnical Specifications
Justifications and Road Mape".
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Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation

Change Number 20*

Description:

The description of the required channels has been changed to "3/ steam
generator" as this is more technically correct. This change is acceptable
for North Anna and is consistent with the MERITS Technical Specifications.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability of
occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in

. the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered
Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
|

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rm.suber can be f ound*

in the october 16, 1989 submittal entitled amtRITS Program, Current North Anna Itchnical SpeciflCations .

* Justifications and Road Maps".
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V Instrumentation Chapter
!

LCO 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation '

Change Number 21*

Description:

The Automatic Actuation Logic and Actuation Relays have been added to this
r

function. This change is acceptable for North Anna and is consistent with '

the MERITS version of this LCO.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CTR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences '

of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability of

p occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in,

Q the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibilicy of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features,

| Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or

i assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
1 Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1

remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR,

(3)- Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered
Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
Q

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change runber can be f ound*

in the october 16, 1989 sutaittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current N0rth Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

_ - _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . - - - _ . _ - - ~-- .---- -
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Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation

Change Number 22*

Description:

The name of this function has been changed to " Loss of Offsite Power".
This change is acceptable for North Anna and is consistent with the MERITS
version of this LCO.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards I

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

,

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1

: remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
i UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability of

occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

| any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
i to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1 Engineered Safety Features

Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical,

'

Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of

| an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
'

UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in tts margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1. Engineered
Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

w)

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change retier can be f ound
in the October 16, 1989 sdsmittel entitled "MERif S Program, Current North Anne Technical Spect fIcations
* Justifications and Road Maps".
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C Instrwnentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation
,

Change Number 23*

Description:
,

The requirement to have the individual auxiliary feedwater pump switches
as part of the ESFAS functions has been deleted. This is a manual
actuation and the safety analyses do not model manual actuation of '

auxiliary feedwater. This function is covered in North Anna MERITS LCO
3.6.5, Auxiliary Feedwater System. Refer to North Anna Specification .

3.7.1.2 Justification,
i

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentatioa, which alter the conditions or

| assumptiens of the accident analyses of the current Technical
n Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
i] remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the

UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability of
occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

.

4

The justifications, road asps, and specific changes associated with this change rueer can be f ound*

in the October 16, 1989 sdunittet entitled "MERiis Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Mape".

*
._
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b)'

'Instrweentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.2.1. Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation

Change Number 23* (continued) l

I
(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no j

changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered i

Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the
conditions or assumptions of tne accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced. ,

;

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

/^s
( I
uJ

|
1

I.

p
'

.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be f ound*

in the October 16, 1989 submittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current borth Anna Technical Specifications
Justlfications and Road Maps".
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[V) Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation

Change Number 24*

Description:

DELETED THIS COMMENT

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safaty Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability of
occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(O (2) Create the possibility of a new or different' kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2,1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1 Engineered
Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change natier can be f ound*

in the October 16, 1989 submittet entitled "MEtif t Program, Current Worth Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Mape".a

.
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iV) Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation

Change Number 25*

Description:

The safeguards 4 kV bus undervoltage and degraded voltage functions only
start the emergency diesel generators. These functions have been relocated

tto North Anna MERITS LCO 3.7.1, AC Sources Operating. Refer to North
Anna Specification 3.8.1.1 Justification.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not: -

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences iof an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been '

made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1 *

remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
, UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability of
i occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in

the UFSAR. -

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

;

to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features *

Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
; assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical

Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of
an accf. dent of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

|

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
| changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered
| Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the

conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysisI

) assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
'

in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced,

p Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
i O involve a significant hazards consideration.
'

The justlflections, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nJter can t)e f ound*

in the October 16, 1989 submittel entitled * MERITS Program, Current Worth Anna fechnicet Specifications
Justif t:stions and Road pops".a

- - -- - -
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Q Instrumentation Chapter

/ Lc0 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation
!

|- Change Number 26*

Description:

Control room emergency ventilation functions have been added. This change
is acceptable for North Anna and is consistent with the MERITS and STS 4A
versions of this LCO.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

| (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Featuresg

Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical,

|f Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis . assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability of

.

. occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
( the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1

f remain cons.istent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

| (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered
Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current

| Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

l. Thorefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
| involve a significant hazards consideration.

|1
'

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be found*
,

in the october 16,199 submittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specif feations
Justificat{ons and Road Maps''.
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Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation

Change Number 27*

L Description:
|

| The phrase HOT STANDBY is no longer used and is replaced by MODE 3.
'

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with-these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or|

assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability of
occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

( (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no -

changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered
Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current-
Technical- Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

- \ .

\_/

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rueer can be fourd*

in the October 16, 1989 submittal entitled '' MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
- JustifIeatione and Road Maps".

_.________- - __ __ -_____..--___ ___-___-. __ _ _ _
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(])i Instrumentation Chapter

i LCO 3,3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation

Change Number 28*

Description:

The pM st COLD SHUTDOWN is no longer used and is replaced by MODE 5.3

Oc proptised change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards,

ef 1GCFR$0.92(c) and it sa facen determined that operations in accordancep
'

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or*

assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the.

UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability of
occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

I ( (2) Create the possibility of.a new or different kind of accident from *

| *

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the

| UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

| (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered
Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the.,

| conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current.
Technical Specifications. The changes -made to Technical
Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis

| assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
'

in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been ieduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

L

A
-

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change numer can be found*

j in the October 16, 1989 submittal entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".1

|

. - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ . - - _ _ _ - _ - _ - _ _ _ _ .
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il I
U Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation

Change Number 29*.

Description:

The phrase HOT SHUTDOWN is no longer used and is replaced by MODE 4.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability of

( occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
)- the UFSAR.
.n

. (} (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
*

| any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current - Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered
Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the

| conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced,

l Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards censideration.!

i

''

4

V- . ;

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nusber can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 submittat entitled '' MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Spect fications
- Justifications and Road Maps".

)
.
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Inst umentation Chapter
i

LCO 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation

Change Number 30* 1
'

Description:

These changes (allowed outage times, surveillance intervals, and bypassing)
are justified in WCAP-10271, Supplement 2, Evaluation of Surveillance
Frequencies and Out of Service Times for the Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System, February 1986.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

4
(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences

of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the - current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the

f UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability of
( . occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in' the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
,

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3,3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered
Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter. the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
_

involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justificettore, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruber can be f ound*

in the October 16, 1989 submittat entitled aMERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

_ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ - - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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(Of Instrumentation Chapter

LCO _3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation

Change Number 31*

Description:

The term " blocked" has been replaced with " bypassed" to be more technically
correct. This change is acceptable for North Anna and is consistent with
the STS 4A and MERITS Technical Specifications.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) -Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequencec
cf an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been-
made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability of
occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in

( the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident.from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the . accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered

| Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which. alter the
. conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
$pecification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

b'
G .

-* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nu@er can be found
in the October 16, 1989 sutalttal entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Maps".

- _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ .
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3.3.2.1. EnB neered Safety I'eatures Actuation System InstrumentationiLCO

Change Number 32*

Description:

Actions have been added to address inoperable automatic actuation logic
and actuation relays for the Turbine Trip and Feedwater Isolation function.
With one' train inoperable, 6 hours is allowed to restore the train or be
in MODE 3. One train may be bypassed for up to 4 hours for surveillance.
testing providing the other train is OPERABLE. This change is acceptable
for North Anna and is consistent with the STS 4A and MERITS Technical
Specifications.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes-would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or. consequences-
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1

O remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability of
occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

.(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which - alter the conditions or'

assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions- in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

I

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nunter can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 sutznittal entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Mape".

.

. . . .
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p ~ Instrumentation Chapter
~'j\

LCO 3,3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation

Change Number 32* (continued)

-(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered
Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis

,

assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
.

!

O
V

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nuter can be f ound*

in the October 16, 1989 sutaittal entitled " MERITS Program, Current Worth Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".
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Q Instrumentation Chapter

LCO. 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation

Change Number 33*

Description:

Actions have . been added to address inoperable control Room Emergency
Ventilation. Seven days is allowed to restore the train to OPERABLE status
or the system must be placed in the recirculation mode of operation. This
is the mode of operation that the system is placed in during an accident.
This change is acceptable for North Anna and is consistent with the STS
4A and MERITS Technical Specifications.

, The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
[ of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
h 'with these changes would not:

.

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences;= ,

of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have beeni
'

| made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
| Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or

assumptions 'of the accident analyses of the current Technical
-Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1

O_ remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
-() UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability of

occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
|| the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident-from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of - the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of -

an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered
Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis i
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

d(7 Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a signific' ant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change numeer can be f ound*

in the october 16, 1989 sutalttel entitled "MERiis Program, Current North Anna fechnical Specifications
Justifications and Road Mape''.

_ ____- _- _ _ _ __-__ _ - _ _. _
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LCO. 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation

Change Number 34*

Description: >

The interlocks have been incorporated into the ESFAS table as Function 8.
Major reformatting was performed to accomplish this. No technical changes
were made. An ANALOG CHANNEL OPERATIONAL TEST has been added to the
existing CHANNEL CALIBRATION Surveillance Requirements. Required Actions .
have been identified for each of the interlocks. The Required Actions are
appropriate for the North Anna Units and are consistent with the MERITS
tech specs and the STS 4A tech specs.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance.with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequent;es
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1

- remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the.

|. UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability of'~
occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in|

I the UFSAR.
|

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

! ._.
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features

| Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of - the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the '

UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
eb.anges have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered
Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Q Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
V . involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rueer can be f ound*

in the October 16, 1969 submittal entitled "MERiiS Program, Current North Anna Technical $pecifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

_ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . - - - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - - _ _ - . _ - _ _ _ _ _
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Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation

Change Number 35*

Description:

Inequality signs have been added/ changed to make the specification more
technically correct with the use of 5 and 2: where appropriate.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards i

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(. (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
|~ of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been

made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical

. Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
; remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in . the
L UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability of
. occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
I the UFSAR.

5 (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical. Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features '

Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered
Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, .which alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical- Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

-

%)

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nureer can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 submittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

- - _ - . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - - _ _ _ _ - . - -.
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- ( Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation

Change Number 36*

Description:

Additional interlocks have been added to the ESFAS Table. These items
already exist but have merely been added to the Table. This change is
acceptable for North Anna and is consistent with the STS 4A and MERITS
Technical Specifications.

The proposed change has been evaluated in'accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or -

assumptions of the accident analyses of the current ' Technical
| Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1'

remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability ofh occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in.A the UFSAR.

|

(2)- Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
I changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered
[ Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the

conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical _ Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

|

| There fore , Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
| ,, involve a significant hazards consideration.

i .

A
1

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rnsber can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 submittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
( . Justifications and Road Maps".

|
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . .___ __ - __.
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(q/: Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation

Change Number 37*

Description:

The term "Not Applicable" has been changed to "NA" to be consistent with
the industry writers guide.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability of

| occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

b (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made,

; to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
) Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or

assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1;

| remain consistent. with the accident analysis s.ssumptions in the
l' UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of

an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered '
Safety Fe stures Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

..

.

.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nuter can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 sutaittel entitled "~ ERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical $pect ficationsM
Justifications and Road Maps".

_

_ , , _ _ _ _ _ , _ _ _ _ _ - . --- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation

Change Number 38*

Description:

The Trip Setpoint has been relocated to the end of the Table as Note 1.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated becauso no changes have been

' made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability of
occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

- (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
-

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to ' Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with - the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered
Safety Features Actuation System' Instrumentation, which alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
l

The justifications, road esps, and specific changes associated with this change runber can be found '*

in the october 16, 1989 stbnittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current hOrth Anna Technical Spect fIcations
Justifications and Road Maps".

_ _ _ _ _ . _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - - - _ _ - - - - _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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LCO 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation

Change Number 39*

Description: I

l

The Allowable Value has been relocated to the end of the Table as Note 2. |

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident - previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability of
occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from,

*

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical

1 Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the maxgin of safety because no
| changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered
! Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the

conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical-
Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

,

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

0
;

.

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change numer can be found
in the october 16, 1989 submittat entitled " MERITS Program, current North Anna Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Maps".

- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . - _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - _
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1
LCO 3.3.2.1, Engineered' Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation !

Change Number 40*

Description:

The MODES FOR WHICH SURVEILIANCE REQUIRED column of Table 4.3 2 has been
deleted as this is the same MODE applicability as already exists .in MERITS
Table 3.2.2 1.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not: ,

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1 r

remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
| UFSAR. . Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability of - -
'

occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated inO the UFSAR.

| |0 (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety - Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1

._ remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
. UFSAR. Therefore, these. changes do not create the possibility of-

an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the,

L UFSAR.
|

|- (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered
Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis

| assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change-does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

.

.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nu@er can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 sdsnittal entitled '' MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
JustifIcetione and Road Mape''.

. __



. . .

Pags-47 of 48

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation
,

Change Number 41*

Description:

The changes to the Surveillance Requirements section were made to make
the specification _ conform to the testing requirements of WCAP-10271,
Supplement 2, Evaluation of Surveillance Frequencies and Out Of Service
Times for the Engineered Safety Features Actuation System, February 1986.
This change is acceptable for North Anna and is consistent with the STS
4A and MERITS Technical Specifications.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or

y assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
'

. Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
p) remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the|

I ( UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability of
occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

| (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features

( Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical

! Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of:

| an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
i UFSAR.
|

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered
Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current

i. Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis

, assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
I in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

O Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not( involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change number can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 submittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna fechnical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps''.
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LCO 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation '

Change Number 42*

Description: >

t

This change in surveillance frequency- is justified in WCAP 10271,
Supplement 2, Evaluation of Surveillance Frequencies and Out Of Service
Times for the Engineered Safety Features Actuation System, February 1986.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

.

o (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
| of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been'

made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or i
assumptions of - the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changas made to Technical Specification 3.3.2'.1 *

remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions ' in the
UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability of
occurrence or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in,

l' Q the UFSAR.
\

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered Safety Features
Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter - the conditions or;

| assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1

, remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
!

UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of
an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.2.1, Engineered
Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation, which alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current

y Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.3.2.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis;

i

assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined
in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

Otv -

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change number can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 sutaittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technicat specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

___- - - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _
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'[dT Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3. 3. 3.1, Radiation Monitoring Ins trtusentation '

Change Number- 1*

Description:
,

The instrumentation requirements of North Anna Specification 3.3.3.1,
Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation, have been moved to North Anna MERITS ,

LCO 3.3.17, RCS Leakage Detection Systems, and LCO 3.8.4, _ Containment
Building Penetrations, or relocated outside of Technical Specifications.
Refer to North Anna Specification 3.4.6.1 Justification and North Anna
Specification 3.9.9 Justification. '

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards '

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses.

L_ Therefore, these changes do not increase the' probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

O (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident.(/ from any accident previously evaluated because no changes have
been made to the Technical Specification which alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore,,

l chese changes do not create the possibility of an accident of
(: a different type than any accident previously evaluated in the
;

UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
no changes have been made to the Technical Specification which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses.
The changes made to the Technical Specification remain*

consistant with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
Therefore, the margin of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does
not involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

,- O
~

*
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change matier can be fomd
in the October 16, 1989 s@mittet entitled amERifS Program, current North Anne Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Maps".a

-_ ___ . _ _ _ _ _ -- - __ _ _ _ _ _ ___ _ _ _ _ .
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-Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.1, Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 2*

= Description:

The requirement to have the alarm / trip setpoints within the specified limit
is part of the requirement to be OPERABLE. Therefore, the explicit
statement has been removed from the LCo.

.

The proposed change has-been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses.
Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any accident previously evaluated because no changes have
been made to the Technical Specification which alter the

O conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore,
these changes do-not create the possibility of an accident of
a different type than any accident previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
no changes have been made to the Technical Specification which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses,
The changes made to the -Technical Specification _ remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
Therefore, the margin of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does
not involve a significant hazarda consideration.

O
*

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ramtier can be found
in the October 16, 1989 sutaittel entitled '*eERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Mape".

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - - - . - - - - -- ~ --
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

(j"j' Instrumentation Chapter
t.

LCO 3.3.3.1 Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 3*
,

Description:

The word ' required" has been added to the Action Statement to prevent
confusion with other radiation monitoring channels that are not requiredas part.of the Technical Specifications.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance -
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated because the
reformatting and rewording process involves no technical
changes to existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, these
changes do not increase the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting

i

[ and rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation
j nor does it require physical modification to the plant.'

's
.

Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of an
accident of a different type than any accident previously
evaluated in the UFSAR,

i

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the reformatting and rewording process involves no technical
changes to existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the

,

margin of safety has not been reduced. '

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

I

O -

*
The justifications, road nope, and specific changes associated with this change rustier can be foi.rd;

in the october 16, 1999 stinittel entitled " MERITS Progree, Current North Ame Technicel Specifications
Justifications and Road mege".

|

.. . _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ - _
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NO SICNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

/ Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.1, Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 4*

Description:

The exception to LCO 3,0.3 is not required and has been deleted.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident-previously evaluated because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses.
Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a now or different kind of accident
from any accident previously evaluated because no changes have
been made to the Technical Specification which alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore,
these changes do not create the possibility of an accident of -
a different type than any accident previously evaluated in the,

N
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
no changes have been made to the Technical Specification which

|- alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses.
The changes made to the Technical Specification remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
Therefore, the margin of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does
not involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

|-

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change matier can be fourd*

in the Octoter 16, 1989 s@nittel entitled anERITS Program, Current North Ama Technicet Specifications
Justifications and Road Mape".

|

|
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

/~' 7 Instrumentation Chapter-

LCO 3.3.3.1, Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 5*
,

Description:

The exception to LCO 3.0.4 is no longer necessary because LCO 3.0.4 allows-
entry into a MODE with inoperable equipment as long as the Required Actions
permit continued operation with that equipment inoperable. The exception
to LCO 3.0.4 has therefore been deleted.-

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the - probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses.
Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any accident previously evaluated because no changes have
been made to the Technical Specification which alter the:(s conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore,
these changes do not create the possibility of an accident of
a different type than any accident previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
no changes have been made to the Technical ~ Specification which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accide'nt analyses.
The changes made to the Technical Specification remain

| consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
L Therefore, the margin of safety has not been reduced.1

| Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does!: not involve a significant hazards consideration.

'

O
* The justifications, road maps, and specific changet sesociated with this change maber can be found

in the october 16, 1989 s@mittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current morth Ame Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

. . - - - _ _ - - - -_- _ ___ - _ - _ _ _ _ - - _ - _ _ ______ -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

h Instrumentation Chapter
JJ

LCO -3.3.3.1, Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 6*

Description:

The name of the test has been changed to ANALOG CHANNEL OPERATIONAL TEST
to be consistent with the other LCOs in the North Anna MERITS
Instrumentation Chapter. This change was made to support the incorporation
of the Reactor Trip System and ESFAS relaxations in their respective LCOs.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not: '

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses.
Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any accident previously evaluated because no changes haveO,' been made to the Technical Specification which - alter the ,

conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore,
these changes do not create the possibility of an accident of
a different type than any accident previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
no changes have been made to the Technical Specification which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses.
The changes made to the Technical ' Specification remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
Therefore, the margin of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does
not involve a significant hazards consideration.

.. ,

,

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with thle change number can be fou1d
in the October 16, 1989 s@mittel entitled " MERITS Progree, current North Arve Technical Specifications

JustIfIcetione and Roed Maps".

___ _ _ - - _ . _ - _ - -____ - _- _ __ ____ - ______--_ -
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L
NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

,

? Instrumentation Chapter

;' LCO 3.3,3,1, Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation
i

Change Number 7*

p Description: *

l'

It is understood that Surveillances must be performed prior to entering
the Applicable Mode and at the specified frequency. It is not necessary
to state this in the Specification. Therefore, the statement has been
deleted.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

,

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specitication which
alter the conditions or. assumptions of the accident analyses.
Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability or
consequences of an' accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

~(2). Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any accident previously evaluated because no changes have

' been made to the Technical Specification which' alter the.g
-

conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses.' Therefore,
these changes do not create the possibility of an accident ofM a different type than any accident previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
- no changes have been made to the Technical Specification which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses.
The changes made co' tho' Technical Specification remain-
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
Therefore, the margin of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does
D not involve a significant hazards consideration.
L

i,

,

''7.
|

1- j

Y$ *

*
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rumber can be fowd
in the Octoeer 16, 1999 submittet entitled '' MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Mape". 1
'

. . - . . __ _ _ _ ___
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS i

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.1,' Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 8*

Description: 1
1

The MEASUREMENT RANGE column of Table 3.3 6 has been deleted. This'
information is not required in the Technical Specifications. No other
instrumentation in Technical Specifications has the instrument range
specified. This information.will be located in the Updated Final Safety
Analysis Report (UFSAR), Chapter 16, Technical Requirements. This deletion
is consistent with the STS 4A and MERITS versions of this TechnicalSpecification.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated because the
operability and surveillance requirements will not be affected.
The proposed change relocates requirements and surveillances
from the Technical Specifications to the UFSAR. These,

i operability requirements and surveillances will continue
! to

be maintained pursuant to 10 CFR 50.59.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any accident previously evaluated because adequate
controls for the relocated requirements exist under the
provisions of 10 CFR 50.59.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the affected structure, system, component. 'or variable
requirements and surveillances are the same as the existing
Technical Specification. For any future changes to the
requirements, the provisions of 10 CFR 50.59 and 50.71 will
be upheld.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

* The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change raaber can be fomd
in the october 16, 1989 sutunittel entitled anERiiS Program, Current North Ame Technical Specifications
- JustifIcetione and Road Maps".

. .- -
. _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ . - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ - -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.1, Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation I

Change Number 9*

Description:

The MODE Applicability (North Anna MERITS LCO 3.8.4, Containment Building
Penetrations) has been changed from " MODE 6" to " MODE 6 during ' CORE
ALTERATIONS or movement of irradiated fuel within containment". This is
the intent, to provide a system to isolate containment in the event of a
fuel handling accident. A fuel handling accident cannot occur unless CORE
ALTERATIONS are in progress or irradiated fuel is being moved within
containment.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 100FR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the. probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses.
Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any accident previously evaluated because no changes have
been made to the - Technical Specification which alter the
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore,
these changes do not create the possibility of an accident of
a different type than any accident previously evaluated in the

, UFSAR.
,-

| (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
no changes have been made to the Technical Specification which
alter the conditions. or assumptions of the accident analyses.
The changes made to the Technical Specification remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
Therefore, the margin of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does
not involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
*

The jut tifications, road esps, and specific, changes associated with this change rumber can be fouwf
in the october 16, 1989 semittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Ama Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Maps".

-

'*"" - - " w= - - _ - _ - _ . _ - - -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

= LCO 3.3.3.1, Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Neober 10*

Description:

The requirements for the Contai.3ent Purge and Exhaust Isolation radiation -
monitoring instrumentation have won moved to North Anna MERITS LDC0 3.8.4
Containment Building Penetrations. Refer to North Anna Specification 3.9.9
Justification. Sections c.2.a. c.2.b, and.2.c of North Anna MERITS LCO
3.8.4 identify the requirements to have this instrumentation OPERABLE.
Condition A of LCO 3.8.4 addresses a channel setpoint outside the limit
and allows 4 hours to restore the setpoint to within the limit. A Note
has been added to the completion Time to clearly state that the Completion
Time is on a per channel basis. This is not a technical change, only a
clarification of the existing requirements. This is also consistent with
the MERITS version of these requirements.

Condition B of LCO 3.8.4 addresses an inoperable channel for reasons other
than the setpoint being outside the limit. The Required Actions are to
place the affected containment penetrations in their required state. This
is consistent with North Anna specification 3.9.9. Additional Required
Actions have been added top suspend CORE ALTERATIONS and suspend movement
of irradiated fuel within containment. This takes the unit our of the

-

Applicability where the radiation monitoring channels are required to be
OPERABLE. This change is acceptable for North Anna and is consistent with
the MERITS version of this Specification.

The proposed change has been evaluated in s.ccordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated because the
operability and surveillance requirements will not be affected.
The proposed change moves the- requirement to another location
in the Technical Specifications.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any accident previously evaluated because the same
requirement will exist in the alternate location.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the affected structure, system, component, or variable
requirements and surveillances are the same as the existing
Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

l
* The justifIcatione, roed maps, and specific chenges associated wIth thie change raadser can be f ound

'

in the octcher 16, 1969 subalttal entitled 9ER!T5 Program, current Worth Anne iechniceL SpectfIcetione
JustifIeatione and Road Maps".

.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.1, Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 11*

Description:

The requirements for the RCS Leakage Detection radiation monitoring
instrumentation have been moved to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.17, RCS
Leakage Detection Instrumentation. Refer to North Anna Specification
3.4.6.1 Justification. Section (a.) of North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.17
identifies the requirements to have this instrumentation OPERABLE. The
LCO requirements have been changed to allow either the gaseous or
particulate channel in conjunction with either a sump level or sump
discharge flow channel. The intent of Regulatory Guide 1.45 is still met
in that two independent systems for monitoring RCS leakage are present.
Having a gaseous and particulate channel does not provide independence
since they are both powered from the same source and use much of the same
equipment (tubing, pump, etc.). This change is acceptable for North anna
and is consistent with the MERITS version of this Specification.

Condition A of North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.17 addresses inoperable gaseous
and particulate channels and an inoperable sump level or slump discharge
flow channel. The Required Actions are to obtain and analyze grab samples
of the containment atmosphere or perform a water inventory balance every

O- 12 hours. The required instrumentation must also be restored to OPERABLE
status within 30 days. Analyzing grab samples of the containment
atmosphere is equivalent to performing water balance inventories in that
the indepande.nt method of monitoring is still maintained. This change is
acceptable for North Anna and is conJistent with the MERITS version of this
/vecification.

Condition 5 of North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.17 addresses an inoperable gaseou%
or particulate channst and inoperable sump level and sump discharge !1ow
channels. Uith only the gaseous or particulate channel inoperable, the
other chaunal vill provide the required independent nothod of monitoring
RCS leakage ab long as the svap level or susp f.ischarge flow channel is
restored to OPERABLE status within 30 days. This change is acceptable for
North Anna and is consistent with the MERITS version of this Specification.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequer.ces of an accident previously evaluated because the
operability and surveillance requirements will not be affected.
The proposed change moves the requirement to another location
in the Technical Specifications.

* The justifications. road amps, and specific changes associated with thle thenge ramber can be foed
in the October 16, 1999 s@mittet entitled ''mERif t Program, Current North Anne fechnitet Specifications

JustifIcetions and Road Maps".

. . . . . _ . . . , . . . . . _ . . . . _ .
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No SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANA1.YSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

1.co 3.3.3.1. Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 11* (continued)

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any accident previously evaluated because the same
requirement will exist in the alternate location.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the affected structure, system, component, or variable
requirements and surveillances are the same as the existing
Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes escocleted with thle change rn;eher can be f ard*

in the October 16, 1999 shittet entitled "NEtlTS Progren, current herth Anne TechniceL S$ecifications
* Justifications and toed Maps".



_ _ _ . _ . .

Page 13 of 21

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.1, Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation
-

Change Number 12*

Description:

x The Fuel Storage Pool Area Criticality Monitoring instrumentation has been
relocated to the UFSAR, Chapter 16, Technical Requirements. The safety.
related function of this instrument is adequately provided by " North Anna; to provide the system that provides criticality monitoring in lieu of this
Tech Spec itea*.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

..
with these changes would not:

L (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability ori consequences of an accident previously evaluated because the
operability and surveillance requirements will not be affected.
The proposed change relocates requirements and surveillances
from the Technical Specifications- to the UFSAR. '!hese
operability requirements and surveillances will continue to
be maintained pursuant to 10 CFR 50.59.

O- (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any accident previously evaluated because adequate

- controls for the relocated requirements exist under the
provisions cf 10 cm 50.59.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the affected structure, system, component, or varir.ble

-

I
F requirements and surveillances are the same as the existing

Technicol 3pecification. For any future changes to thef requirements, the provisions of 10 cm 50.59 and 50.71 will
4 be upheld.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

9
1*

The justificatione, road emps, and specific changes associated with thle chenes rusher can be found {in the October 16, 1999 emittet entitled "nERITS Progree, Current Berth Anne fechnicet Specifications !

* Justificatione and Road Mapa*.

. .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.1 Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 13*-

Description:
)

The Containment High Range area radiation monitoring instrumentation has l
'

been relocated to the UFSAR, Chapter 16. Technical Requirements.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been dstermined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated because the
operability and surveillance requirements will not be affected.
The proposed change relocates requirements and surveillances >

from the Technical Specifications to the UFSAR. These
operability requirements and surveillances will continue to
be maintained pursuant to 10 cm 50.59.

,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any accident previously evaluated because adequate
controls for the relocated requirements exist under the

f provisions of 10 cm 50.59. i
\

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety becauce
the affected structure, systen, component, or variable
requirements and surveillances are the same as the er.isting
Technical Specification. For any future changes to the
requirements, the provisions of 10 CFR 50.59 and 50.71 will
be upheld. *

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed r.hange does
not involve a sign 8.ficant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road mese, and specific chenees essecleted with this change maeor can be found*

in the October 16,1999 s4mittel entitled "MERl18 Progree, current sorth Ame technical Specifications
Justificetters and hoed nape".

- - _ _ . - _ . . . . . .-- . - _ . - . .-
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Q Instrumentation Chapter
%J

LCO 3.3.3.1, Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 14*

Description:

The Ventilation Vent Caseous and Particulate radiation monitoring
instrumentation has been relocated to the UFSAR, Chapter 16. Technical
Requirements.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated because the
operability and surveillance requirements will not be affected.
The proposed change relocates requirements and surveillances
from the Technical Specifications to the UFSAR. These
operability requirements and surveillances will continue to
be maintained pursuant to 10 CFR 50.59.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
- from any accident previously evaluated because adequate

controls for the relocated requirements exist under the
provisions of 10 CFR 50.59.,

I

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the affected structure, system, component, wr variable
requirements and surveillances are the same os t.he existing
Technical Specification. For any future changes to the
requirements, the provisions of 10 CFR 50.59 and 50.71 will
be upheld.

:

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does
not involve a significant hazards consideration.

1

1

O
* The justifications, road maps, erud specific chenees esseclated with this charge rummer can be fo6tul

i
in the October 16, 1999 sutsnittet entitled ''4RITS Progres, Current North Ame Technicet Specifications

Justifications and Road maps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
(

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.1, Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 15*

Description:

The Ventilation Vent Noble cas High Range Effluent radiation monitoring
instrumentation has been relocated to the UFSAR, Chapter 16 TechnicalRequirements.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated because the
operability and surveillance requirements will not be affected.
The proposed change relocates requirements and surveillances
from the Technical Specifications to the UFSAR. These
operability requirements and surveillances will continue to
be maintained pursuant to 10 cm 50.59.

(2) Create the possibility of a new cr different kind of accident
from any accident previously evaluated because adequate

O controls for the relocated requirements exist under the
provisions of 10 CFR 50.59

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the affected structure, system, component, or variable
requirements and surveillances are the same as the existing
Technical Specification. For any future changes to the
requirements, the provisions of 10 cm 50.59 and 50.71 will
be uphelf..

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does
not involve a significant hazards consideration.

O -

1
1* The justifications, road esps, and specific changes seeeciated with this change ramter can be foed |

in the october 16,1999 sJnittet entitled amEtif t Proeren, current sorth Anne technical speelfleetions
Justifications and seed Neps'.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANAI.YSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.1 Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 16*

Description:

The Process Vent Noble Gas High Range Effluent radiation monitoring
instrumentation has been relocated to the UFSAR, Chapter 16. Technical

iRequirements.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
;of 10cm50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
|with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated because the
operability and surveillance requirements 4111 not be affected.
The proposed change relocates requirements and surveillances
from the Technical Specifications to the UFSAR. These
operability requirements and surveillances will continue to
be maintained pursuant to 10 cm 50.59.

.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any accident previously evaluated because adequate i

controls for the relocated requirements exist under theO provisions of 10 CFE 50.59.

,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the affected structure, systen, component, or variable
requirements and surveillances are the same as the existing
Technical Specification. For any future changes tc, the
requirements, the provisions of 10 cm 50.59 and 50.71 will
be upheld.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

,

O
(

The justifications, road mope, and specific chanses estaciated with thle change rumber can be fowd*

in the October 14, 1999 semittet entitled "NEtif t Program, Current sorth Anne Technicet SpectfIcettons
| * JustifIcetione and Reed Mess'.

. _ _ . _ . _ , . __ __ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ . _ , _ . . _ . _ _. , . ._.
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:

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANAI.YSIS

Instrumentation Chapter ,

V LCO 3.3.3.1, Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 17*
*

Description:

The Main Steam Noble cas High Range Effluent radiation monitoring |instrumentation has been relocated to the UFSAR, Chapter 16. Technical
Requirements. ,

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated because the

ioperability and surveillance requirements will not be affected.;
The proposed change relocates requirements and surveillances

.

'

from the Technical Specifications to the UFSAR. These '

operability requirements and surveillances will continue to
be maintained pursuant to 10 CFR 50.59.

i(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any accident previously evaluated because adequate

O controls for the relocated requirements exist under the i
provisions of 10 cm 50.59.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the affected structure, system, component, or variable
requirements and surveillances are the same as the existing
Technical Specification. For any future changes to the
requirements, the provisions of 10 C R 50.59 and 50.71 will
be upheld.

Thert, fore, Virginia Fower concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

|
!

.

| The justificettone, road maps, and specif(c cheneet setecleted with this chanse fueser can to fowul*

I in the Octater 16, 1999 submittel entitled "utt|TS Progree, Current seeth Ame Technicet Specifications
* Justifications and toed Naps".

_ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - -_ .-- .
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Page 19 of 21 '

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
!Instrumentation Chapter
j

LCO 3.3.3.1. Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number IC*

Deser4 t'.on:
;

The Auxiliary Feedwater Pump Turbine Exhaust Noble Gas High Range Effluent '

radiation monitoring instrumentation has been relocated to the UFSAR,
Chapter 16. Technical Requirements.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated because the
operability and surveillance requirements will not be affected.
The proposed change relocates requirements and surveillances ,

from the Technical Specifications to the UFSAR. These
operability requirements and surveillances will concinue to
be maintained pursuant to 10 cm 50.59. '

; (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident '

from any accident previously evaluated because adequate
controls for the relocated requirements exist under the
provisions of 10 cm 50.59.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
the affected structure, systes, component, or variable!

- requirements and surveillances are the same as the existing
Technical Specification. For any future changes to the
requirements, the provisions of 10 cm 50.59 and 50.71 will
be upheld.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

1

O
*

The justifications, road aspe, and specific chonees associated with thle change rumber can be fcmd
in the October 16, 1999 edelttel entitled " MERITS Progres, current herth Ame Technical Specifications
* Justificettone and Road Mape'.

|

. . . . _ . .
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Page 20 of 21

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANA1.YSIS

Instrumentation Chapter
O' 1.C0 3.3.3.1, Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 19*

Description:
1

The corresponding North Anna MERITS Surveillance Numbers are included for '

clarity. These numbers are appropriate for each of the Surveillances in
the respective column. ;

|

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CMt50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. !Therefore, these changes do not increase the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR. !

>

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any accident previously evaluated because no changes have '

i

been made to the Technical Specification which alter che
conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore,
these changes do not create the possibility of an accident of
a different type than any accident previously evaluated in che
UFSAR.

!-
| (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
! no changes have been made to the Technical Specification which
l

alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses,
The changes made to the Technical Specification remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
Therefore, the margin of safety has not been reduced.

!

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does r

not involve a significant hazards consideration.
,

'

t

O
*

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change matuer can be found
in the October 16, 1999 sdaittel entitled '1eEllTS Program, current North Anne Technicet Specifications
- Justifications and Iced Maps *.

b

-g- - - .,. , -e , _. . ..
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANA1.YSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.1, Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation
I

Change Number 20*
|

Description:
|

The MODES IN VHICH SURVEILIANCE REQUIRED column has been deleted.All
Surveillances must be performed prior to entering the MODE or unit
condition applicability. This is understood and clearly stated in SR3.0.3. Each Surveillance must also be performed at the at the specified

*

Frequency. This column is not necessary.
1

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

>

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or i

consequences of an accident previously evaluated because no
changes have been made to ths Technical Specification which I

alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses.
Therefore, there changes do not increase the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFS$P.,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident

O from any accident previously evaluated because no changes have
been made to the Technical Specification which alter the

i conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore.'

these changes do not create the possibility of an accident of
a different type than any accident previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

+

.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because
no changes have been made to the Technical Specification which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses.
The changes made to the Technical Specification remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
Therefore, the margin of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Pouer concludes that this proposed change does
not involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

|
|

O
*

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes ossociated with this change rustier con tie found
in the octotier 16, 1999 sJuntttet entitled '' MERITS Program, current Worth Ame Technicet specifications
* Justifications and Road maps".

- . . -- . _-
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS~[ 't
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;
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i
i

iReactor Coolant System Chapter 'i

LCO 3.3.3.1, Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 1*

Description:

The instrumentation requiremencs of North Anna Specification 3.3.3.1,
Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation, have been moved to North Anna MERITS

;LCO 3.3.17, RCS Leakage Detection Systems, and LCO 3.3.4, Containment '

Building Penetrations, or relocated outside of Technical Specifications., '

Refer to North Anna !ipecification 3.4.6.1 Justification and North Anna
Specificatiott 3.9.9 Justification.

| The proposed change-has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
i .O . of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

'-

! V with these changes would not:
1

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and

,

surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
moves the requirement to other locations in the Technical
Specifications.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the same requirements will

,exist in the alternate locations.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

i .

(h-O

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change numer can be f ound*

in the October 16, 1999 s@mittel entitled '' merit $ Progree, Current North Anna fechnical $pect fications
* Justifications and Road Mape".,.

|^

- . - - _. ._. .
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Page 2 of 22 |
NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS,

l i
V

Reactor Coolant System Chapter )
LCO 3.3.3.1, Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 2* !

Description: |
1

The requirement to have the alarm / trip setpoints within the specified limit
is part of the requirement to be OPERABLE. Therefore, the explicit I

statement has been removed from the LCO. |

!
The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards '

of' 10CFRSO.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evsluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the cor.ditions er
assumptions of the accident analyses. The re fore , these changen do
not increese the probability or consequences of an accioent
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2)(q Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from,

| '] any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
| to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
'

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter

,

the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

1

l The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ramtier can be f ound*

in the october 16, 1989 sutaittet entitled "Mitlis Program, Current North Anne technical Spectfications
* Justifications and Road Mape''.

-
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS '

\|V i

Reactor Coolant System Chapter
i

LCO 3.3.3.1, Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 3*

Description:

The word " required" has been added to the Action Statement to prevent '

confusion with other radiation monitoring channels that are not required
as part of Technical Specifications.

2

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards !
of 10Cnt50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequenens
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

'to the Technical Spectiication which alter the conditions or
.

assweptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.,

|
(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from|

bO any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
Any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margint

| of safety has not been reduced,
i

! Therefore Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

R.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter' can be f ound*

in the october 16, 1989 shlttel entitled "MEltl15 Program, Current North Anne fechnical SpectfIcations
Justifications and Road Maps".a

. . - -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
t i

G *

Reactor Coolant System Chapter '

LCO 3.3.3.1, Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 4* '

Description:

The exception to LCO 3.0.3 is not required and has been deleted.
,

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequerwes
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes hr.ve been made
to the Technical Sp cification which alter the condftions or
assumptions of the accident anal,sses. Therefore, these changs de- :

not increase the probability or coct,equincon of an accicer.t
previously evaluated f.n the UFSAR.

'

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of e.ccident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been mada

p to the Technical Specifica:ior which alter the conditions or
( assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, the.se changes do '
'

not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced,

i

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant harards consideration.

l

|

|
|

i
|

O
* The justifications, road asps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be found

in the october 16, 1999 sutaittel entitled ''MER!il Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Mape .a

-. . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANAI.YSIS,,
j

lV) I

iReactor Coolant System Chapter !

!LCO 3.3.3.1, Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation
1Change Number 5'
i

l

Description: I

The exception to LCO 3.0.4 is no longer necessary because LCO 3.0.4 allows
entry into a MODE with inoperable equipment as long as the Required Actions
permit continued operation with that equipment inoperable. The exception
to LCO 3;0.4 has therefore been deleted.

!

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards !

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been docermined ths.t operations in accordance *

with these changer would nat:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been acde
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, those changes do inot increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

[-) (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident fromb any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

.

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety,because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter ,

the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power cc.ncludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

|

1

I.
! h

O

| The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter een be f ound*

in the October 16, 1989 suhaf ttet entitled " merit $ Progree, Current North Anne fechnicel Specifications
) Justifications and Road Maps".

|
, - . . - -_
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. NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
i

(G't 1
|Reactor Coolant System Chapter d

LCO 3.3.3.1. Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation
i

!
Change Number 6'

Description:

The name of the test has been changed to ANAlhG CHANNEL OPERATIONAL TEST
.

'

to be consistent with the other LCOs in the North Anna MERITS
Instrumentation Chapter. This change was made to support the incorporation i

of the Reactor Trip System and ESFAS relaxations in their respective LCOs.
{

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards j
1

of 10CFR$0.92(c) and it has been deter:ained that operations in accordance I
with these changes would r.ot:

i

I
(1) Involve a significant increase in the Probability or consequences j

of an accident previously evaluated because, no changes have been made
to the ibchnieml Specification which alt.c r the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. The re forte , these changes da

inot increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

|

[ (2) Creato che possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
'

any accident previously evaluated because no chalige s han been made
to the Technical Specification which altar the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or ascumptions of the accident analyses. The changes

$made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced. '

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

( *

The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change ruber een t)e f ound*

in the October 16, 1989 sutunittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current Worth Anne fechnicet $pecifications *

* Justificatiens and Road Mape .a

. - . .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
! !
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|

I

Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.1, Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 7*

Description:

It is understood that Surveillances imust be performed prior to entering
the Applicable Mode and at the specified frequency. It is not necessary

,

to state this in the Specification. Therefore, the statement has been 1

,

deleted.
,

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 20CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance t

with these changes would not:

(1) Involv., e significant increase ir the probability or consequences
of an t.c41 dent previously evaluat ed bec.ause no changes have been made
to cha Technice.1 Specificatir>n which alter the conditions or
escaptions of the uccident r,nalyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase ihe probability or consequences cf an accident

j previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
>

l

(n) (2) C4eate the possibilicy of a new or different kind of accident from
|

v any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made '

! to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do '

not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin

' of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration. ,

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be f ourd*

in the October 16, 1989 sutalttet entitled " MERITS Program, current North Anne Technical Specifications
JustifIcetiens and Roed Maps .a

__ ___ _-- _ _ - . .. . , _ -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS,

[V}
;

Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.1, Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation
t

Change Number 8* i

Description: '

The MEASUREMENT RANGE column of Table 3.3 6 has been deleted. This
information is not required in the Technical Specifications. No other
instrumentation in Technical Specifications has the instrument range
specified. This information will be located in the Updated Final Safety
Analysis Report (UFSAR), Chapter 16. Technical Requirements. This deletion
la consistent | with the STS 4A and MfRITS versions of this Technical
Specification.

The proposed chcnge has ber.n evaluated fu accordance with the standards
af 10CFRSO.92(c) and it has been deter'uned that operations in accordance
with thest changen would not..-

(1) Involve .a significant increase, in the probability or consequences
;

of an accident previously evaluated breautc no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

_

'

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do(m' not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
:previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do ,

not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes i

made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.|

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

.

>

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change tweer can be f ound
in the October 16, 1989 submittal entitled 'witif t Program, current North Ama fechnical Specifications
* Justiffcations and Road Maps".

~
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS,

'O
Reactor Coolant System Chapter

1.C0 3.3.3.1, Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 9'
i

iDescription:

The MODE Applicability (North Anna MERITS LCO 3.8.4, Containment Building '

Penetrations) has been changed from " MODE 6" to " MODE 6 during CORE
ALTERATIONS or movement of irradiated fuel withi t containment". This is
the intent, to provide a system to isolate containment in the event of a
fue) handling accident. A fuel hetidling cecident cannot occur unless CORE
ALTERATIONS are in progress or irradiated feel is being moved within
containment.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CTR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or '

,

I fq assumptions of the accident analysop. Therefore, these changes do'

t not increase the probability or consequences of an accident ,

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

. (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or,

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
| not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
| any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

! (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
! changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
! the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes

made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
| involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rueer can be found

in the October 16, 1989 shnittet entitled * merit $ Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Maps".

_
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS |x

Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.1, Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 10*

Description:

The requirements for the Containment Purge and Exhaust Isolation radiation
monitoring instrumentation have been moved to North Anna MERITS 1.C0 3.8.4,
Containment Building Penetrations. Refer to North Anna Specification 3.9.9
Justification. Sections c.2.a., c.2.b., and c.2.c. of North Anna MERITS ,

LCO 3.8.4 identify the requirements to have this instrumentation OPERABLE.
Condition A of LCO 3.8.4 addresses a channel sotpoint cutside the limit i
and allows 4 hours to restore the setpoint to within the limit. A Note
has been addsd to the Completion Time te clearly state that the Completion
Time is on a per cht.nnel basis. This is not a technical enanp only a
clarification of the existing requircuento. This is also etnoictant with

,

the MFMTS vwsf.on of these teguiraments. j

condition B of LCO 3.P 4 addresses an inoperable channel for teasons other '

; than the set &oint being autside the limit. The Required Actions are to
; . place the effected containment penetrations in their required state. This .

l . m)
is consistent with North Anna ripecification 3.9.9. Addftional Required

i Actions have been added to suspend CORL ALIERATION$ r.nd ruspend movement
oR irradiated fuel wit.hin contairement. This takes the unit cut of the

! Applicability where the radiation monitoring channels are required to be '

OPERABLE, This change is acceptable for North Anna and is consistent with
the MERITS version of this Specification.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
| of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

with these changes would not:i

|

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

1 not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
| previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

O -

* The justiflections, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be found
in the october 16, 1999 s@mittat entitled am(RITS Program, Current North Anne Technicet Specifications

Justifications and Road Maps".

_ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . . . _ _ _ . . _ _ _ , _. _
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NO SICNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS '

,-
,

Q)
Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.1, Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 10' (continued)

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced. ,

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideratic,n.

>

|

(
,

l
|

|

|

!

!
|

|

|

,m

L) -

The justifications, road maps, and spt fle changes associated with this change rueer can te found*

in the October 16, 1999 shittel entitth!''MER115 Program, Current North Anne fechnical Specifications
* Justifiestions and Road Mape''.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
/ \

Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.1 Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 11*

Description:

The requirements for the RCS Leakage Detection radiation monitoring
instrumentation have been moved to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.17, RCS
Leakage Detection Instrumentation. Refer to North Anna Specification
3.4.6.1 Justification. Section (a.) of North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.17
identifies the requirements to have this instrumentation OPERABLE. The
LCO requirements have been changed to allow either the gaseous or
particulate channel in conjunction with either a sump level or sump
discharge flow channel. The intent of Regulatory Guide 1.45 is still met
in that two independent tystems for reonitoring RCS Icakage are present.
Having a gaseous and particulata channel :!oes not provide independence
since they are bun powrad from the suae source and use muc*o cf the same
equipment (tubing, pursp, etc ) . TSi2 change is acceptable for North Anna
and is ccnsist.ent with the hie TS version of this Specification.

Condition A of North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.17 addresses inoperable gaseous
and particulate channels and an inoperable sump level or sump discharge

I flow channa). The Required Actions are to obtain and analyze grab samplesD;
of the containment atriesphere or pe/for.a a water inventory balance every|

12 hours. The required instrumentation must also be restores to OPERABLE
statue within 30 days. Analyzing grab samples of the containment
atmosphere is equivalent to performing water balance inventories in that
the independent method of monitoring is selli maintained. This change is
acceptable for North Anna and is consistent with the MERITS version of
this. Specification.

Condition B of North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.17 addresses an inoperable gaseous
or particulate channel and inoperable sump level and sump discharge flow
channels. With only the gaseous or particulate channel inoperable, the
other channel will provide the required independent method of monitoring
RCS leakage as long as the sump level or sump discharge flow channel is

i restored to OPERABLE status within 30 days. This change is acceptable for
North Anna and is consistent with the MERITS version of this Specification.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequencesi_
! of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
| to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

| assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
| not increas.e the probability or consequences of an accident

U previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

The justificatione, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ru ter can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 shittel entitled '' MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
| JustlfIcations and Road Haps".
1

!

._ _ _ - - _ _ _ __ -_ - __------_- -_ -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

\J
Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.1, Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 11* (continued)

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no;

changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assuuptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safaty has not be&n reduced..

Thereforo, Virginia .>cwor conewdes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards considers. tion.

1.

|

|
.

~

, ,

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with thlt change rucer can be found
in the October 16,1999 sutnittel entitled "MCRif$ Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Mape .a
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSISin
( )

,

V
Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.1, Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation
1

Change Number 12*

Description:
)

The Fuel Storage Pool Area Criticality Monitoring instrumentation has been
srelocated to the UFSAR, Chapter 16 Technical Requirements. The |safety-related function of this instrument is adequately provided by " North
|Anna to provide the system that provides criticality monitoring in lieu

of this Tech Spec item".
.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been datermined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a signifien.nt increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident ptaviously evaluated because tha openbility and !

surveillance requLrements will net be affocced. The proposed change
relocates requirements and surveillances which did not anst the '

| critaria for inclusion in Technical Specifications. These'

requirements and surveillances will be relocated from the Techatcalg
1 -( l Specificatious tc the UFSAR. These ope'tability requirements andV surveillan:es will continue to be maincained pursuant to 10 CFR

50.59.

(2) Creato the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because adequate controls for the

j relocated requirements exist under the provisions of 10 CFR 50.59,
1

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements andi

| surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.
) For any future changes to the requirements, the provisions of 10 CFR

50.59 and 50.71 will be upheld.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

|

|
'

|

'r
|

|

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nueer can be f ound*

in the october 16, 1989 s@mittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna fechnical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Maps".

. .- -. -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
'

Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.1, Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 13*

Description:

The Containment High Range Area radiation monitoring instrumentation has
been relocated to the UFSAR, Chapter 16. Technical Requirements.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
relocatec requireraents and surveillances which did not aset the
criteria for inclurion in Technical Specifications. Those
requireuents and rurnillancen will be relocated frou the Technical
Specifications to the UFSAR. Thece operability requirements and
surveillances will continus to be maintained pursuant to 10 CFR
50.59.

a
b (2) Crosce the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because adequate controls for the
relocated requirements exist under the provisions of 10 CFR 50.59.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Spe.cification.
For any future changes to the requirements, the provisions of 10 CFR
50.59 and 50.71 will be upheld.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

r i

,\
|

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rutwr can be f ound*

in the october 16, 1989 s@mittet entitled aMERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
JustifIcetione and Road Mapa".

l
_ _ __
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NO SICNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
g- 1

(''') Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.1, Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 14*

Description:

The Ventilation Vent Caseous and Particulate radiation monitoring
instrumentation has been relocated to the UFSAR, Chapter 16. Technical i

'

Requirements.
|

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
relocates requirements and surveillances which did not aset the
criteric for inclusion in Technical Specifications. These
requirements and surveillances will be relocated from the Technical
Specifications to the UFSAR. Th6se eparability requirements ar.d '

suneillances wi?,1 continue to b maintained pursuant to 10 CFR
/3 50.59.
.Q

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident frc4t
any accident previously evaluaced because adequate cotstrols fer the
relocated requirements exist under the proviaiens of 10 CFR 50 A

(3) Involve a significant reduccion in the margin of safety because the
affected structure, systa'n, component,. or variable requirements and
surveillances are tha same as the existing Technical Specification.
For any future changes to the requirements, the provisions of 10 CFR
50.59 and 50.71 will be upheld.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

l

\ *

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be f ound
| In the october 16, 1989 shittet entitled ''M(Riis Program, Current korth Anna fechnical Specifications
| * Justifications and Road mape".

!

_ ._. .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS,

}
|

Reactor Coolant System Chdpter

LCO 3.3.3.1, Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation
i

Change Number 15'
,

Description:
,

The Ventilation Vent Noble Cas High Range Effluent radiation monitoring
instrumentation has been relocated to the UFSAR, Chapter 16 TechnicalRequirements.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and i

surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
relocates requirements and surveillances which did not meet the
critorio for inclusion in Technical Specifications. These
requirements and surveillances will be relocated from the Technical *

Specifications to the UFSAR. These operability requirements and
,m curveillances will continue to be maintained pursuant to 10 CFR,

50.59.
:

(?) Create the possibilicy of a new or different kind of accident from
any eccidont previously curicated because adequate controls t'or the
relt.cated requiremen:t exist under the provisions of 10 CFR 50.59. ,

(3) Involve a significant roduction in the margin of saf ety because the
:

affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification. ,

For any future changes to the requirements, the provisions of 10 CFR
5G.59 and 50.71 will be upheld.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not '

involve a significant hazards consideration.

FN
G-

The justifications, road asps, and specific changes associated with this change rusber can be found*

in the october 16,1989 sutalttat entitled "Mitif S Program, Current North Anna Technical Spect fIcations j

Justifications a M Road Maps".

, . ,. . ._ - . _ _ _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.1, Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 16*

Description:

The Process Vent Noble Gas High Range Effluent radiation monitoring
instrumentation has been relocated to the UFSAR, Chapter 16 Technical
Requirements.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
relocates requirements and surveillances which did not meet the
criteria for inclusion in Technical Specifications. These
requirements and surveillances will be relocated from the Technical
Specifications to the UFSAR. These operability requirements and
surveillances will continue to be maintained pursuant to 10 CFR

O 50.59.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because ade.quate controls for the
relocated requirements exist under the provisions of 10 CFR 50.59.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and-
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.
For any future changes to the requirements, the provisions of 10 CFR
50.59 and 50.71.will be upheld.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nueer can be f ound*

in the october 16, 1989 submittel entitled 'HERITS Program, Current llorth Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Mape".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANAINSIS,

'd
Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.1, Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation

Change N'unber 17*

Description:

The Main Steam Noble Gas High Range Effluent radiation monitoring
instrumentation has been relocated to the UFSAR, Chapter 16 TechnicalRequirements.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
relocates requirements and aurveillances which did not meet the
criteria for inclusion in Technical Specifications. These

- requirements and surveillances will be relocated from the Technical
Specifications to the UFSAR. These operability requirements and'

g- surveillances will continue to be maintained pursuant to 10 CFR
!, 50.59.,

t

| (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because adequate controls for thei

! relocated requirements exist under the provisions of 10 CFR 50.59.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and,

! surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.
| For any future changes to the requirements, the provisions of 10 CFR

50.59 and 50.71 will be upheld.

| Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

.

I'

,

| k.
,

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruber can be found
in the october 16, 1989 submittel entitled '' MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Maps".
'
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

O
Reactor Coolant System Chapter

i

LCo 3.3.3.1, Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 18*

Description:'

The Auxiliary Feedwater Pump Turbine Exhaust Noble Gas High Range Effluent
radiation monitoring instrumentation has been relocated to the UFSAR,
Chapter 16. Technical Requirements.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CF1t50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
relocates requirements and surveillances which did not meet the
criteria for _ inclusion in Technical Specifications. These
requirements and surveillances will be relocated from the Technical
Specifications to the UFSAR. These operability requirements and
surveillances will continue to be maintained pursuant to 10 CFR
50.59.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because adequate controls for the
relocated requirements exist under the provisions of 10 CFR 50.59.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
affected structure, system, component, or variabit requirements and
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.
For any future changes to the requirements, i he provisions of 10 CFR
50.59 and 50.71 will be upheld.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nyreer can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 shittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Maps".
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7 NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
I a

\./
Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.1, Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 19*

Description:

The corresponding North Anna MERITS Surveillance Numbers are included for
clarity. These numbers are appropriate for each of the Surveillances in .|the respective column. ~

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

p (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
s] any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made.

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

..

|

|

.( v

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change number can be f ound*

in the October 16, 1989 submittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications 1

Justifications and Road Maps".

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ . _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

dj
Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.1, Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 20*

Description:

The MODES IN WHICH SURVEILLANCE REQUIRED column has been deleted. All
Surveillances must be performed prior to entering the MODE or unit
condition applicability. This is understood and clearly stated in
SR 3.0.3. Each Surveillance must also be performed at the specified
Frequency. This column is not necessary.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident

a previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(Vi

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
(. changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
y the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes

made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

I

|

i

|

t t

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change number can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 subulttet entitled " MERITS Program, Curren'. North Anne Technical SpectfIcations
Justifications and Road Maps".

- _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - - _ _ -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS,

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary Shutdown Panel Monitoring Instrumentation

| Change Number 1*

Description:

All required information is now contained in a single MERITS Table 3.2.41.
The information from Tables 3.3 9 and 4.3-6 has been combined into a single
MERITS Table 3.2.4 1.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

i

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been

l made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary Shutdown' Panel'

Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not increase the probability of occurrence or

p. consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
i

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary Shutdown Panel
Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

1

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary
Shutdown Panel Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions

'

or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined in the BASES for
any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

O
|

|

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rueer can be f ound*

in the October 16, 1969 submittat entitled '' MERITS Program, Current North Arme Technicet Specifications
. Justifications and Road Mape".

- _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ - _ - _ _ _ - - - . - - .
-- --
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.5 Auxiliary Shutdown Panel Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 2*

Description:

This information is contained in the bases and is-not necessary to include
it in the LCO. MERITS Table 3.2.4 1 requires that the instrumentation be
located on the Auxiliary Shutdown Panel.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been

; made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary Shutdown Panel
'

Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5 remain consistent'
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not increase the probability of occurrence or

, consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
-

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary Shutdown Panel
Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical-Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

t
(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no,

L changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary
Shutdown Panel Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions
or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined in the BASES for
any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

-

|
%_.

* The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change nLabor can be fo W
in the October 16, 1999 s@elttel entitled 'anERif$ Program, Current North Ame Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Maps".

_ _ _ - - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ - - _ _ - __ . _ _ _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary Shutdown Panel Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 3*
.

Description:

The term HOT SHUTDOWN is no longer used and is replaced by MODE 4

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary Shutdown Panel
Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not increase the probability of occurrence or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

O- any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary Shutdown Panel
Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5 remain consistent
with the - accident analysis . assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not create the possibility of an -accident of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary
Shutdown Panel Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions
or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5
reasin-consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined in the BASES for
any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O -

l

The justifications, road seps, and specific changes associated with this change nuster con be f ound*

in the October 16, 1969 sutunittel entitled " MERITS Progren, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
JustifIcetiens and Road Maps".

_ _ - _ _ _ - _ . _ - - _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - --
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS l

1( Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary Shutdown Panel Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 4*

Description:

The exception to LCO 3.0.4 has been moved to modify the LCO.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards !
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.3,5, Auxiliary Shutdown Panel
Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident enalyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not increase the probability of occurrence or

I' consequences of an accident previottsly evaluated in the UFSAR.,

|

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

O* any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to. Technical Specification 3.3.3.5, ~ Auxiliary Shutdown Panel,

1,

! Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not create - the possibility of an accident of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

; (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary,

'

Shutdown Panel Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions
or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined in the BASES for
any Technical Specification has not been reduced,

i Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
L involve-a significant hazards consideration.

I
:

O .

l-

* The justificatf orwt te .m, and specific changes associated with this change ramtper can be foed
in the October 16.1%9 sucmittal entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications

Justificationt mim Road :* pe".

. _ - _ _ _ - - _ _-- - - - - - - - -
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Instrumentation Chapter
i

LCO 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary Shutdown Panel Monitoring Instrumentation-

Change Number 5*

iDescription: |

.

!The surveillance Table 4.3 6 has been deleted. The Surveillance
.

| Requirements are in the Surveillance Requirements section of the
B specification.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the_ standards
of 10CP1t50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

L (1) Involve a significant increase in the~ probability or consequences
L of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been

made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary Shutdown Panel
Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not increase the probability of occurrence or

;
-

consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR..

s '

- . (2) Create the possibility of a new or different-kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary Shutdown Panel
Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a

'

different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

R (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary
Shutdown Panel Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions
or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical-
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined in the BASES for
any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

.

"
.

U

*
The justifications, road mope, and specific changes escociated with thle change tsmeer een be foed
in the October 16, 1989 sutualttet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical specifications
* Justifications and Road Maps ,e '

. _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ -
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Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary Shutdown Panel Monitoring Instrumentation

-Change Number 6*

Description:

A new Condition A addresses one or more channels for one or more functions
from Table;3.2.4 1 inoperable. The Required Actions are to refer to-the
Table and then perform the Required Actions as referenced in the.

appropriate Conditions from the Table. This Condition directs the user
to the Table to determine which Condition (s) to enter and then to follow
the prescribed Required Actions. This Condition also allows more than one
channel / transfer switch / control circuit to be inoperable and still have
a prescribed course of action to follow. This is now clearly stated for
the reader.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of ~ an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary Shutdown Panel
Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptionsO of the accident analyses of the current Technical' Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not increase the probability of occurrence or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary Shutdown Panel
Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary
Shutdown Panel Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions
or . assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions -in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined in the BASES for
any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change number can tm f ound*

in the October 16, 1989 sutunittel entitled " MERITS Progree, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ - _ - - - - - __ - - - - - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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\d Instrumentation Chaptere

LCO 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary Shutdown Panel Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 7*

Description:

A new Condition and associated Required Actions have been added for the
transfer switches and controls. This change is appropriate for North Anna
and is consistent with the MERITS version of this Technical Specification.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
L of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been

made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary Shutdown Panel
Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not increase the probability of occurrence or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

\
(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from'

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary Shutdown Panel
Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5 remain consistent,

'

with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary
Shutdown Panel Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions
or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical-
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined in the BASES for
any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

The re fore , Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
1

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nautier can be fourd
' *

in the October 16, 1989 sJimittal entitled ''mERifS Progras, current North Anne Technical Specifications
JustifIcatione and Roed Maps''.

_ ___-____ - _ _ - - -_ - -_ - -__- _ _ _ _.
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Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary Shutdown Panel Monitoring Instrumentation
,

Change Number 8*
,

Description:

A second portion has been added to the specification. The trans fe r
switches and control circuits described are the same ones that are
currently in place on the Auxiliary Shutdown Panel and/or the other panel
in the Relay Room plus any remote locations. These are the controls that
are necessary to place the unit in MODE 4 and maintain it there in the
event that the control room is inaccessible.

The STS 4A version of this Technical Specification had a list of all the
switches and controls as part of the LCO. Licensed improvements at the
Vogtle plant removed the long list and replaced it with this format.
There is no technical reason why this format is not applicable to North
Anna. This format is also consistent with the MERITS version of thisTechnical Specification.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

O (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary Shutdown Panel
Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications,
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.- 3.3.5 remain consistenti

L with the accident analysis' assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore.
,

'

these changes do not increase the probability of occurrence or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary Shutdown Panel
Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

*
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with thle chante nunter can be fewd
in the October 16, 1989 s@mittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Spect fIcations

JustifIcetions and Road Mape".

_ _ - _ _ - -- _ _ _ - - - - _ _ - - _ - _ _ _ - - - ._ __
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. rm : (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because noi I
V, changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5. Auxiliary *

Shutdown Panel Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions
or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined in the BASES for
any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

,

Y

'

(

O
l

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change mater can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 smittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

_ _ _ _ _ .
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Instrumentation Chapter

-LCO 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary Shutdown Panel Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 9*
1

lDescription:
.

The Required Actions now clearly address the condition where one of the
channels for a "per unit" function, steam generator level and the transfer
switches and controls, is inoperable. The Completion Times are on a per
steam generator, per transfer switch, or per control circuit basis. This
is different from the normal Completion Time requirements of MERITS LCOs
and Technical Specifications in general.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary Shutdown Panel
Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,O these changes do not increase the probability of occurrence or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from "

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary Shutdown Panel

| Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
I . of the accident analyses of the current-Technical Specifications.

The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary
Shutdown Panel Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions
or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined in the BASES for
any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
* The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change nLater can be foed

in the October 16, 1989 sutnittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Ame Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps". ~

_ _ - _ . _ _ _ . . - _ - - - _ _ - _._._ - - - - . . .
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~l
iN Instrumentation Chapter 1

LCO 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary Shutdown Panel Monitoring Instrumentation
Change Number 10*

Description:

The MEASUREMENT RANCE column of Table 3.3 10 has been deleted. -This -

information is not required in the Technical Specifications. No other
instrumentation in Technical Specifications has the instrument range
specified. This information will be located in another document. This
is consistent with the STS 4A and MERITS versions of this Technical
Specification. This information has been moved to the Updated Final Safety
Analysis Report, Chapter 16, Technical Requirements.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

l with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary Shutdown Panel
Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.

O. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not increase the probability of occurrence or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary Shutdown Panel
Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or' assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

! (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary
Shutdown Panel Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions
or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined in the BASES for
any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

(~ Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not'

! ( involve a significant hazards consideration.
|

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rummer can tie found*

in the october 16, 1989 stenittel entitled '' MERITS Program, tuttent sorth Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

_ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ - . _ _ .-. . _ _-_ _ -. . _.
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Instruisentation ChapterQ
LCO 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary Shutdown Panel Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 11*

Description:

The MINIMUM CHANNELS OPERABLE column of Table 3.3-10 has been changed to
the Required Number of Channels to be consistent with the Accident
Monitoring Instrumentation LCO.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences| of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
! _- made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary Shutdown Panel-

Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5 remain consistent

(. with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
|- these changes do not increase the probability of occurrence or

consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2)- Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary Shutdown Panel
Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these. changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary
Shutdown Panel Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions
or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined in the BASES for
any Technical ~ Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
| involve a significant hazards consideration.
|

D\

The justificatione, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nuuher can be f oud*

in the october 16, 1969 sJulttet entitled " MERITS Progree, Current North Ama Technicet Specifications
Justifications and Road Mape".a

,

V

_ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .- ,
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k Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary Shutdown Panel Monitoring Instrumentation
L
j Change Number 12*

Description:

The Required Number of Channels for steam generator level has been changed
to 1/ steam generator for clarity. This is not a technical change, onlya clarification of the existing requirement, '

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance *

with these changes would not:

L (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
| of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been

made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary Shutdown Panel
-Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not increase the probability of occurrence or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.,

!
\ (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary Shutdown Panel
Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these ~ changes do not create the possibility of an aci:ident of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary
Shutdown Panel Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions
or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined in the BASES for
any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
*

The justifications, road aspe, and specific changes associated with this change maker can be foed
in the October 16, 1999 s@eittet entitled "NEtifS program, current teorth Ame Technical spectfications

Justifications and Road Maps".

_
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V Instrumentation Chapter
-

LCO 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary Shutdown Panel Monitoring Instrumentation
Change Number 13*

Description:

A surveillance has been added to verify the operability of the added
transfer switches and control circuits. Every 18 months, each transfer
switch and control circuit must be verified to perform its intended
function.- This change is appropriate for North Anna and is consistent
with the MERITS version of this Technical Specification.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary Shutdown Panel
Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore.

| these changes do not increase the probability of occurrence or
| consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary Shutdown Panel
Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5, Auxiliary
Shutdown Panel Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions
or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current Technical
Specifications. The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.5
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the
UFSAR. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined in the BASES for
any Technical Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

-

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this chanse mater can be found
in the october 16, 1999 sdunittet entitled amERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Maps".

. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ __ - _ _ . - -._
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Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 1*

Description:

All required information is now contained in a single MERITS Table 3.2.31.
The information from Tables 3.310 and 4.3 7 has been combined into a| single MERITS Table 3.2.3 1.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
w!'h these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring
Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the

t' accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The
| changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent

. with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not increase the probability of occurrence or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create. the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring
Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The
changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent
with the accitiene analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a
different- type chan any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident
Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
margin of safe ty as defined - in the BASES for any- Technical
Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road maps, aruf specific changes associated with thle chanse rummer een be foW*

in the October 16, 1989 semittet entitled " MERITS Prosram, Cucrent North Anne Technical Specifications
- Justificatf ons and Road Mapsa.

- _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ -__ . --
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSISl, Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 2*

Description:-

A new Condition A addresses one or more channels for one or more functions
from MERITS Table 3.2.3 1 inoperable. The Required Actions are to refer
to the table and then perform the Required Actions as referenced in the
appropriate Conditions from the table. This condition directs the user
to the table to determine which condition (s) to enter and then to follow
the prescribed Required Actions. This Condition also allm:a more than one
channel to be inoperable and still have a prescribed course of action to
follow. This is consistent with the MERITS and STS 4A Technical
Specifications but is now clearly stated for the reader.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

,

[ (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
!

of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring

p] Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the
t accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The

changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not increase the probability of occurrence or
consequences of an accident previously ev.aluated in the UFSAR.

| (2) Create.the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical. Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident Moni*. ring
Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions cf the
accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The
changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a

L different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

O .

The justifications, road maps, and specific chanses associated with this chanse rumher can be found*

in the October 16, 1999 semittet entitled "NEalTS Program, Current North Ama Technical Specif f cettons
JustifIcetione and toed Maps".

. . _ _ _ _ .-. . _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ . -
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(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because- noO changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 Accident'

Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

(- ~ (

,

.

:

'J'

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change number can be found
in the October 16, 1989 s@mittet entitled = MERITS Program, Current teorth Arine Technicet Specifications

Justifications and Road Maps".

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ - - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ -- . - - . -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
- .

)
1( Instrumentation Chapter )

]LCO 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring Instrumentation
|

Change Number 3*
i

!* Description:

The term HOT SHUTDOWN is no longer used and is replaced by MODE 4
|

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident. previously evaluated because no changes have been

!. made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring
| Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the
'

accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The
changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent

,_ with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,t these changes do not increase the probability of occurrence or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create.the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
p any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

- (' to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6,- Accident Monitoring
Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The!

changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent-

with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 Accident -

Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent

!

with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justif f ections, road maps, and specific changes associated with thle change numer can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 smelttet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
Justificatione and Road Mape".

-_ _ __ . - - -
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. NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSISSQ j"V Instrumentation Chapter

|LCO 3,3,3.6, Accident Monitoring Instrumentation i

Change Number 4*

Description: )

The exception to LCO 3.0.4 has been moved to modify the LCO.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring
Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The
changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not increase the probability of occurrence or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the-UFSAR.

|

| (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident fromO any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
'

V to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring
E . Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the
l'

accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The
changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident
Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent

| with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
|. margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
| Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

a

The justifications, road amps, and specific chanees associated with this change rummer can be f omd*

in the October 16,1989 s@nittel ectitled "MEtlTS Program, current North Anne Technical Specificatione
Justifications and Road Maps".

_ _ _ - _ - - - - - - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ , .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter ~

LCO 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 5*

Description:

The Required Actions now clearly address the condition where one of the
channels for a "per unit" function, steam generator level for example -is
inoperable. _ The Completion Times are on a per steam generator basis.
This is different from the normal Completion Time requirements of MERITS
LCOs and Technical Specifications in general.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring
Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The
changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,

(~ these changes do not increase the probability of occurrence or
1 \

|
consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

l (2) Create the = possibility of a new or different- kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

L to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring
,

Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The
changes made co ' Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident
Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical,

L Specification has not been reduced.

| Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road mope, and specific chanses sesociated with this chanse rumher can be foed*

'

in the October 16, 1999 sutseittel entitled " MERITS Program, current North Ame Technical Specifications
Justificatione and Road Mape".

. _ - _ - _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - . _ - _ . . - .
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- NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANAIJSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

1.C0 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 6*
,

,

Description:

The surveillance Table 4.3 7 has been deleted.- The SurveillanceRequirements are in the Surveillance Requirements section of the
specification.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences '

of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring

,Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The
changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not increase the probability of occurrence or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

O' (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring
Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The
changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident
Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications,
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consiste:it
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power. concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
'

.

* The Justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rummer can be fome
in the October 16, 1999 semittel entitled "8tERITS Program, current II0rth Anne Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Nepe".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 7*

Description:
|

|

The TOTAL No. OF CHANNELS column and the MINIMUM CHANNELS OPERABLE column .|

of Table 3.3-10 have been deleted. The total number of channels for that
accident monitoring function is now the REQUIRED NUMBER OF CHANNELS. This
is based on a change to the toch spec format. With less than the REQUIRED l

NUMBER OF CHANNELS available, a Condition, with _ associated Required
Actions, is entered.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
-

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident- Monitoring
Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The
changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,

' X these changes do not increase the probability of ' occurrence or,

consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from -

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring
Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The

| changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent
; with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
-

these changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a
i different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
I changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident

Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

* The justifications, road amps, and specific changes associated with this change nuuter can be fouw
in the October 16, 1989 s@sittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Ame Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Maps". '

| _ _
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1
NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS J

Instrumentation Chapter
!.

LCO 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring Instrumentation
|

'

Change Number 8*
L

1

.

Description:
it

i

A new Condition D has been added to address the inoperability of the "

containa.ent area radiation monitors. With two inoperable channels, 72
hours is allowed to restore the channel to OPERABLE status or an alternate
method of monitoring must be established. This change is acceptable for
North Anna and is consistent with the MERITS and STS 4A Technical
Specifications.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance jwith these changes would not- '

1

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring

-

Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the |accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The
'

changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,( these changes do not increare the probability of occurrence or,

consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from !any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made '

to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring
Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the j

accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The {changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 Accident j
Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justificetterm, road asps, and specific chanees associated with this change raaber can be found*

in the October 16,1999 semittet entitled " MERITS Program, current North Anne Technical SpectfIcations
.hmtifIcatione and Road Maps".

_________ _ __u____________________ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANAINSIS:

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring Instrumentation
''

Change Number 9*

Description:

The Boric Acid Tank Solution Level function has been deleted from the
specification. This is based on a detailed review of the Category I Type
A, B, and C variables and the Emergency Procedures for the North Anna
Untes.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring
Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The
changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not increase the probability of occurrence or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring
Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The
changes made to Technical Specificettion 3.3.3.6 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptiens in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident
Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification has not been reduced,

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this preposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

I
|* The justificatters, road maps, and 6pecific changes eteaciated with thle chanse enadier can to foed

in the octater 4,1999 submittet entitled "utsif t Program, current sorth Anne technicet Specifications
Justificettens and Road Maps". '

_ _ . . . . _ _ . . . _ _ - . . . . . - - - - - -- --- - - - - - - - - - -- - - ~ - '-.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 10*

Description:

The PORV Block Valve Position Indication function has been deleted from
the specification. This is based on a detailed review of the Category I
Type A, 5, and C variables and the Emergency Procedures for the North Anna
Units.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring
Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident - analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The
changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not increase the probability of occurrence or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a now or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring
Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The
changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident
Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
j

* The justificetters, road aspe, and specific chanses essecleted with this chenee tamber can be fomd {
in the October 4,1999 submittel entitled "nERif t Progren, turrent morth Anne fechnical $pecifications

'Justifications and toes mape .s
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ARAI.YSIS

! Instrumentation Chapter

k LCO 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring Instrumentation

- Change Number 11*

Description:

The Safety Valve Position Indication function has been deleted from the
L specification. This is based on a detailed review of the Category 1 TypeL A, B, and C variables and the Emergency Procedures for the North Anna

Units.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.82(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

_- (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
_ of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been

made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring
Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The
changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not increase the probability of occurrence or

_ O consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

- to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring
Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The

I
changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.- Therefore,

_ these changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a
{ different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident
Noaitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the_

_ margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification has not been reduced,

i Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
.

|

* The justificettene, reed amps, and specific changes setecleted with this change rusar can tie found
in the Octeter 16, 1999 submittet entitled "81Etif 8 Preeres, current 50rth Ame Technical Specifications
* JustifIcetiene and Reed maps *.

_ _ . .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZAltDS ANA1.YSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring Instrumentation
I

i Change Number 12*
|

Description:

The Containment Water i.evel (Narrow Range) function has been deleted from
the specification. This is based on a detailed review of the Cat *&ory I
Type A, B, and C variables and the Energency Procedures for the North Anna
Units.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

| (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been

- made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring
Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications. N

| changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not increase the probability of occurrence or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

{to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring
Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The
changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident
Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

'

O
The jwetlfications, road asse, and specific chanses sesociated with this chanse rumber can be fourd*

in the October 16, 1999 semittel entitled " MERITS Presrae, Cutrent North Arms Technical Spectficatlone
JustifIcetiens and Reed mape".

_ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 13*

Description:,

The Energency Condensate Storage Tank Level function has been added to
specification. This is based on a detailed review of the Category I Type
A, B, and C variables and the Energency Procedures for the North Anna
Units.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CF1t$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences !of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring
Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the ,

'

accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The
!

changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistaat
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. '!here fore ,
these changes do not increase the probability of occurrence or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring
Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The
changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not create the possibility of an' accident of a

,

different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no '

changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident
Nealtoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications,t

i 'Ibe changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
margin of safety as defined in the BASg5 for any Technical
Specification has not been reduced.

1

! Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
| involve a significant hazards consideration.
|
[

i O
|

*
The justificettens, road esps, and specifle chanses essecleted with thle charge esseer con be fewul
in the October 4,1909 s@mittel entitled "tesift Progren, current morth Arme Technical specifications

Justifications and seed Nape".

-, . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -.



.

j Pego 15 of 16

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 14*

Description:

The Containment Area Radiation (Victoreen) function has been added to
specification. This is based on a detailed review of the Category I Type
A, B, and C variables and the Emergency Procedures for the North Anna
Units.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10Cf1t50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring
Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.- he
changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions ir, the UFSAR. herefore,
these changes do not increase the probability of occurrence or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring
Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The
changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. herefore,
these changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident
Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
Ma changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O -

i* ihe justifIcetione, reed espe, and specific chenpos aseosieted with thIe change taster can be found
|In the Octater 16,1999 seulttot entitied "9 ERIT 8 Progres, Current sorth Anne Technical SpectfIcations
|* Justificellers and Reed Reps". '

'

m - - -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Instrumentation Chapter

LCO 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring Instrumentation

Change Number 15*

Description:
i

The Neutron Flux (Gammanetrics) function has been added to specification.
This is based on a detailed review of the Category I Type A, B, and C
variables and the Emergency Procedures for the North Anna Units.

The proposed change has been evalus.ted in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring,
Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The
changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not increase the probability of occurrence or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

3 (2) Create the possibility of a nw or different kind of accident from
any ace.ident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident Monitoring
Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The
changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent
with the accident analysia assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,
these changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been nada to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6, Accident
Monitoring Instrumentation, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.3.3.6 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification has not been reduced.

| Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justificettene, road aspe, and specific chansee associated with thle change muher can tuo foed !

*

In the october 16,1999 sdelttet entitled "NEtif t Progren, current sorth Ame technicet specifications
* Astificatione end Reed maps".

, , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
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3.5 EMERCENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEMS (ECCS)0
NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

TABLE OF CONTENTS

LCO TITLE No. Pts

3.5.1 Accumulators 10

3.5.2 ECCS Subsystems . Tavg 2 350'F 18

3.5.3 ECCS Subsystems - Tavg < 350'F 7

3.5.4.1 Boron Injection Tank 3

3.5.5 Refueling Water Storage Tank 5
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!

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
i
\ Emergency Core Cooling System Chapter

1.co 3.5.1, Accumulators

Change Number 1*
i

Description: |
1

The name of the system was changed from Reactor Coolant System to ECCS to "

be consistent with the chapter title and since the accumulators are part i
of ECCS not the Reactor Coolant System.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CTR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

,

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made,

( to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3). Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes tnat this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justificatione, road esps, and specific changes associated with this change rustier can be fowid*

in the october 4,1989 s@mittet entitled antalTS Program, Current North Arme Technical Specificatioet
Justificatione and Road mape".

- - . _ - _ - . _ _ _ . _ _ _ - . _ - _ . . _ _ - _ _ - _ _ . - -. ..
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANA1.YSIS

Emergency Core Cooling System Chapter

LCO 3.5.1, Accumulators

Change Number 2*
1

Description: l

I
The footnote restricting power lock out of valves in MODE 3 below 1000 psig
was added as a note per the MERITS format.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and

r rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does
| it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these

changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
,

type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR. '

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the ,

reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced.

|

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not '

involve a significant hazards consideration.

I
|

|

|
|

'O
The justiflections, road maps, and specifle chenees estaciated with this chenes raaber can be found*

in the October 16, 1999 shittel entitled "NERITS Program, Current North Anne Technitel Specifications
. Justifications and Reed Naps".

- . . - -- . _ _ _ _ _ - . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS )
Emergency Core Cooling System Chapter

LCO 3.5.1, Accumulators

Change Number 3*

Description:

The APPLICABILITY section was modified to include the footnote on
pressurizer pressure > 1000 psig per the MERITS format.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards I

of 10CTR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance j

with these changes would not:
j

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and,

'

rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does
, it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these

changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
l

reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety

[ has not been reduced,
l

p Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
| involve a significant hazards consideration.
.

l
|

|

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change mmber can tse foed*

in the october 16, 1989 shittel entitled '91Etif$ Program, Current North Anna fechnicet specifications
Justificatlans and Road maps".

. _ . _ _ - _ - - _ . _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - - - - _ _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS I

!

Emergency Core Cooling System Chapter

LCO 3.5.1. Accumulators

Change Number 4' i

1

Description:

The Completion Time "immediately" for opening the isolation valve was
|changed to 1 hour in order to quantify the term "immediately". This time ;

is consistent with LCO 3.4.2 ECCS Trains Tav 2 350'F, Condition C which ;
permits both trains of ECCS to be inoperable kor 1 hour.

!

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards I
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance '

with these changes would not:
I

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
| of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or'

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident

'previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions orOi assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do,

not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
I any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
|

;

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

l

h
|
'

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this chanse ramtier can tie foW*

in the octotier 16, 1909 emittel entitled antalis Program, current North Anne Technical specifications
Justifications and Road maps".

|
|

. . _ . . . _ _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Emergency Core Cooling Systea Chapter

1.C0 3.5.1, Accumulators

Change Number 5'

Description:

The Completion Time for restoring boron concentration was changed from i
hour to 72 hours since during the initial injection phase of the calculated |response to Loss Of Coolant Accident (ihCA), the boron content of the '

accumulators is not specifically evaluated since it is not of concern ;

during this phase of the accident. During the recirculation phase, when
the ECCS is taking suction from the sump, the boron content of the
ac.cumulators is considered but the contribution is small when its volume
is compared with the total volume of the RCS and the Refueling Water
Storage Tank. Also, if the boron content of the accumulators is found to,

'

be in violation of the requirement, it is not possible to change the boron
concentration and confirm that the new concentration meets the LCO limit
in 1 hour. For these reasons the NRC agreed to license the extended
completion time for this condition from 1 hour to 72 hours,

t

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
.

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance '

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the mar 8 n of safety because no1

changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin '

of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this chenee ramter can be foed*

in the october 16, 1999 shittel entitled "NEtif t Program, Current North Anne technical Speelfications
Justifications and Reed Nepe".

t- a *W=- +- -w- . _ _ _ __ - __ -_ u_ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ - . _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -- ._____w -_-.:*a __ _ -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS i

g ;

( Emergency Core Cooling System Chapter i

LCO 3.5.1, Accumulators

Change Number 6*

Description:

ACTION A.1 was written to combine all conditions except for boron
concentration into one since the Completion Times are the same.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CTR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does

( it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these
changes do not create the possib111ty of an accident of a different-

type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

I

1
|

V

The justifications, road amps, and specific changes associated with this chanse maker can be foW*

| In the October 16, 1999 edsnittet entitled antRITs Program, Current North Ama f echnicet specifications
* Justifications and Road mape".

|

- ...
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. NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Emergency Core Cooling System Chapter'

LCO 3.5.1, Accumulators

Change Number 7'
l

Description: I

Condition C was written addressing conditions A and B to eliminate
duplication of ACTIONS and to eliminate the requirement to go to MODE 4.

|The completion time of Condition C was changed to being in MODE 3 in 6 Ihours and maintaining pressurizer pressure s 1000 psig in 12 hours. When
.|pressurizer pressure s 1000 psig, the unit is outside of the applicability

of this LCO.
1The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards

of 10CFR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

! (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
I any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
| to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change masser can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 smittet entitled "NERITS Program, current North Ama Technicel Speelflections
Justifications and Road Mape".

.--
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANA1.YSIS

Emergency Core Cooling System Chapter

1.C0 3.5.1, Accumulators

Change Number 8'
,

,

Description:,

The Completion Time for SR 3.4.1.1, 3.4.1.2 and 3.4.1.3 was changed from
12 hours to 24 hours based upon the change 2 explanation. The SRs were
also written as separate activities for clarity and consistency with the '

LCO.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

,

with these changes would not:
,

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident snalyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident '

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

'
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific chanses associated with this change rmsesor can be f ound*

in the october 4,1999 sJumittet entitled "MEslTS Prostem, Current North Arne Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road maps".

.

_ . _ . _ _ _ _ , _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HA2ARDS ANALYSIS

i Emergency Core Cooling System Chapter
i

LCO 3.5.1, Accumulators
i
|

Change Number 9'

Description:

The phrase " volume increase of 2 51 of tank volume" was replaced with
* volume changes 2 51" to require verification whenever a volume change had
taken place, either an increase or decrease.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

|

,

with these changes would not: '

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
'

;

of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

'O any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

I assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
i not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than

any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

|

O
The justifications, road aspe, and specific changes associated with this change nwilkier can tie f owu!*

In the octatier.16,1989 sJunittel entitled "nERITs Program, current morth Ame Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Naps".

. . _ - - - . . _ . . . . - . . - -. . , - .
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NO SICNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Emergency Core Cooling System Chapter

LCO 3.5.1, Accumulators '

Change Number 10*

Description: I

The surveillance activities which required verifying that the isolation
valves would open automatically was eliminated from the North Anna MERITS
version since this LCO requires that the isolation valves are open and the
power removed. There is a surveillance, SR 3.4.1.1, to verify the open
valve position. The verification of the valves being able to open
automatically would violate this LCo.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) . Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or ,

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an _ accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from;

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or ,

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

.

O

The justifications, road maps, and specific chenpes associated with this change mater can be fourul*

in the october 16, 1999 sutuelttel entitled "mtRIT$ Program, Current North Anne Technical specifications
Justifications and Road Nape".

. _ . . _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _. _
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|

Energency Core Cooling System Chapter |

LCO 3.5.2, ECCS Subsystems Tavg 2: 350'F

Change Number l'
;

)
Description:

iThe words * independent" and " subsystem" were deleted. This modification
is non technical and was made for clarity and to comply with the MERITS
format.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from,

I any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor doesn

( it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these
'

changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

l

I

! A

The justifications, road asps, and specific chenees associated with this chanes rusher can be femd*
,

| In the October 16, 1989 smittel entitled "stERITS Program, Current teorth Anne Technical Specifications
! * Justifications and Road Itape".

!

l-
._ __ _ __ .._..
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. 30 SICNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Emergency Core Cooling System Chapter |
LCO 3.5.2, ECCS Subsystems Tavg 2 350*r |

Change Number 2* |

Description:

The North Anna Unit 1 original version of this LCO includes a suction
source from the outside recirculation spray pump while the Unit 2 version i
does not. This source was eliminated since the outside recirculation spray '

pump is not part of ECCS nor is it credited in the applicable safety
analyses. This LCO is therefore the same for both North Anna Units.

!

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CTR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do ;

not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

r
! (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

/}.k/

The justifications, road amps, and specific changes associated with this change rumber can be fomd*

in the October 16, 1969 smittel entitled "M(Rif t Program, Current North Ama fechnical SpeciflCetions
Justificettens and Road maps".

___. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ _ _ , _ .
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l

Emergency Core Cooling System Chapter
1.C0 3.5.2, ECCS Subsystems - Tavg 2 350'F

Change Number 3*

Description:

The ECCS actuation reportability, Action c, has been moved to
Administrative Controls Special Reports Section, 5.10.7.e.

l
The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards :
of 10CFR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

,

with these changes would not: !

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
moves the requirement to another location in the Technical

>

Specifications.
,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will
exist in the alternate location.

?
\ (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the

affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

i

i

|

|

O

| The justifications, read maps, and specific changes associated with this chem rusher con be foed*

in the October 16, 1999 semittet entitled "NERITS Program, current korth Arne Technicet Specifications
* Justifications and Road maps".

- - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ . _ , _ _ _.. _ _ _ . - - - ,
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Emergency Core Cooling System Chapter
3

LCO 3.5.2, ECCS Subsystems Tavg 2: 350'F

Change Number 4*

Description: I
<

Action c of the original North Anna LCO was incorporated as a note in the
Applicability Section per the MERITS format to allow pump operability to
change when crossing the MODE 3 boundary when this boundary temperature
is at or near the Cold Overpressure Prevention (COP) arming temperature.
It is impossible for an operator to change pump operability for centrifugal
charging pumps and safety injection pumps the moment the RCS Tayg $ $ {greater than 350'F.

The limits imposed by the note are a time limit and a temperature limit
above the mode boundary temperature. The time limit ensures that the unit
would not be configured indefinitely with only one pump OPERABLE. The ,

Itemperature limit ensures that the unit would not be much beyond the mode
boundary temperature with only one OPERABLE pump. This is acceptable '

because the probability of a LOCA during the short time period when two '

pumps are required but only one is OPERABLE is very remote. In addition,
the temperature limit is not significantly different than the MODE 4
temperature where only one pump is required to be OPERABLE.

The note addresses two different temperatures, one for Unit 1 and one for
Unit 2. This enables the single LCO to be applicable to both North Anna

| units.
l

.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
j of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

| not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
| previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

* The justifications, road maps, and specific chenees associated with this change maeser can tie found
in the october 16, 1969 submittel entitled "MEtif S Program, current Worth Anne Technical Specifications

Justifications and Acad Maps". '

a
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NO SIGNIFICANT HA2ARDS ANALYSIS

j~s

( Emergency Core Cooling System Chapter
LCO 3.5.2, ECCS Subsystems Tavg 2 350'r

Change Number 4* (continued)

I
1

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore. Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not '

involve a significant hazards consideration.

;

B

i '

'
,

I

The justifications, road esps, and specific changes associated with this change raster can be fo6sid*

in the October 16, 1999 shittet entitled auttits Proeren, Current sorth Ame Technicet specifications
* Justifications and Road Mape".

_ _ _ _ ._____ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _
_ _ _ . . - . . - _ _ - - - -- .
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,

Emergency Core Cooling System Chapter
LCO 3.5.2, ECCS Subsystems Tavs 2: 350'F ;

Change Number 5' i

Description: {

The second part of ACTION a was made a separate Condition D which requires
the unit to be in MODE 3 in 6 hours and MODE 4 in 12 hours. ;

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CTR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in

*the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from *

any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and

(~~')N
rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does

( it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these
changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

| (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
| reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
'

existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with thle chenes tsmeier can tie fowul*

in the Octotier 16, 1999 edimittel entitled antalfl Proeren, Current North Anne Technical Speciflections
Justificatf one and Road Mape".a

.- _ ..
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS,

i(
Emergency Core Cooling System Chapter
LCO 3.5.2, ECCS Subsystems T,yg 2: 350'F

Change Number 6*

Description:

Condition B was added to permit more flexibility in operation when the
system is not more severely degraded than Condition A.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences ,

of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been madei

(\ to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in ths UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O

The justifications, road emps, and specific chenees associated with this change rasener can be fomd*

in the October 16, 1999 sutuelttet entitled auttift Program, Current morth Ame Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road maps". ~

,, -. . . . . -- --. ..
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Emergency Core Cooling System Chapter
LCO 3.5.2. ECCS Subsystems Tavg 2 350'T j

,

Change Number 7'

Description: !

Condition C which defines the situation when two ECCS trains are inoperable
was added to make the LCO complete in covering all possible situations,

i
4The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
,with these changes would not:
,

l (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences '

of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

e

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
j ( any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made '

\ '
| to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
l assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do -

not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road sees, and specific changes estaciated with thle change ruster can be fewid"

in the october 16, 1999 sutunittel entitled "MEtlTS Program, Current North Ame Technical Specifications
Justificetf orm and seed maps".

. - - - . . - -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANA1,YSIS

'

Emergency Core Cooling System Chapter
LCO 3.5.2, ECCS Subsystems Tavg 2 350'F

Change Number 8*

Description:

The valve numbers for each unit are presented to permit the LCO to apply
to both units.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have becn made
ta the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2)- Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accient previously evaluated because no changes have been made,

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

'

not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than,

.. any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.-

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter

y the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The chatiges
~

made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

f

i'

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change mmber can be f oed*

in the october 16, 1989 sutelttel entitled "MEtlTS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road #a,.s".

Q
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

| Emergency Core Cooling System Chapter ;

LCO 3.5.2, ECCS Subsystems Tavg 2 350'F g.

Change Number 9'
l

Description: d

A clause excluding check valves from the verification of correct valve
positions. Check valves are excluded since their position would have been
verified during the initial preoperational or postmaintenance inspection
and would or could not have changed position. Verification of their
position on a monthly basis is unnecessary. H

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

j

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do j
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident !

previously evaluated in the UFSAR. j

(?) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident fromG any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made J

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
.

changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter 1

the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the . Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

,

9
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rumster can be fowd*

i

in the october 16, 1989 sutalttel entitled anEttTS Program, Current teorth Anne Technical Specifications )* Justifications and Road Mape".
l

. . . - - - - - - - -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Emergency Core Cooling System Chapter
? LCO 3.5.2, ECCS Subsystems - Tavg 2 350'F

Change Number 10*

'

Description:

Surveillances 4.5.2.c and 4.5.2.d verify that the pump suction wells are
free of debris. This surveillance was moved to the Recirculation Spray
System Technical Specification, SR 3.5.3.9.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
moves the requirement to another new Technical Specification.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will
exist in the alternate new Technical Specification.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

9
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rumener can be found*

in the October 16, 1985 submittet entitled anERITS Program, Current North Anne Technicet Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps ,e
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

f\
V Emergency _ Core Cooling System Chapter

LCO 3.5.2, ECCS Subsystems - Tavg 2: 350'F

Change Number 11'

Description: |
.

|

The words "during shutdown" were deleted from 4.5.2.e per MERITS practice.
,

" Excluding check valves" was added to 4.55.2.e.l. The exclusion of check i
valves make it clear that they are not considered automatic valves that j
require actuation as referred to in this surveillance. The frequency of I

every 18 months was judged as adequate to detect any failures.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards-
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences I
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made |
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or i

. assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do i
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident )previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) . Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from !
| 6 any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been t ade '

\

| to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

)- assumptions-of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
', not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
I any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
I

L (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
! changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
L the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes -

made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin

| of safety has not been reduced.
1^
| Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
l involve a significant hazards consideration.

O'
I u

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rumber can be found"

in the october 16, 1989 suhaittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Mape".

. _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - - _ . _ _ - _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ -



.. . . -. _ _ . . .-- - -, . .

I

Pegs 13 of 18

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
..

. ,h Emergency Core Cooling System Chapter
LCO 3.5.2, ECCS Subsystems Tavg 2 350*F

Change Number 12*

| Description:

Wording changes were .made to 4.5.2.e.2 for clarity and to comply to the
MERITS format. These modifications are non technical.

.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
I of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
| rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical

Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) Create.the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and

| rewording process' introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does
it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these.

1 ( changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

|~ (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

r

O .

* The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with this chenee riustier can be foird
in the October 16, 1989 sdimittet entitled anERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications -

-Justifications and Road Naps".

_ _ _ - - _ - _ _ _ - _ - _ _ - - _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Emergency Core Cooling System Chapter
LCO 3.5.2, ECCS Subsystems Tavg 2 350*F

Change Number 13*

Description:

A change was made to Surveillance 4.5.2.f to a better alternative than the
existing requirement that the pumps be tested at the recirculation flow
point. However, the same information is obtained by testing at any point
along the pump's required head curve. This developed head technique is
proposed to allow more flexibility in testing. An example of this would
be testing in a normal operational alignment, rather than a recirculation
alignment. Neither the intent nor the meaning of the existing surveillance
is changed. Testing at any one flow point is sufficient to warn of
abnormal pump performance. Under ASME requirements, a pump head curve is
established and any change in this established pump head curve is monitored -
by periodic 4SME Section XI pump testing. Allowable pump degradation is
limited by the ASME Section XI requirements or the pump operating
performance assumptions used in the accident analyses, whichever is
greater.

The proposed change-has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences-
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do -

'

not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

'

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type chan
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific cherges asscciated with thle change rumber can be fouid*

in the October 16, 1989 submittal entitled "teER115 Program, Current North Anne Technical Speelfications
Juctifications and Road Maps".

. _ _ _ . . . _ _ _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Emergency Core Cooling System Chapter
LCO 3.5.2, ECCS Subsystems Tavg 2 350*F

Change Number 14*

Description:
'

Surveillance 4.5.2.f was deleted because this requirement is part of normal
maintenance activities required prior to declaring the components OPERABLE.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

. to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

O- assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the-
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
.

l

the justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this chanee number can be fowul*

in the October 16, 1989 sutaittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

_ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ ~__
_
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Emergency Core Cooling System Chapter>
'

LCO 3,5.2, ECCS Subsystems - Tavg 2 350*F

Change Number 15*

Description:

The phrase "each pump separately" was added for clarity.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that cperations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the-UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does

- it require physical modification to the plant. .Therefore, these
changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety i

has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
'

|

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rumher een be foed
in the october 16, 1989 sidanittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current storth Anne Technicet Specifications

Justifications and Road Moos".

. .........___. _ _ _ _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

~- : Emergency Core Cooling System Chapter
LCO 3.5.2, ECCS Subsystems - T,yg 2 350'F

change Number 16*

Description:

The two new surveillances, SR 3.4.2.3 and SR 3.4.2.9, where added to ensure
that entrapped air or gases or voids would not exist in the ECCS piping
which could invalidate accident analyses or damage the pumps. The-new
SR 3.4.2.3 pertains to piping outside containment with a frequency of every
31 days and following maintenance or operations activities that drain
portions of the system. SR 3.4.2.9 pertains to piping inside containment
with a frequency of following maintenance or operations activities that
drain portions of the system.

]
With the exception of the operating centrifugal charging pump, the ECCS

||1.- pumps are normally in a standby, nonoperating mode when the unit is
| operating in MODES 1, 2 or 3. Since the ECCS piping is lower than the |

elevation of the RWST, a constant head is maintained on the ECCS piping
by the-RWST. This design feature helps reduce the probability that the i

ECCS piping will develop voids or entrap gases. It is during maintenance |
[' activities that the piping has the highest potential to develop voids and
' entrap gases. In addition, considering ALARA, subatmospheric conditions,

and waste concerns of spilled water inside containment, there is no benefit
' to .the routine venting of the system inside containment. Therefore a

frequency of 31 days and following any activities, either maintenance or
operations, which drain the system has been chosen for pump casings and
piping outsido containment. _ Piping inside containment will be vented

. following any activities either operations or maintenance which drains the
l. system inside containment.
L

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance |
with these changes would not:

1

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences- |
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

,

L to the Technical ' Specification which alter the conditions or l

y assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do i'

not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
,

_

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than

1any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR. l

I
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change raaber can be found )

*

In the October 16, 1909 semittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Arms Technical Specifications '

Justifications and Road Maps".
|
l

. - - - _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ - - _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ . - _
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"' Page 18 of 18

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

O Emergency Core Cooling System Chapter
LCO 3.5.2, ECCS Subsystems - T,vg 2 350'F

Change Number 16*(continued)

(3) Involve a significant-reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical. Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

,

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

\

.

:9

9
The justificatione, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change mater can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 smittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

. . . . . . . . _ . . _ . _ _ _ _ _
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lNO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

O"

1V Emergency Core Cooling System Chapter j

LCO 3.5.3, ECCS Subsystems Tavg < 350'F

Change Number 1*

'

Description:

The phrase "As a minimum" was deleted from the LCO because. it is
unnecessary. An LCO states the minimum requirements by definition. |

t

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance'vith the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and

| rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these . changes do not . increase the'

probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

p (2)- Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

|+ any ' accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
! n rewording process, introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does
I

(] it _ require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these
~

changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

I.
(3)' Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the

reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety

L has not been reduced.
|

|. Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
! involve a significant hazards consideration,

l'

D

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rumber can be found*

in the october 16, 1969 shittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Ame Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Mape".

. _ - - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ - - _ - - _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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Pago 2 of 7

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

'r
/ Emergency. Core Cooling System Chapter

LCO 3.5.3, ECCS Subsystems Tavg < 350'F

Change Number 2*

Description:

" Subsystems" was changed to " Trains" in the LCO for consistency with the ;
MERITS format.

,

The. proposed change.has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
- any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does

g it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these
changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different-s

type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to,

existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced.

.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

'

V
* The justifications, road neps, and specific changes associated with this change meer can be foW

in the october 16, 1989 sdunittet entitled " MERITS Program, Cutrent North Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

:_ u _ _ _ _ __-____o____________________ - _
- - --
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Fmergency Core Cooling System Chapter

LCO 3.5.3, ECCS Subsystems - Tavg < 350*F

Change Number 3* |

|
Description * l

The North Anna Unit 1 current LCO includes . a suction source from the
outside recirculation spray pump while the Unit 2 version does not. This
source was eliminated since the outside recirculation spray pump is not
part of ECCS nor is it credited in the applicable safety analyses. This
LCO is therefore the same for both North Anna Units.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these-changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

.A.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

'
any accident previously evaluated because no changes.have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions-of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

-

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter

~

the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

.\.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change maher can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 semittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".a

_ __ _____-_______________________ -_ - _ - _ . . _
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Page 4 of 7

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

t)
V Emergency Core Cooling System Chapter

LCO 3.5.3, ECCS Subsystems . T yg < 350'Fa

Change Number 4* -|

Description:

Actions a and b have been combined into the singic Action A with the time
for Required Action A.2 being shown as cumulative. The combining of the

.

Actions is due to the elimination of an alternate heat removal system to
maintain the unit in MODE 4 as being part of ECCS.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve-a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made "

to the Technical Specification which alter _ the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident-
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

L -(2) Create the possibility of a new'or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been madeL

'
L to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
'

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do <

not-create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore,' Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

,

t

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rumber can be found*

in the October 16,1989 62mittal entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

_._ _ _ _ , - - - - - -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HA2ARDS ANALYSIS

O Emergency Core Cooling System Chapter

LCO 3.5.3, ECCS Subsystems Tavg < 350*F

Change Number 5*

Description:

The ECCS actuation reportability, Action c, has been moved to
Administrative Controls, Special Reports Section 5.10.7.e.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
moves the requirement to another location in the Technical
Specifications.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will
exist in the alternate location.

.

- (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the.

affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruuber can be f ound*

. in the october 16, 1989 s@mittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".a

. . . . . . _ _ _ . . _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANAINSIS

Emergency Core Cooling System Chapter

LCO 3.5.3, ECCS Subsystems Tavg < 350'F

Change Number 6*

Description:

The note and surveillance regarding the centrifugal charging pump
operability was relocated to the North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.18, Cold
Overpressure Prevention.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
moves the requirement .to another location in the Technical
Specifications.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will9 exist in the alternate location.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes - that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this charge raaber can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 submittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Ama Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

O
Emergency Core Cooling System Chapter

LCO 3.5.3, ECCS Subsystems Tayg < 350*F

Change Number 7*

Description:

Since the note, addressed by change 6, was relocated to another spec, the
surveillances were relocated as well.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident- previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
moves the requirement to another location in the Technical
Specifications.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will
exist in the alternate location.

.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
surveillances are the- same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not_

involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road aspe, and specific changes associated with this change maker can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 submittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Amo Technical specifications
* JLetifications and Road Naps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HA*.ARDS ANALYSIS

O
Emergency Core Cooling System Chapter

LCO 3.5.4.1, Boron Injection Tank

Change Number 1*

Description:

The last sentence of the ACTION statement was made a separate Condition
.C per MERITS practice.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

l- (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
| of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
) rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical

Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and

G. rewording process, introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does
V it require physical modification-to the plant. Therefore, these

changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a di.fferent
type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to

{ -
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced.

ThereP>re, - Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant ha::ards consideration.

/
1

|
|

O
i The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change matier can be foed*

| In the October 16, 1989 sdimittel entitled "HEttis Program, current North Ame Technical Specifications
Justificatione and Road Maps".

(

- . - - _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ - _ _ - - _ - _ - - _ - - - - - _ _ - - - - - _ - _ - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - --
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- Emergency Core Cooling System Chapter

LCO 3.5.4.1, Boron Injection Tank

Change Number 2*

Description:
,

The surveillances were reordered per their frequencies according to the
MERITS format.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident . previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
p rewording process. introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does
( it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these

changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
; reformacting and rewording process involves no technical changes to

existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety'

has not been reduced.

|. Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
L involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruamber can be fomd*

in the October 16, 1999 sesmittel entitled " MERITS Progren, Current North Ame Technical Specifications
JuntifIcetione and Road Maps".

. _ _ _ - _ _ - - _ _ _ - - _ _ - _ - _ _ - _ _ _ - - _ _ _ - _ - _ - _ _ _ - - - _ - - - - - - . _ _ _ _ _ _ - _
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Emergency Core Cooling System Chapter

LCO 3.5.4.1, Boron Injection Tank

Change Numbers 3 and 4*

l
Description' I

The LCO was reworded for clarity and MERITS format. )
The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

.(1) Involve'a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident- from
any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting - and
rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor doesic

I it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these.

1 . ( changes do not create the possibility of an- accident of a different
'

type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
' ' involve a significant hazards consideration.

|
,

!

l.

j.

l
t

; The justifications, road espe, and specific changes associated with thle change mmber can be fouid*

t

in the October 16, 1989 e@eittel entitled '91ERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical specificatione
Justifications and Road flape".

__ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _._._ _ _ _ _ - _ -_- - _ - - _-__ - - - - -____ - ____ - - ._ - _-- - . --
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Emergency Core Cooling System Chapter
_

LCO 3.5.5, Refueling Water Storage Tank

Change Number 1*

Description:

The upper limit on the Refueling Water Storage Tank water volume was
deleted since this is not a tech spec limit, i.e. based _ on accident
analysis values, but merely the maximum volume of the tank.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
- of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the _ Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

9 to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant-reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification - remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

1he justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change number can be f ound*

in the October 16, 1989 s@mittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Maps". i
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Emergency Core Cooling System Chapter'

LCO 3.5.5, Refueling Water Storage Tank

[ Change Number 2*
1.

|- Description:

In the LCO the words " solution temperature" were changed to " borated water,

| temperature" for clarity.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequencesp
_

'

'of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

L any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
| rewording process , introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does
h it require physical modification to the - plant. Therefore, thesed changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different

type than any accident previously evaluated-in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
i

reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
j involve a significant hazards consideration.

L.

|

|
|-

..

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific chanses associated with thle chanse ruseer can be fomd*

in the October 16,1999 sdnittet entitled " MERITS Program, current North Ame Technicet specifications
Justifications and Road Neps".

_._________ _ _ - _ __ _ - ____- - - -.__-_- - ____-_ - _______-___________ - _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Emergency Core Cooling System Chapteri

LCO 3.5.5, Refueling Water Storage Tank-

Change Number 3*

Description:

The terms HOT STANDBY and COLD SHUTDOWN were replaced with MODE 3 and MODE
5, and the completion times were written in terms of cumulative time per
MERITS practice

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

'

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from,

any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does
it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these
changes do not create the possibility of an ac'cident of a different
type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced.

Taetsfore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
I

The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change raaber can be found''

in the october 16, 1999 subalttet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Amo Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Nape". -

. . . . . . . . . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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~

Emergency Core Cooling System Chapter

LCO 3.5.5, Refueling Water Storage Tank

Change Number 4*

Description:

The phrase "A boron concentration" was added to 3.5.5.b for clarity.

The proposed change.has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
. of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and '

"

rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) -Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
, .O*. rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does

it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these

| changes do not create the possibility of an accident ot a different
type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced.

E Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a=significant hazards consideration.

i
,

L
t~

|
|

[
L
,

R

The justifications, road maps, and speelfic changes associated with this change matier can be found*

in the October 16, 1999 edunittet entltted "NERITS Program, Current North Anne Technicet Specifications
Justifications and Road nape".

- _ - _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - - _ _ . _ - - . - . . - - -
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Emergency Core Cooling System Chapter ~

LCO 3.5.5, Refueling Water Storage Tank

Change Number 5* j

Description:
,

The surveillances were reordered per their frequencies according to the
MERITS format.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and

, rewording process. introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does
l''( it require physical modification to the. plant. Therefore, these
I' changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different

type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road amps, and specific chanses associated with this chanse mmber con be fomd*

in the October 16,1999 sensittel entitled "NERITS Prosram, Current North Ame Technical specifications
* Justifications and Road Neps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
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.( :

Containment Chapter
.

1

LCO 3.6.1.1, Containment Integrity.

Change Number 1*

Description:

Wording change to the LCO consistent with MERITS practice.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does

( it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these
' changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different

type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

t

i

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change tumuher can be foed*

in the October 16, 1989 sdunittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Mape".a

_ ~ . _ _ _
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:

A Containment Chapter
i

LCO 3.6.1.1, Containment Integrity.

Change Number 2*

Description:,

The entire ACTION statement was rewritten to include the air lock
requirements and to divide it into Conditions (A through E) and Required
Actions (A.1, A.2, B.1,.etc.) consistent with the MERITS format.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
moves the requirement from a current to a new Technical
Specification.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
i

j , any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will
?Q exist in the new Technical Specification.

\

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the I

affected scructure, system, component, or variable requirements and
isurveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this _ proposed change does not |
involve a significant hazards consideration.

-

!

i

1

O !

The justifications, road maps, and speelfic changes associated with this change maker can be fomd*

in the October 16, 1989 stdimittet entitled '91ERITS Program, Current borth Amo Technical Specificationr.
Justificatione and Road Maps".

'
.. _
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O ,
Containment Chapter

LCO 3.6.1.1, Containment Integrity.

Change Number 3*

Description:

The entire.SURVEII. LANCE REQUIREMENTS section was rewritten to include the
air lock requirements, the isolation valve requirements, and the
containment leakage rate verification. Also, the different surveillance
frequencies for isolation devices inside containment and those outside
containment were separated and clarified.

Surveillance Requirement SR 3.5.1.8 of the North Anna MERITS specification
3.5.1 will ensure that the Containment Le k Rate Test Pregram is performed
periodically. The Containment Leak Rate Tesc Program, is specified in the
Administrative Controls Section, and contains the test requirements
currently found in the following specifications:

3.6.1.1 Containment Integrity
3.6.1.2 containment 14akage
3.6.1.3 Containment Air Locks

O. The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

'

(1) Involve a sigatficane increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not ir crease the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
taade to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|
|

The justifications, road seps, and specific chenees associated with this change ruter can be feed |
'

In the october 16, 1909 sJnittel entitled "mtat18 Program, Current North Anne technical Speciflections
* JustifIcetIone end Roed neps".

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .
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.

\ Containment Chapter

LCO 3.6.1.2. Containment Leakage.

Change Number 1*

Description:

The NRC agreed with the Westinghouse Owners Croup recommendation that the !
containment leakage specification could be relocated, since it does not |meet any of the selection criteria for retention. Therefore, the i
containment leakage verifications contained in Specification 3.6.1.2 will
be relocated to Administrative Controls, Containment Leak Rate Test -i

Program, in the MERITS North Anna specs. However, per 'iRC direction,P,, i

L,, L,, and 1 will be provided in the Design Features section,9
" Containment".

Surveillance Requirement SR 3.5.1.8 of the North Anna MERITS specification r

3.5.1 will ensure that the Containment Leak Rate Test Program is performed
periodically. *.he Containment Leak Rate Test Program, is specified in the
Administrative Controls Section, and contains the test requirements
currently found in the following specifications:

3.6.1.1 Containment Integrity 3.6.1.3 Containment Air Locks i

O 3.6.1.2 containment Leakage |

|
l The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance !
with these changes would not: ,

|

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because rh operability and

; surveillance requirements will not be affectr.d. The proposed change
'

relocates requirements and surveillances which did not meet the
criteria for inclusion in Technical Specifications. These

| requirements and surveillances will be relocated from the Technical
Specifications to the UTSAR. These operability requirements and
surveillances will continue to be maintained pursuant to 10CFR50.59.

,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from,

' any accident previously evaluated because adequate controls for the
relocated requirements exist under the provisions of 10CFR50.59.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.
For any future changes to the requirements, the provisions of 10 CFR
50.59 and 50.71 will be upheld.

Therefore. Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not,

i \ involve a significant hazards consideration.
|

The justifications, road maps, and specific chenpes associated with this change nuuser can be foed*

in the October 16, 1999 sJuelttel entitled antRITS Program, Current sorth Anne Technicet Specifications i

| = Justificatione end Road mape".

_ ___ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ___ _ ___ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _____ _ __ . _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ ,_
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O
Containment Chapter

LCO 3,6.1.3, Containment Air Locks.

Change Number l' |
I

-

Description: j

The entire Containment Air Locks specification has been included in the I

North Anna MERITS specification 3.5.1, and in Section 1.6.3, definition
of CONTAINMENT INTEGRITY. Changes 2 through 11 indicate the disposition
of each of the subparts of specification 3.6.1.3.

The prcposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

;

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change j
moves the requirement to another new Technical Specification. ;

l
(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from I

any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will
exist in the alternate new Technical Specification. ~,

.

ln
V (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the

affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification. i

.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hatsrds consideration.

C
r

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with thle change ruuher can be fow*l*

in the october 16, 1999 s@mittet entitled "MitlTS Program, Current North Anne Technicet specifications
Justificettens and Road Nape".

- - _ - _ _ . . - _ . - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ - - - _ - . - _ .
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t
* Containment Chapter

LCO 3.6.1.3, Containment Air Locks.

|. Change Number 2'

I Description:

Subpart 3.6.1.3.a can be found in the revised definition of CONTAINMENT
; INTEGRITY, Item 1.6.3.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
i of 10CF1t$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
; of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
I surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
| moves the requirement to another new Technical Specification.
'

(2) Create t.he possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will
exist in the alternate new Technical Specification.

e (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
i affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements tnd

surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not, .

1 involve a significant hazards consideration,

i

|

L
|

.'

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rumeser can be fcmd*

in the October 16, 1989 edselttel entitled "uttit$ Progree, Current North Ame Technical Speelfleetions
_

Justifications and toed mopea.
.

.
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i
L Containment Chapter

LCO 3.6.1.3, containment Air Locks.

Change Number 3*

Description:

Subpart 3.6.1.3.b is covered in the revised definition of CONTAINMENT
INTEGRITY, Item 1.6.4, and in SR 3.5.1.8.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CTR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
moves the requirement to another new Technical Specification.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will

| exist in the n1 ternate new Technical Specification.
|

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the'

i affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

!

L
.

O
The justificellens, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruutper can be fomd*

in the October 16,1999 semittet entitled anttif t Program, Current North Ame Technical Specifications
Justificettene and Road maps".a
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l'
k Containment Chapter !

1

LCO 3.6.1.3, Containment Air Locks. !

Change Nurnber 4*

Description: j

The ACTION Subparts a.1 and a.2 are in the North Anna MERITS LCO 3.5.1
ACTION statement for Condition B.

]
;

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10Cnt50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

|

with these changes would not: |

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and I

surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
moves the requirement to another new Technical Specification.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement willt -

exist in the alternate new Technical Specification.

( (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
| ( affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and

surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

'

|

O
The justifications, road w, and specific chenpes associated with thle thence maker con be foed*

in the October 16,1999 smittel entitled auttifs Program, Current Worth Ame Technical Specifications
JustifIcetione and Roed 34epe".

-- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ___.. - _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ -__ - . . - _ . . _ .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

{ Containment Chapters

LCO 3.6.1.3, Containment Air Locks.

Change Number 5'

Description
1

ACTION Subpart A.3 is in the North Anna MERITS Containment Integrity
specification ACTION statement for Condition E.

i
i

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards !

of 10CTR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance )with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of en accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
moves the requirement to another new Technical Specification.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will
exist in the alternate new Technical Specification.

e (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
' ( affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and,

surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

The justifications. road espe, and specific changes associated with this change rameer e,an be fowd*

in the october 16, 1999 smittet entitled asettif t Progree, current morth Anne fechnicet Specifications
Justifications and Road Mape".

. _ - - _ __ _ _ ._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ __ ____
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
O Ih '

Containment Chapter

LCO 3.6.1.3, Containment Air Locks.
|
.

Chan6e Number 6'
,

Description:

The exception to LCO 3.0.4 was deleted because under the MERITS version
of LCO 3.0.4, MODE entry is permitted if the associated ACTIONS for the
MODE to be entered permit continued operation in the MODE or specified '

condition for an unlimited period of time. This situation prevails here. '

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10Cnt$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do !
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

,

f (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
'

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not|

'

involve a significant hazards consideration.

1

The justifications, road maps, ard specific chenees associated with thle change russer can be foed*

in the October 16,1989 sutalttet entitled ''mtRITS Program, Current North Amo fechnicet specifications
* JustifIcetions and Reed Naps".

- _ . _ . - - . - -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Qk Containment Chapter
j

LCO 3.6.1.3, Containment Air Locks. |

Change Number ?*

Description:
'

ACTION Subpart b. is in the North Anna MERITS LCO 3.5.1 ACTION statements
for Conditions C and E.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
moves the requirement to another new Technical Specification. ,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
'

any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will
exist in the alternate new Technical Specification.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the,

\ affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification..

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

.

|

l'
,

|

#
#

\

The justifications, road seps, and specific chenpes associated with this change rumber can be fowul*

in the october 16, 1999 suhaittel entitled "MttlTS Program, Current North Anne Itchnical Specifications
Justifications and toad neps".

. _ . . . _ . .___.- _ _ . _ _ _ ._ __ _ . . _ _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Containment Chapter

LCO 3.6.1.3, Containment Air Locks.

Change Number 8*

Description:

Subparts 4.6.1.3.a and 4.6.1.3.b are covered by the North Anna MERITS SR
3.5.1.8.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
moves the requirement to another new Technical Specification.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will
exist in the alternate new Technical Specification.

O (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
the justifications, rood maps, and specific changes associated with this change nudier een be found*

in the October 4,1999 sutalttet entitled ''teERITS Program, Current north Anne Technicet Specifications
Justifications and Road maps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

I

Containment Chapter

LCO 3.6.1. 3, Containment Air Locks .

Change Number 9*

Description:

Subpart 4.6.1.3.c is covered by tne North Anna MERITS SR 3.5.1.7.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10C}1tSO.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
moves the requirement to another new Technical Specification.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
*any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will
exist in the alternate new Technical Specification.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the

O affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road maps, eral specific changes associated with this change ruster con be found'

in the October 16, 1989 sutalttel entitled "Mitlis Program, Current North Arne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".
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( |

Containment Chapter

LCO 3.6.1.3, Containment Air Locks.

Change Number 10'

Description: 1
1

The footnote allowing entry to repair the inner air lock door is in the
NOTE to Action B.1 of the North Anna MERITS LCO 3.5.1.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance '

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
moves the requirement to another new Technical Specification.

,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will
exist in the alternate new Technical Specification.

O' (3) Involvs a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

!

i

1

l

|
|

p

I O
'

The justifications, road amps, and specific changes associated with this change ruseer can be foww'

in the October 16, 1999 sutunittel entitled '9etRITS Progree, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
Justificatione and Road maps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

gm
b Containment Chapter

LCO 3.6.1.3, Containment Air Locks.

Change Number 11'
l

Description:

The footnote regarding Specification 4.0.2 is in the NOTE to North Anna
'MERITS SR 3.5.1.8.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CTR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
'

of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
moves the requirement to another new Technical Specification.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will
exist in the alternate new Technical Specification.

,

C (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
'

affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements 'and
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration. '

|

1

O
The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change rumor can be foW*

in the October 4,1999 edmittet entitled ''tettif 5 Progree, Current North Ame Technicet Specifications
JustIfIcetiene and Road nope".a

- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ . - - - - . . _ . -
- . - -
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n
/ j'
V Containment Chapter

LCO 3.6.1.4, Containment Internal Pressure.

Change Number 1*

Description:

;

The word " Primary" was deleted from the LCO consistent with MERITS ^

practice.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the '

probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and !

rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does
( it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these

changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in t.he margin of safety because the '

reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O(/
<
'

i
(1

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruuher can be found
in the october 16, 1999 sJnittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical specifications

Justifications and Road Nape".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS |

1( ;

5 '

Containment Chapter

LCO 3.6.1.4, Containment Internal Pressure.
1

Change Number 2*

Description: I

I
Minor wording changes were made to the LCO and ACTION statement to be
consistent with MERITS practice.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
1of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance I

with these changes would not:
|

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and ,

i

rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical |
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

'(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and

_/' rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does
( it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these

| changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different '

type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the mare n of safety because thei

reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
| existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety-

has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant has:ards consideration.

,

The justifications, road maps, and teocific changes estociated with this chenee rueber can be found*

in the octamer 16, 1999 s@mittet entitled antRITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
JustifIcetfans and Roed maps".a

- - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ - _ - _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _- .- ._
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p
i

Containment Chapter

LCO 3.6.1.5, Containment Air Temperature.

Change Number l'

Description:

Wording changes were made to the LCO and ACTION statement to be consistent
with MERITS practice.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR. *

.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does
it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these
changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different

l type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
|

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
| reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to

existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety'

j has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Powsr concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

|

|
.

O
The justifications, road neps, and specific changes associated with this change maher con be fomd*

in the october 16, 1989 sensittet entitled anERif t Prottom, Current North Anne Technicet Specifications
Justifications and Road Nepe".

. . _ _ . - - ._. . _.- __ _____.
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p-
t
( Containment Chapter

i

'

LCO 3.6.1.5, Containment Air Temperature.

Change Number 2*

Description:

The Surveillance Requirement has been simplified, and the details moved
to the bases document,

j

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not: )

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequencesi

! of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
'the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from ,

any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
p rewording process. introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does

,

Q it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these
changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

| (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

1

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change matier can be fomd*
in the october 16, 1989 emittet entitled " MERITS Program. Current North Arme fechnicet Specifications

JustifIcetions and Road maps".

- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ __ _ _ _ . -



._. - - .-. .

I

Pogs 3 of 3
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O containment Chapter

LCO 3.6.1.5, Containment Air Temperature.

I Change Number 3*

Description:

, The locations of the containment temperature elements to be used have been
i

placed in the bases document. The method of obtaining a weighted average
| is contained in other controlled documentation.
|- ,

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10Cf1t50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and |
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change 1

relocates requirements and surveillances from the Technical
Specifications to the UFSAR. These operability requirements and
surveillances will continue to be maintained pursuant to 10 CFR j
50.59.

|

(' (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from,

' ' any accident previously evaluated because adequate controls for the
relocated requirements exist under the provisions of 10 CFR 50.59.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.
For any future changes to the requirements, the provisions of 10 CFR 1

50.59 and 50.71 will be upheld.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

I

O !

The justifications, road esps, and specific changes associated with this change nuuher can to femd*

in the October 16,1999 semittel entitled "MEtif t Progree, Current North Arms Technicet specifications
* JustifIcetions and toed Nepe".

. _.- _ _ _ _ - . . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . ________ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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t
A containment Chapter

LCO 3.6.2.1, Containment Quench Spray System.

Change Number 1*
|

|

Description:

Wording changes were made to the LCO and ACTION statement to be consistent
with MF.RITS practice. ,

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10C11t50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the '

i probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and

'

rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does
it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, theses

changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
' reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety,

I has not been reduced.
.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

r
f
%

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this charge ramter can be foW
in the October 16, 1989 semittet entitled " MERITS Program, current North Anne Technicet spealfications
* Justificatices and Reed Maps".

_______ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ .. .. .- - --_ --
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSISc

,

Containment Chapter

LCO 3.6.2.1, containment Quench Spray System. !

Change Number 2* !

Description:

A statement was added to the Actions to cover two inoperable Spray trains.
This additional Condition is intended to make the LCO more complete. The
Completion Time provided is consistent with LCO 3.0.3. -

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
| of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made t

! to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
| assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

3 any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accideat of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR..

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses.' The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin

i of safety has not been reduced.
|

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.'

|

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rutier con t>e found*

in the October 16, 1989 sdunittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Ame Technicet Specifications
Justifications and seed maps".

- . . _ _ _ _ __ _ ._________________ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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Containment Chapter

LCO 3.6.2.1, Containment Quench Spray System. )
,

Change Number 3* I

>

Description:
;

Surveillance Requirement 4.6.2.1.a.2 has been deleted. Refueling Water '

Storage Tank (RWST) temperature is checked daily in the RWST (MERITS LCO ,

3.4.5) Surveillance Requirements.
.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences '

of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do ;
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident '

L previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
,

'O (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
5 any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been madel

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than -

any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
L

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no,

changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

i

,

O
The justifications, road amps, and specific changes estociated with this change number een be fowui*

In the October 16, 1999 semittet entitled "MERift Progres, current North Anne Technicet Specifications
* Justificettens and Reed maps'.

_ _ _ . - _ - . . - _ _ - _ _ - - - _ . _ - - . . _ - _ _ - _ _ _ . . _ -- _. -__ -.. - - ,- ..-.
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Containment Chapter
i

i
LCO 3.6.2.1, Containment Quench Spray System.

Change Number 4*

Description:

The pump's head Surveillance Requirement is rewritten to provide
verification that the pump's developed head is greater than or equal to
the required developed head at one flow test point on the pump's required
head curve. This is an alternative to the STS, Rev. 5 which required that !the pumps be tested at the recirculation flow point. However, the same :

information is obtained by testing at any point along the pump's required
head curve. This developed head technique is proposed to allow more
flexibility in testing. An example of this would be testing in a normal
operational alignment, rather than a recirculation alignment. Neither the
intent nor the meaning of the existing specification is changed. Testing
et any one flow point is sufficient to warn of abnormal pump performance.
Under ASME requirements, a pump head curve is established and any change
in this established pump head curve is monitored by periodic ASME Section

|. XI pump testing. Allowable pump degradation is limited by the ASME Section
XI requirements or the pump operating performance assumptions used in the
accident analyses whichever is greater.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CF1t50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

| (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
^

of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
| changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter

the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin

O of safety has not been reduced.
Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justificetters, road amps, and specific chenees associated with this chenee matier can be f omd*

in the October 16,1999 edelttet entitled "MEtif t Program, current North Anne Technical Specifiestions
JustificetIone and Road Maps".

- _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ . _ . _ - - -- - - .- .-.
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NO SIGNIP'ICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

O
Containment Chapter

LCO 3.6.2.1, Containment Quench Spray System. I
lChange Number 5*

Description:

The method of verification of SR 4.6.2.1.d is deleted from the technical !
specification, since it is not necessary. An acceptable method will be
incorporated into an applicable procedure outside the T.S.

i

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which altar the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses, Therefore, these changes do,

not increase the probability or consequences of an accident r

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

O' any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no '

changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the-
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justificetters, road maps, and specific chenpos associated with this change raaber can tie fcmd*

in the Oct:iher 16, 1999 semittet ent!tted "NERITS Program, Current North Arms Technical Specifications
+ Justifications and Reed Naps".

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ - - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ - . _ _ - . - _ _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS )

Containment Chapter

LCO 3.6.2.2, Containment Recirculation Spray System. )

Change Number l' )

Description:

Wording changes were made to the LCO and ACTION statement to be consistent
,

with MERITS practice.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:r

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
,

of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and I

rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

I (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident fron
| any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and

,

rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does '

it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these

O changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different -

type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced. ,

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

T

|
|

|

O
The justificatione, road angn, and specific changes associated with thle chanse raster can be found*

in the October 16, 1909 edmittel entitled "NERif t Program, current North Anne fechnical Specifications
* Justifications and toed Mape".

-____ _ ___ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ___ __.__ ____ -._. - - ,- . -. - -- -.



. . . - . . . _ - . . - - - - -._ - - . . -.

!
'

i

!

Pcg* 2 of 11 i

NO SIGNIFICANT MAZARDS ANALYSIS

Containment Chapter

LCO 3.6.2.2. Containment Recirculation Spray System.

Change Number 2*

Description:

The LCO was rewritten to more clearly define the components required
OPERABLE in the Recirculation Spray System (RSS). The RSS consists of 4
subsystems each with 50% of the design bases capacity. Two subsystems '

comprise a ' train". The revised parts "a" and "b" identify the subsystems '

which comprise a train. This maintains the requirement for a subsystems
OPERABLE in the LCO, but allows more combinations of inoperable subsystems
to be addressed in the ACTION statements. Part *c" is modified to clarify i

the fact that the Casing Coolf ng support system is shared between trains. '

No technical change was made in this revised LCO.
,

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance -

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
1 of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

3 to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
(Q assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

not increase the probability or consequences of an accident '

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

1

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analysee. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific chanses associated with thle change rusher can be found*

in the october 16, 1999 SWalttel entitled autRITS Program, current borth Anne Technical Specifications
* JustifIcetions and Reed Maps".

. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ - - . . _ . _ _ _ - . . __
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NO SIGNIFICANT HA2ARDS ANALYSIS

O
.Q Containment Chapter

LCO 3.6.2.2, Containment Recirculation Spray System.

Change Number 3*

Description:

no new MERITS Actions section is rewritten to identify conditions and
Required Actions based on the RSS subsystems and trains as clarified in
the revised LCO. More combinations of inoperable subsystems are addressed,
while retaining the technical requirement of at least 1001 capability at
all times. The following is a discussion and justification of each of the
Conditions of the new Action statements: '

A. One RSS subsystem inoperable. Condition "A" and the Required Action
'

"A.1* restore in 7 days is the currently licensed requirement. It
is based on the fact that the remaining 3 RSS subsystems can provide
more than 100% of the minimum system design requirements.

B. Two RSS subsystems inoperable on the same train. This condition 't*
is the same as the STS except the STS calls it a "systen", rather
than a ' train". The remaining OPERABLE subsystems (i.e., the other
train) seet the minimum systen design requirements in this condition.

.

The STS Action is to restore the system within 72 hours. However, 1

from a technical requirement standpoint, restoration of one subsystem,

' (rather than both subsystems of the train) will place the plant in
condition "A" thus safely allowing more time to restore the second
subsystem of the train. Therefore, the Required Action B.1 is
written to restore one subsystem instead of one train. The
Completion Time of 72 hours remains the same.

C. & D. Condition "C" and 'D' were written to identify cases where two RSS
subsystems are inoperable but not in the same train. In these
conditions the remaining OPERABLE subsystems meet the minimum systes
design requiremonts (equivalent to one train inoperable). The
Required Action and the Completion Time are the same as for one train
inoperable. These conditions are added to make the Action statements
more flexible and complete, without any change to the technical
systes capability requirements.

E. Condition "E" is identical in content to the current North Anna
Action 'b', with a Completion time of 72 hours. Note, however, that
if the required Action is not completed within the 72 hours,
Condition "F" allows 6 hours to be in MODE 3, and 84 hours to be in '

MODE 5, whereas the current North Anna spec requires beirs in MODE
5 within 36 hours. his comes about from the STS allowance of an
additional 48 hours in MODE 3 to restore an inoperable subsystem with
a system (i.e., " train") inoperable. It is appropriate to extend
this allowance to follow condition "E", because the condition withI the casing cooling tank inoperable is equivalent to one train

The Justifications, road emps, and specific chenees associated with this chenee raseer een he fewuf*

in the October 16, 1999 semittet entitled "NERITS Program, Current sorth Anne fechnleet speelfications
Justificettens and Boed Nape".

._, _, __ _ _ . . _ . . . , - - -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

p Containment Chapter
Q4

LCO 3.6.2.2 Containment Recirculation Spray System.

Change Number 3* Description (continued):

E. (continued)
inoperable (e.g. Condition "B"), in that, at most, two of the four
501 subsystems could be inoperable, and the remaining OPERABLE
subsystems would meet the minimum system design requirements
(equivalent to one train inoperable). |

|

F. Condition *F* defines the Required Actions and Completion Times for
failing to meet Required Actions A, B, C, D and E. The Completion j

Time of 6 hours to be 'a MODE 3 is the same as the STS. The 84 hours
to be in MODE 5 is the sua of the STS allowance of 6 hours to be in l

MODE 3, plus the allowance of 48 hours in MODE 3 to restore the
inoperable subsystem, and, if restoration is not successful, the
following 30 hours to be in MODE 5. No technical change. *

G. Condition 'G" was added to cover the situation of 3 RSS subsystems
inoperable. The Required Action to restore a single subsystem to
OPERABLE status in 1 hour will give the plant a chance to enter
another condition of 2 subsystems inoperable instead of starting a
shutdown in 1 hour. This additional Condition is intended to make

O the LCO more complete. The Completion Time is consistent with LCO
3.0.3.

H. Condition "H" defines the times to reach MODE 3 and MODE 5 on failing
to meet condition "G". The times specified are consistent with LCO
3.0.3. No technical change.

The proposed changes have been evaluated in accordance with the
Standards of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations
in accordance with these changes would not:

,

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

Containment Chapter

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rustier can tie found
in the octatier 16, 1999 semittet entitled anERif t Program, Current North Ame fechnical Specifications
* JustifIcetlens and Road haps".

. _ _ _ . _ . . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _- --
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS {

/( LCO 3.6.2.2, Containment Recirculation Spray System.
'

Change Number 3* Description (continued):
1

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no '

changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes

.. made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
!- accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
I of safety has not been reduced. .

j

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hasards consideration.

l

I

{
1

,

O ,

,

i

l

>

i

The justifications, road mope, arW specific cheapes associated with this change tsaber con be foed.

*

I in the October 16, 1999 odmittel entitled '9tEtif t Progree, current borth Ama Technical Specificatione'

* Justifications and Road mope .a

.. - - , _ - _ . _ - _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . - - _ _ _ - - _ - -
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NO SIGNIFICAir HAZARDS ANAL.YSIS

Containment Chapter

LCO 3.6.2.2, Containment Recirculation Spray System.

Change Number 4*

Description:

The exclusion for check valves was added for completeness. The positions
of check valves cannot be easily determined for routine surveillance , nor
is it necessary to verify check valve positions to assure the correct valve
alignment for the Recirculation Spray System flow path.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the Mobability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made9 to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditiens or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change Loes not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change numer can be fomd*

in the october 16, 1989 submittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Ama Technical Specifications
Just i f icat ions and Road Maps".

,

--__ __ -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANAINSIS

Containment Chapter

! LCO 3.6.2.2, Containment Recirculation Spray System,
i

Change Number $*

Description:*

The pump's head Surveillance Requirement is rewritten to provide|
verification that the pump's developed head is greater than or equal to |

! the required developed head at one flow test point on the pump's required |
|- head curve. This is an alternative to the North Anna specification which |

| requires that the pumps be tested at the recirculation flow point.'

However, the same information is obtained by testing at any point along
the pump's required head curve. This developed head technique is proposed
to allow more flexibility in testing. An example of this would be testing

1 in a normal operational alignment, rather than a recirculation alignment.
L Neither the intent nor the mentting of the existing specification is

changed. Testing at any one flow point is sufficient to warn of abnormal
pump performance. Under ASME requirements, a pump head curve is
established and any change in this established pump head curve is monitored
by periodic ASME Section XI pump testing. Allowable pump degradation is
limited by the ASME Section XI requirements or the pump operating
performance assumptions used in the accident analyses whichever is greater.

The proposed change has. been evaluated in accordance with the standards

O of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

| (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
| of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

i not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated ire the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

|- not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
j any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to - the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

r-

y

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this chanse matier can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 sJimittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current korth Ame Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".
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Containment Chapter

LCO 3.6.2.2, containment Recirculation Spray System.

Change Number 6*

Description:

The method of verification is deleted frca the technical specification,
since it is not relevant. An acceptable method will be incorporated into
an applicable procedure outside the technical specification.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

g with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

O assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significaat reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change n6stier can be foisd*

in the October 16, 1989 stdunittet entitted "MEQlTS Program, current North Anne Technical spectfIcations
Justifications and Road Mape".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Containment Chapter

LCO 3.6.2.2, Containment Recirculation Spray System.

Change Number 7'

'

Description:

Surveillance Requirement, SR 3.5.3.6, was added to verify that the inside
RS pumps, which cannot be tested with water until the sump is flooded, do
rotate when turned on with the sump dry. This provides a measure of
assurance that they would perform their safety function if called upon to
do so following a DBA. The frequency of 3 months is based on engineering
judgment, and has been shown to be acceptable through operating experience.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. 'The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not.
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O ;

The justifications, rood espa, and specific changes associated with this change number can be found*

in the October 16, 1999 semittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical spectfications
Justifications and Road Mape".
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Containment Chapter

LCO 3.6.2.2, Containment Recirculation Spray System.

Change Number 8*

Description:

Surveillance Requirement, SR 3.5.3.8, was added. The SR 3.5.1.6
verification that the dry pump rotates and this less frequent verification
of the developed head combine to assure that the pumps will perform their
safety functions following a DBA. The allowable pump degradation is based
on UFSAR accident analysis assumptions. The frequency of 18 months is
based on engineering judgment, and has been shown to be acceptable through
operating experience.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not- increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change maber can be found*

in the October 16, 1999 submittet entitled amERIT$ Program, Current morth Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Neps".'
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4 LCO 3.6.2.2, Containment Recirculation Spray System.

Change Number 8*

Description:
i

Surveillance Requirement, SR 3.5.3.9 was insertec. This surveillance was
moved from the ECCS Chapter, and performance or, the same frequency as
refueling activities verifies that the RS and i:SF pumps not positive
suction head will not be degraded by any' debris that could block the sump
screens. The frequency of.18 months is acceptable because activities that
could gererate debris are only_ conducted on an 18 month frequency.

>

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

,

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
moves the requirement to the new Technical Specification from a
current Specification.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident fromc)(d any accident previously evaluated because- the same requirement will
exist in the new Technical Specification.,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

!

.

The justifiestions, road maps, and specific changes associated with thle change maber can be foed*

in the October 16, 1999 sdunittet entitled anERITS Program, Current North Ama Technicet Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".
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Containment Chapter

LCO 3.6.2.3, Chemical Addition System.
,

Change Number l'

Description:

The word " deliverable" was'added to define the volume addressed in the LCO. ,

If the volume of the tank is different from the deliverable volume, then
the volume limits will need to be adjusted. The continued use of tank
volume limits versus changing to tank level limits, usures that the safety '

function of the system is met while allowing measurement of the volume with
.

.any suitable instrumentation.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
L of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
L with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability .or consequences
' of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to ' the Technical Specification ~ which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

O1

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

'

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
g; changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
L the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes

made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not:

involve a significant hazards consideration.

1~

l

|

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nLabor can be fomd*

in the october 16, 1989 s@mittat entitled anERITS Progreas, Current North Ama Technical Specifications
Justiflestions and Road Maps".a
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Containment Chapter

LCO 3.6.2.3, Chemical Addition System.

Change Number 2*

Description:

Part b. of the LCO has been revised to address the parallel isolation
valves and to limit the flow path description to the flow path from the
chemical addition tank to. the refueling water storage tank. The ,.

elimination of the flow path from the refueling storage tank to the quench
spray pumps is consistent with the surveillance, which tests only the flow
path to the refueling water storage tank. The flow path from the refueling,

'

water storage tank to the quench spray pumps is covered by the Quench Spray -

System LCO.

'The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

L to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions orn
'

(V) assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident

| previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
1

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident-from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the _ Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions'of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident.of a different type than ,

any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR. !

-(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

Ov -

* The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change maher can be fomd
in the October 16,1999 sutmittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Naps".

.
__ - _ _ _ . _ - . - - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - _ - _ .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

I

Containment Chapter~

,

LCO 3.6.2.3', Chemical Addition System.

Change Number 3*

Description:

The Action section has been rewritten, however no technical changes have
been made. The Completion Times have nel been changed, although the 48
hour period, allowed while in MODE 3 to restore the system, is no longer '

separately identified. The 48 hour period has been included in the
Completion Time permitted to reach MODE 5, since the system may be restored
to OPERABLE status at any time.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made -
to the . Technical Specification which alter the conditions or7

| assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
L not increase the probability or consequences of an accident' -

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the. Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin

[ of safety has not been reduced.

| Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
! involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

j ..

|

b

!)
The justifications, road esps, and specific changes associated with this change matter can be fomd*

in the october 16, 1989 semittet entitled "NERif$ Program, Current North Anne fechnicet Specifications
JustifIcetions and Road Naps".

. _ - . _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ____- - _ _ ___ _ -__-__-_---_ _
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.NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Containment Chapter

LCO 3.6.2.3, Chemical Addition System.

Change Number 4*

Description:

Surveillance Requirement a. has been revised to include the phrase
'"(excluding check valves)" to clarify that check valves are not included.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

-with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from:
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or-

O-
-

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

!

The justifications, road mare, and specific changes associated with this change rumber can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 s@mittet entitled "teERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Mape".

_
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

|

Containment Chapter-

LCO 3.6.2~.3, Chemical Addition System.

Change Number 5*

Description:

Surveillance Requirement b.1 has been revised to specify " deliverable"
volume to clearly _ differentiate from the tank volume. "Within limits" has
been added to specify the acceptance criteria specified in the LCO.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

.
(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
- to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruuber can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 senittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical specifications
Justifications and Road Mape".

__
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANAI.YSIS

Containment Chapter

LCO 3.6.2.3, Chemical Addition System.
IChange Number 6*
1

Description:
.

In Surveillance Requirement b.2 the phrase "by chemical analysis" has been
deleted. This change was recommended by the Westinghouse Owners Group as
a Technical Specification improvement (letter to NRC 00161). This change
will allow alternative methods of determining solution concentration in
the spray additive tank. "Within limits" has been added to specify the
acceptance criteria specified in the LCO.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFRSO.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

,

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which - alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

3 - not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
- ( previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which altor the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

,

I

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes asacciated with this change mmber can be found*

in the October 16; 1999 sdnittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Ama Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Mape".

_ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ - . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ . .
- ,
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. NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANAI.YSIS

| D'
Qt - _ _

Containment Chapter

K LCO 3.6.2.3, Chemical Addition System.

Change Nunaber 7*
,

Description:

Surveillance Requirement c. has been revised to include the phrase
"(excluding check valves)" to clarify that check valves are not included. '

Also, "during shutdown" was deleted to be consistent with MERITS.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
,. of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
| with these changes would not:

L (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
. assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changea do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

y Ox any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made.
| co the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
i assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rumber een be fotsid*

in the October 16, 1989 steunittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".
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Pass 8 of 8

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
,

Containment Chapter

_ _ _

LCO 3.6.2.3, Chemical. Addition System.
_

Change Number 8'

Description:

Surveillance Requirement d. has been rewritten to clarify that more than
one flow path must be tested.

~

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the' standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance,

with these changes would not:
.

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
[; of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
R- to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore,-these changes do-
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

,

(2) Create the possibility _of a new or different kind of accident from

-

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions. or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not_ create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the-Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. .Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

-

i

.--

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nusher can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 sutsnittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".a

. ... _ _........._ _ _ _ _ _
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-NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYFIS
. {

-

- Containment Chapter
;

lLCO 3.6.3.1, Containment Isolation Valves. '

!
Change Number 1*

Description:

The Containment Isolation Valves LCO and Surveillance Requirements have
been included in the North Anna MERITS specification 3.5.1, Changes - 2
through 6 indicate the disposition of each of the subparts of specification
3.6.3.1. TABLE 3.6-1 has been relocated outside of the technical
specifications to the UFSAR Chapter 16.

The' proposed change hcs been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
moves the requirement to another new Technical Specification. The
proposed change also relocates requirements and surveillances from
the Technical Specifications to the UFSAR. These operability

L .O requirements and. surveillances will continue to be maintained'
l: pursuant to 10 CFR 50.59.
,

(2)- Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously. evaluated because the same requirement will
exist in the alternate new Technical Specification, and because- -

adequate controls for the relocated requirements exist under the
provisions of 10 CFR 50.59.

.(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the i

affected structure, system,. component, or variable requirements and
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

.

O
'0

.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rumber can be foed*

in the october 16, 1999 submittel entitled "NERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".
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Pass 2 of 7,

,

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
'

i
-N Containment Chaptar

LCO 3.6.3.1, Containment Isolation Valves.-.

Change Number 2*

Description:

ACTION statements a, b, and c have been incorporated in the North Anna
MERITS specification 3.5.1, Condition A. Action statement d is Condition

,

,

E in the MERITS specification.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

1with these changes would not: '

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
moves the requirement to another new Technical Specification.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the sera requirement will
exist in the alternate new Technical Specification.

- (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

G
U

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change number can be fourus*

in the October 16, 1989 shittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".
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,

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

' - -V Containment Chapter
,

LCO 3.6.3.1, Containment Isolation Valves. i

L Change Number 3*
!

L Description:
,

Surveillance Requirement 4.6.3.1.1.a is SR 3.5.1.6 of the North Anna MERITS
specification 3.5.1.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:-

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and. (
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
moves the requirement to another new Technical Specification.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will

| exist in the alternate new Technical Specification.

( (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
- affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and

surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification. -

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

.

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change matser can be fourus*

in the october 16, 1989 s@mittet entitled " MERIT $ Program, Current North Ame Technical specifications
- Justifications and Road Maps".

4
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

,\-_ n\

- Containment Chapter
'

,

LCO 3,6.3.1, Containment Isolation Valves.

Change Number 4*

Description:
.:

Post maintenance testing activities are being removed from technical
specifications. Post maintenance testing ensures that equipment meets.all
surveillance requirements prior to restoring the equipment to an OPERABLE
status. The requirement to perform post maintenance testing is implicit

. in the definition of OPERABILITY and as such does not need to be restated
separately in the surveillance requirement section of individual technical
specifications.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the. conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do./ not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or.different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore,.these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made - to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in;the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific charges associated with this change rumber een be found*

in the October 16, 1989 swunittel entitled " MERITS Program, current North Anne Technicet specifications
Justifications and Road Mape". -

_ _ _ _ _ . _ - - - - _ . _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ - _ - - - . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

^--- Containment Chapter

LCO 3.6.3.1, Containa,ent Isolation Valves.

! Change Number 5*
!'
! Description:

Surveillance Requirement 4.6.3.1.2 is in the North Anna MERITS LCO 3.5.1:
(a. ) is SR 3. 5.1. 9; (b.) is SR 3.5.1.10; (c.) is deleted (see 7, below);,

R and (d) is SR 3.5.1.11,

i

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
; of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or1 '

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
'not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made,

( to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or'1

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter

L the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
! made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the

accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin,

| of safety has not been reduced.
I

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

L
,

O
* The justifications, road esps, and specific changes associated with this change rumher can be fourus

in the October 16, 1989 s@elttet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
[ * Justifications and Road Neps".

'
_._ _
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i

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS 1

,

Containment. Chapter-

LCO,3.6.3.1, Containment Isolation Valves.

Change Number 6*

Description:

Surveillance Requirement 4.6.3.1.3 is SR 3.5.1.3 in the North Anna MERITS
LCO 3.5.1.

The proposed change-has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

-with:these changes would not:

(1) ~ Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evalua;ed because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
moves the requirement to another new Technical Specification.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident'from
any accident previously evaluated because the saste requirement will
exist in the alternate new Technical Specification.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
_( - affected structure, system, component, or variable. requirements and

surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

!
'

,

O
The justifications, road mope, and specific chenees associated with this change rumber can be fotad*

in the October 16, 1989 stAimittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Ame Technicet specifications
* Justifications and Road Mape".

.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HA2ARDS ANALYSIS

Containment Chapter''

,
'

LCO 3.6.3.1, containment Isolation Valves.

Change Number 7*

Description:

L Surveillance Requirement 4.6.3.1.2.c has been deleted. The purge supply 1

| and exhaust valves are closed at all times during MODES 1, 2, 3, and 4 as '

part 'of the definition of CONTAINMENT INTEGRITY for subatmospheric
containments. Also, these valves do not serve any post accident function '

at North Anna that would require OPERABILITY of the automatic closing
L function following operation in these MODES. For these reasons this SR
) is not required for MODES 1, 2, 3, and 4 This surveillance is, however,

performed approximately every 18 months (on a 7-day frequency in MODE 6I

during CORE ALTERATIONS or movement of irradiated fuel within containment)
as SR 3.8.4.3 in the Refueling Chapter.

The proposed change- has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance,

with these changes would not:
L

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences.

O''

of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability. or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

l
' (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

| not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in.the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes -

made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O'

The justifications, road maps, ami specific changes associated with this change mmber can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 semiittet entitled anERifS Program, Current North Ama Technicet Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

__ _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
,

*;
, \ ' Containment Chapter

8

LCO 3.6.4.1, Hydrogen Analyzers.

Change Number 1*
|

'

Description:

n The words " independent" and " containment" were deleted to be consistent
with the MERITS version of the specification. When two systems or trains
are required in an LCO, it is understood that the general design criteria
for independence redundancy, physical separation, etc., apply to,,.

safety related systems and components.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

| (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical

1. Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
| probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in'

the UFSAR.

OQ (2) Create the possib'ility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated , because the reformatting and'
rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does
it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these
changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different

, type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
|

I (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power. concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road espo, and speelf f e changes associsted with this change ramener can be foed*

in the October 16, 1989 s@mittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Ame Technical Specifications
JustifIcetione and Road Maps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Containment. Chapter

LCO 3:6.4.1, Hydrogen Analyzers.

Change Number 2*

Description:

The wording of " shared with Unit 2" was changed - to be consistent with
MERITS.

The proposed change has been enluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process. introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does
it require physical modification- to the plant. Therefore, these

- .- changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road aspe, and specific changes associated with this change rusher can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 shittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
'

O
Containment Chapter

LCO 3.6.4.1, Hydrogen Analyzers.

Change Number 3*

Description:

A NOTE stating that the provisions of LCO 3.0.4 are not applicable was
added. This allows MODE changes while in an instrumentation inoperable
condition, since the hydrogen analyzers do not affect operation in HODES
1 and 2. The Analyzers are used for post. accident sampling and if
unavailable, an alternative means of sampling can be used to determine
hydrogen concentration in the containment or the Hydrogen Recombiners can
be operated to control hydrogen.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

. assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident

- previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to. the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyst s. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed char.ge does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
!

The justifications, road maps, and specific chonees associated with this change maker can be fourid*

in the october 16, 1999 submittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Ama Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Raps".

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - -_
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. ( /L Containment Chapter

,

l

LCO 3.6.4.1, Hydrogen Analyzers.

| Change Number 4*
1

Description:
1

The note regarding OPERABILITY including the heat tracing was deleted.
It is not necessary because the definition of "0PERABLE, OPERABILITY" in

-the Definition Section includes all supporting systems and components.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Tcchnical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

*not- increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
q any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
Q to - the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

j assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
I not create the possibility of an accident of a different type thanl

any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR, Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a:significant hazards consideration.

?,

*!

* The justifications, road amps, and specific changes associated with this change maker can be found
in the october 16, 1989 sdunittet entitled " MERIT 5 Program, Current North Ama Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Maps".

- ._ ___ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _____ _ _ _ _ _ _ _______
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1

I Containment Chapter,

LCO 3.6.4.1, Hydrogen Analyzers.

Change Number 5* i

Description:
]

The words were added to clarify that both Units 1 and 2 must be shutdown
if the required actions are not completed within the required Completion ,

Times. This is because the hydrogen analyzers are shared between Units
1 & 2.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards.
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences {
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made '

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

Og
.

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

| assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) ' Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be fouW*

in the October 16, 1989 submittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

. _ _ _ - - _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ __-__-_______- _______________-____ - __ ._- --_-- - -_-_ _
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Containment Chapter

LCO 3.6,4.3, Waste Gas Charcoal Filter System.

Change Number l'
'

Description:

The title was changed to explicitly reflect which of several charcoal
filter systems in the plant is intended.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with tho' standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which ' alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
.not increase the probability or -consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

| (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

| ; assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do '

\
| not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than-

any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes. have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

| Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
i involve a significant hazards consideration.

1'

..

O
The justificatione, road maps, and specific chenees associated with this change matter can be fourd*

in the October 16, 1989 s@eittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road mape .a
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Containment Chapter

LCO 3.6.4.3, Waste Gas Charcoal Filter System.

Change Number 2*

Description:

The LCO has been revised to read "Two --- trains", to be consistent with
MERITS terminology. The Bases describes the system trains, power sources,
etc.

Tho proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards.

of 10CFR50.92(c) and-it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

O- to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do-
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3)' Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, . Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this chanse mmber can be fou1d |

*

In the October 16, 1989 submittel entitled * MERITS Program, current North Anne Technical Specifications 1

- Justiflections and Road Naps".
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i
Containment Chapter

LCO 3.6.4,3, Waste cas Charcoal Filter System.

Change Number 3'

i
Description: J

The words shared with Unit 2" were changed to be consistent with MERITSa

practice, and the Action statement was clarified to indicate that if the
filter trains are not restored to OPERABLE status within the required
Completion Time, both Units 1 & 2 must be shutdown. This is because the
filter trains are shared between Units 1 & 2.

. The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards !
I~ of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operacions in accordance !
| with these changes would not:

)

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences j
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made '

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
i

! assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do '

not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

Create the possib'lity of a new or different kind of accident from'

(2) i
.

I any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do !

not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than '

any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not '

involve a significant hazards consideration.

|~

|

| * The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can tie fomd
in the Octatier 16, 1999 edimittet entitled anERlf 5 Program, Current North Anne Technicet Specificatione
+ Justificettens and Reed mape'.

___ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ - .. _ - - - - - - -_ - -
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Containment Chapter

LCO 3.6.4.3, Waste Cas Charcoal Filter System.

Change Number 4*

Description:

A new Condition 8 has been added for two trains inoperable with a
requirement that one train be restored to OPERABLE status within 7 days, i
The completion time of 7 days is based on the fact that the purge blowers I

are only a backup to the hydrogen recombiners. Also, this completion time I
is consistent with other accident mitigation systems, such as the hydrogen
recombiners.

,

'

We proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CP1t$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

l with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions er '

assumptions of the-accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Creste the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from '

raty tecident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to che Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do '

not create the pcssibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Herefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced. ,

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazarda consideration.

O
The justificettene, reed aspe, and specifle chanses seeecleted with thle chanse mmber con M fouruf*

in the October 16,1999 edmittel entitled "IEtif 8 Presrem, Current sorth Ame fechnical specificetters
Justificettens and Reed hope".

,

- __ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .__._ _ ___ _ ______ _ _ ____ ___ _ _ - _ __ -_
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O i

Containment Chapter >

140 3.6.4.3, Vaste cas Charcoal Filter System.

Change Number 5' |

>

Description:

The frequency requirement "(1) after any structural maintenance on the HEPA
filter or charcoal adsorber housings " has been deleted consistent with
MERITS practice. This change is acceptable, since normal post. maintenance '

testing will demonstrate the acceptability of the maintenance. The need
for and extent of testing should be determined on a case by case basis
under existing maintenance procedures. :

The requirement for testing "(2) following painting, fire, or chemical
release. . ." has been clarified by specifying that the unting is required ;

"within 7 days". This time limit is consistent with the existing
Completion Time for a condition of one train inoperable. Additionally,
this Frequency has been clarified such that the surveillance a are not '

required unless the HEPA filters or charcoal adsorbers could have been
unacceptebly loaded by the painting, fire, or chemical release.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it.has been deterair.ed that operations in accordance

O with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. 'Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from ,

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) levolve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justificetters, read maps, and specific chanses essecleted with this chanse mater con be found"

in the October 16, 1999 edmittet entitled "tEtif8 Prostem, Current sorth Arms Technical Specifications
* Justificetters and need mape".

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ . _ . _ _ _ . ,
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Containment Chapter

LCO 3.6.4.3, Waste Gas Charcos1 Filter System. |
Change Number 6'

,

Description: i

i

The Surveillance Requirement b.1 has been separated into two new '

Surveillance Requirements. The b.1 HEPA filter DOP test is specified in
SR 3.5.7.2 which also includes Surveillance Requirement e. The charcoal
adsorber refrigerant gas test is specified in SR 3.5.7.3 which also -

includes the requirements of Surveillance Requirement f. The requirement
for testing following replacement of any HEPA filter element (e.) or of ,

i

any charcoal adsorber element (f.) has been clarified by specifying that
the testing is required prior to declaring the system operable. *

The test method requirements have been put into notes preceding each of
the new Surveillance Requirements, for clarity, h acceptance criteria,
previously handled by reference to the standards, are now included in the
verification statements. The required flow rate has been specified as a
range instead of as values with i tolerances,

h proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it.has been determined that operations in accordanceO with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

'

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses, h refore, these changes do 4

not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) tavolve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses, h changes

,

made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

* ' The jettfleetions, read aspe, and specific chanses steestated with this change ensbor con be found
in the October 16,1999 edmittel entitled "tEtif t Progree, Current seeth Anne Technical Specificettene

Justificetters and seed mape .s -

_ , _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _
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*

Containment Chapter

LCO 3.6.4.3, Vaste Cas Charcoal Filter System.

Change Number 7' '

Description: '

The Surveillance Requirement b.2 has been combined with Surveillance
Requirement c, which specified the same laboratory carbon sample analysis i

after every 720 hours of operation. The combined surveillance is
SR 3.5.7.4. The test method requirements have been put into a note !

preceding the Surveillance Requirement, for clarity, he acceptance
criterion, previously handled by reference to the standard, is now included
in the verification statement. *

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards i

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do '

not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accidant of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accidant analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. herefore, the margin '

of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore. Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justificettens, road emps, and esocific changes essecleted with thle charge feater can be fewul*

in the Octaber 16,1999 sdeltta1 entItied '4ER1TS Pragres, Current Derth Ame fechnicel SpecifIcetlens
* Antificettene and seed Nepe".

. . . - , _ . . - - . . _ _ _ _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ __ ___
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Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.1.1, Safety Valves

Change Number l'

Description:

The Safety Valve Specification has been rewritten as Specifications
140'3.6.1 and LCO 3.6.2, titled Main Steam Safety Valves (MSSVs), each
addressing a different level of RATED THERMAL POWER (RTP). To eliminate
the existing condition in which long term operation under an ACTION

1

statement is allowed, appropriate portions of the ACTION statement
(operation with the Power Range Neutron Flux. High Trip Setpoints adjusted
per the number of OPERABLE MSSVs) have been moved to the LCO. This changes
neither the intent nor the meaning of the existing specification. The
combination of Specification LCO 3.6.1 and LCO 3.6.2 retains the existing
requirement to have the safety valves (now identified as MS$Vs) OPERABLE
in MODES 1, 2,and 3.

<

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with t.hese changes would not:

,

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
N of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made(h to the Techitical Specification which alter the conditions or

I assumptions of the accident analyses in such a way that these changes
would increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which could create the possibility '

of an accident of a different type than any accident previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
safety analysis which was performed in connection with the change
in setpoint tolerance concludes that the margin of safety is
unchanged by the proposed increase in the safety valve setpoint
tolerance.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
V

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter con be found*

in the october 16, 1989 stAnittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current korth Anne Technicet
Specifications * Justifications and toed Maps".

. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . - _ _ _ - _ . _ ._. - - - - - - --
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Plant Systems Chapter !

LCO 3.7.1.1 Safety Valves

Change Number 2*
;

|

Description: |
1

All requirements and references to N 1 loop operation have been deleted |in recognition that N 1 loop operation is not approved in these modes at <

North Anna.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CTR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses in such a way that these changes
would increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UTSAR.

(2) create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

el any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
I to the Technical Specification which could create the possibility

of an accident of a different type than any accident previously
evaluated in the UTSAR. i

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
safety analysis which was performed in connection with the change
in setpoint tolerance concludes that the margin of safety is
unchanged by the proposed increase in the safety valve setpoint

l tolerance,
l

I Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
! involve a significant hazards consideration.

!

O
The justifications, road amps, and specific chenees associated with this change ruter can be fourd*

in the october 16, 1989 smittet entitled "NERlis Program, Current North Anne Technical
Specifications * Justifications and Poed Maps".

___ ___-_ _ _._____ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ - _. - . - . , -
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Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.1.1, Safety Valves

Change Number 3'

Description:

The requirement to have correct MSSV lift settings was moved from the LCO
to the surveillance requirements. Since surveillance is performed to
verify MSSV OPERABILITY and the specified surveillance is to verify proper
MSSV lift setting, neither the intent nor the meaning of the specification
has been changed.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

, to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses in such a way that these changes
would increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.;

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which could create the possibility
of an accident of a different type than any accident previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
safety analysis which was performed in connection with the change
in setpoint tolerance concludes that the margin of safety is
unchanged by the proposed increase in the safety valve setpoint
tolerance.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

'O
> l
V

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter con be found*

in the october 16, 1999 shittet entitled "Mitifs Program, Current North Anne Technicet
Specifications Justifications and Road maps".
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V' Plant Systems Chapter |

LCO 3.7,1.1, Safety Valves

Change Number 4* ;

,

Description:

The LCO allows operation with less than all MSSVs OPERABLE, therefore the
ACTIONS have been reworded to be consistent with the LCOs. Since LCO 3.6.1 ,

allows operation with the Power Range Neutron Flux. High Trip setpoints i

set for operation with less than all MSSVs OPERABLE, the ACTION statement *

address the condition in which the Power Range Neutron Flux High Trip -

setpoints are not set correctly. The first ACTION requires THERMAL POWER
reduction to be consistent with the allowed THERMAL POWER with less than
all MSSVs OPERABLE. The second action requires Power Range Neutron
Flux..High trip setpoint reduction. The completion time for the setpoint -

reduction has been changed from 4 hours to 8 hours. This change was made
in recognition of the difficulty in resetting all the channels of the Power
Range Neutron Flux High trip setpoints within a period of 4 hours. This
change does not significantly increase the probability of
overpressurization of the steam generators while ACTION is taken to restore
the unit to a condition in which continuous operation is permissible.
Neither the intent nor the meaning of the existing specification is

e changed,
l.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
, of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

'_ to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses in such a way that these changes

| would increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

| (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
I any accident previously evaluated becau:e no changes have been made

to the Technical Specification which could create the possibility
of an accident of a different type than any accident previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
safety analysis which was performed in connection with the change
in setpoint tolerance concludes that the margin of safety is
unchanged by the proposed increase in the safety valve setpoint

I tolerance.
|

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
' involve a significant hazards consideration.*

|

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 s h ittel entitled "MEtlil Program, current Worth Anne Technical
Specifications * Justifications and Road Maps".

- - - -
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U/ Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.1.1, Safety Valves i

Change Number 5* )
Description:

I
The phrase, '' operation in MODES 1, 2, and 3 may proceed provided, that", I

has been deleted. It is unnecessary since the implication of specifying
Required Completion Time is that operation will continue while the ACTIONS
are being taken.

l
The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards 'l
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that opere. cions in accordance |with these changes would not: i

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made )
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or j

assumptions of the accident analyses in such a way that these changes
would increase the probability or consequences of an- accident i
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

'

p (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been mades,

l to the Technical Specification which could create the possibility
of an accident of a different type than any accident previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

4

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
safety analysis which was performed in connection with the change
in setpoint tolerance concludes that the margin of safety is

| unchanged by the proposed increase in the safety valve setpoint
| tolerance.
|

| Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

L

Cd
The justifications, road maps, and specific chenpes associated neith this change ruter can be found*

in the October 16,127 shittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current korth Anne Technical
Specifications Justifications and Road Maps".

'
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Plant Systems Chapter J

|

'LCO 3.7.1.1, Safety Valves

Change Number 6'

Description:

The information contained in the Tables specifying setpoints for the Power I

Range Neutron Flux High trip setpoints set for operation with less than
all MSSVs OPERABLE has been moved to the LCO.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards 1

of 10CTR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance j
with these changes would not: )

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

!
assumptions of the accident analyses in such a way that these changes
would increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

(s any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
|. I to the Technical Specification which could create the possibility

b of an accident of a different type than any accident previouslyi

evaluated in the UFSAR. *

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
safety analysis which was performed in connection with the change
in setpoint tolerance concludes that the margin of safety is
unchanged by the proposed increase in the safety valve setpoint
tolerance.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not ,

involve a significant hazards consideration.
|

|

.

.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nunber can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 semittel entitled " Merits Program, Current North Anne Technical
Specifications * Justifications and Road Maps".

, _ -- . _ - .
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f%(') Plant Systems Chapter'

LCO 3.7.1.1, Safety Valves

Change Number 7*

Description:

The present requirement to take the unit to MODE 5 if the LCO is not ;

restored is both inconsistent with the 140 and incorrect. The ACTION i
statement correctly takes the unit to less than 10% of RTP if the condition '

of the LCO cannot be restored. The Completion Time has been adjusted
accordingly.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CTR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses in such a way that these changes
would increase the probability or consequences of an accident

,

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made !
to the Technical Specification which could create the possibility
of an accident of a different type than .any accident previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
,

safety analysis which was performed in connection with the change
in setpoint tolerance concludes that the margin of safety is
unchanged - by' the proposed increase in the safety valve setpoint
tolerance.

|

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

l-

(

O
The justifications, road maps, and speelfic changes associated with this change rutier can be found*i.

l in the october 16, 1969 sutalttel entitled "MitlTS Program, Current North Anne Technical
,

Specificettons * Justifications and Reed Maps".

t
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Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.1.1, Safety Valves

Change Number 8'

Description:

The exception to Specification 3.0.4 has been deleted. Due to the rewrite
;

of this LCO consistent with Generic letter 87 09, this exception is no
longer necessary. Operation with less than all MSSVs OPERABLE is

,

permissible per the new LCO and does not require operation per the ACTION
statements.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

|

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

,

assumptions of the accident analyses in such a way that these changes '

would increase the probability or consequences of an accident
g previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
i,

| (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
l any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made '

to the Technical Specification which could create the possibility
of an accident of a different type than any accident previously,

| evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
safety analysis which was performed in connection with the change
in setpoint tolerance concludes that the margin of safety is
unchanged by the proposed increase in the safety valve setpoint
tolerance.

|- Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

.

* - The justifleetions, road maps, and specific danges associated with this change rusber can be found
in the october 16, 1989 s @ lttet entitled "Mitlts Program, Current Worth Anne Technical
Specifications a Justifications and Road Maps".
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-(Q/ Plant Systems Chapter I

LCO 3.7.1.1, Safety Valves
,

Change Number 9* [

Description:

The requirement to have proper MSSV lift settings has been moved to the
surveillance requirements. The new surveillance requires verification of !
proper MSSV lift settings per ASME Section XI. The Tables spacifying the
MSSV lift settings has also been moved to the surveillance. The MSSV lif t
settings specified in the new specification is for nominal operating !

pressure and temperature conditions. However, the surveillance requirement
is worded to allow testing at other conditions provided the requirements .

of ANSI /ASME are met.

The word " equates" used in the SR 3.6.1.1 means that the MSSV lif t settings ,

verified by the surveillance must be the equivalent of the MSSV lif t
settings specified regardless of the conditions at which the valve is
tested (i.e., per ANSI /ASME, the correlation between the test condition
and nominal pressure and temperature must be known and the MSSV lif t
setting corrected accordingly). Neither the intent nor the meaning of the

I specification has been changed. Technical Specification Change Number 210
provides the justification for increasing the tolerance from 1% to 3%.-

( This change has been implemented to increase operating flexibility and to
meet periodic test requirements.

t

| The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
' of 10CFR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

with these changes would not:
|

| (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
| of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

to the Technical Specification which alter the- conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses in such a way that these changes
would increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which could create the possibility
of an accident of a different type than any accident previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

|

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rutier can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 s@mittet entitled " merit $ Program, Current North Anne Technical
Specifications Justifications and Road Maps".

- _
_ , -.. _ _ . ._
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C/ Plant Systems Chapter '

1

LCO 3.7.1.1, Safety Valves
1

1

Change Number 9' (continued)

!

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
safety analysis which was performed in connection with the change j
in setpoint tolerance concludes that the margin of safety is
unchanged by the proposed increase in the safety valve setpoint
tolerance.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

,

J
|

i
|
|

i

o
* The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change ruter con te found

in the October 16, 1999 autalttel entitled "mEtti$ Program, Current North Anne Technical
Specificatione * Justificatione and Road Mape .u

.
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Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.1.1, Safety Valves

Change Number 10* -

,

Description:

SR 3.6.1.2 has been added. This SR identifies the previously unaddressed
condition in which the Power Range Neutron Flux High trip setpoints were
reduced under a completed ACTION statement. This surveillance requires
the Power Range Neutron Flux High trip setpoints be set per the setpoint -

of LCO 3.6.1 when operating with less than all MSSVs OPERABLE instead of
the setpoint identified in 140 3.2.1 (Function 2.A - Power Range Neutron
Flux High setpoint ) . The Power Range Neutron Flux--High trip setpoints

| are set to a more restrictive value than required by LCO 3.2.1. Therefore,
; when performing surveillance per LCO 3.2.1 with one or more MSSVs
| inoperable, the Power Range Neutron Flux High trip setpoints must be

verified to be set per SR 3.6.1.2 rather than LCO 3.2.1.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability nr consequences
[ of an accident previously evalueted because no changes have been made

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses in such a way that these changes
would increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which could create the ' possibility
of an accident of a different type than any accident previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

| (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
safety analysis which was performed in connection with the change
in setpoint tolerance concludes that the margin of safety is
unchanged by the proposed increase in the safety valve setpoint
tolerance.

Therefore, Virginia Fower concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

.

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nJuber can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 sutaittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical
Specifications a Justifications and Road Maps".

--- _ . ___ _ - _ _ _ ___- _____ ________. _ .. .. , - . . , . .- .
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\- Plant Systems Chapter

1

LCO 3.7.1.1, Safety Valves |
Change Number 11*

Description:

The " Orifice Size" column in the MSSV lift setting table has been deleted
because it does not appear anywhere in the specification. Moreover, '

orifice size is information that is not of particular use to the unit
operator. It is more meaningful to know the relief capacity of the MSSVs !

'which, while related to the orifice size, is in terminology useful to the
operator. Fractional Relief Capacity is defined in the expanded bases as
the ratio of the capacity of one MSSV to the total relief capacity of all
the MSSVs for each steam generator. It is also explained how this
information can be used to calculate the Power Range Neutron Flux High
trip setpoints for operation with less than all MSSVs OPERABLE. This
change is considered to be editorial in nature and not a change in either
the intent or the meaning of the specification.

;

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not: '

A
'Q (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences

of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses in such a way that these changes

[ would increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR,;

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which could create the possibility
of an accident of a different type than any accident previoucly
evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a sigtiificant reduction in the margin of safety because the
cafety analysis which was performed in connection with the change

| in setpoint tolerance concludes that the margin of safety is
unchanged by the proposed increase in the safety valve setpoint

|
tolerance. -

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

Ob
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this charge runber can be fomd*

in the October 16, 1999 s@mittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Ama fechnical
Specifications * Justifications and Road Maps".

_ _ - _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . . _ _ - _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ - . _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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D Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.1.2, Auxiliary Feedwater System

Change Number l'
i

Description: i

The LCO has been rewritten in the MERITS format. The phrase "at least |three... auxiliary feedwater pumps. . . " has been revised to indicate a
;

specific number. In addition, the pump type has been relocated to the
Bases section as it is of an informative nature only.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards +

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined tnat operations in accordance i

with these changes would not:
,

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes made to the
Technical Specification remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase
the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated j

p in the UFSAR.
t

'

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because nNo changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes made to the
Technical Specification remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility of an accident of a different type than any accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ru ter can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 s@mittel entitled "MERlis Program, Current North Anna fechnical
Specifications Justifications and Road Maps".
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Q Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.1.2, Auxiliary Feedwater System

Change Number 2*

Description:

Condition statement B has been added to clarify the action when the
authorized LCO Completion Time has expired with the condition still
existent.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards !

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

,

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or .

'assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes made to the
Technical Specification remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase
the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated
in the UFSAR.

[' (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
! \ any accident previously evaluated because nNo changes have been made

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes made to the
Technical Specification remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility of an accident of a different type than any accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes

;

made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

,

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rueber can be found( *

| In the october 16, 1989 s e lttet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical
l Specifications * Mtifications and Road Maps".

.
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Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.1.2, Auxiliary Feedwater System l

Change Number 3*

Description:

ACTIONS completion time C.1 is revised in accordance with the MERITS format
from "immediately" to "15 minutes" . The intent remains to repair one flow
path as soon as possible so that the required MODE change, as identified
in B.1, may be accomplished. The preferred ACTION with 3 AW pumps i
inoperable is to maintain unit stability until an AW pump is restored to
OPERABLE status.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operatiens in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes made to the '

e-~ Technical Specification remain consistent with the accident analysis
! assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase

the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated
in the UFSAR,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because nNo changes have been inade
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes made to the
Technical Specification remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility of an accident of a different type than any accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. 'therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rueer can be found*

in the October 16, 1969 s@mittel entitled " MERITS Program, turrent North Anne Technical
Speciflections Justifications and Road Maps".

- _ _ - _ . __ - -_________ ____- _ _ _ _
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' ' ' Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.1.2, Auxiliary Feedwater System

Change Number 4*

Description:

ACTION statements C.1 and C.2 have been qualified by the addition of a
note. The intent is that with 3 A W pumps inoperable the unit stability '

should be maintained. Thus, both LCO 3.0.3 and other LCO shutdown
statements should be suspended until one AW pump is restored to OPERABLE
status and the required cooldown may be accomplished.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes made to the
Technical Specification remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase
the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated

d in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because nNo changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes made to the
Technical Specification remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumption: in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility of an accident of a different type than any accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes

| made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the

j accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

t

b

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rueber can be f ound
in the October 16, 1989 s@mittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current Worth Anna Technical
Specifications Justifications and Road Maps".

. - - ___ _ _ . _ _ _____ _ __ _ ____ _ _____________ ._ _______ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.1.2, Auxiliary Feedwater System

Change Number 5'

Description:

Surveillance Requirements SR 3.6.5.1 and SR 3.6.5.2 provide verification
that the pump's developed head is greater than or equal to the required
developed head at one flow test point on the pump's required head curve.
This is an alternative to the STS, Rev. 5 which required the pump be tested
at the recirculation flow point. However, the same information is obtained
by testing at any point along the pumps required head curve. This
developed head technique is proposed to allow more testing flexibility. ,

An example of this would be testing in a normal operational alignment, '

rather then a recirculation alignment. Neither the intent nor the meaning
of the existing specification is changed. Testing at any one flow point
is sufficient to warn of abnormal pump performance. Under ASME
requirements, a pump head curve is established and any change in this
established pump head curve is monitored by periodic ASME Section XI pump
testing. Allowable pump degradation is limited by the ASME Section XI

,

requirements or the pump operating performance assumptions used in theL

accident analyses whichever is greater.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not: "

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences,

of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been madet

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes made to the

|
Technical Specification remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase
the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated
in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because nNo changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes made to the
Technical Specification remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility of an accident of a different type than any accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

O
The justif f ections, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be found*

| In the october 16, 1999 submittet entitled "mERlis Program, Current North Anne f echnicet
specifications * Justifications and Road Maps".
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Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.1.2, Auxiliary Feedwater System

Change Number 5'(continued)

)

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no |
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter '

the conditions or assumptions ofthe accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the !

accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced. ',

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

.

f

I

oo
The justifications, road asps, and specific chenees associated with this change ruter can be found*

in the October 16, 1969 submittet entitled "witit$ Program, Current North Ame Technical
Specifications * Justifications and Road Maps".
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Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.1.2, Auxiliary Feedwater System

Change Number 6'
,

i

Description:

The surveillance Frequency of 31 days has been replaced by the surveillance
Frequency associated with SR 3.0.5. Surveillance Requirements are '

specified by SR 3.0.5. Section XI of the ASME Code provides the activities {and their frequencies necessary to satisfy the requirements. i

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards !
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes made to the ,

Technical Specification remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase
the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated

. in the UFSAR. ;

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because nNo changes have been made '

to the Technical Specificat!on which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes made to the
Technical Specification remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in_the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility of an accident of a different type than any accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
~

,

involve a significant ha::ards consideration.

' (̂
Q

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rueer can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 sutalttet entitled "MERiis Program, Current korth Arr.a fechnical
bpecifications a Justifications and Road Maps".
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Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.1.3, Emergency Condensate Storage Tank (ECST)

Change Number 1*

Description:

The Emergency Condensate Storage Tank (ECST) 140 statement has been
clarified with the addition of a statement which shows the relationship
between minimum required water volume and maximum volume which may be
available in the ECST.

.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not: -

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences '

of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes made to the
Technical Specification remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase

r~N the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated
in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made ,

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes made to the
Technical Specification remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility of an accident of a different type than any accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter

! the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced,

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.i

i

rN

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nacer can be found!
*

I in the october 16, 1989 submittet entitled "MER115 Program, Current North Anne Technical
Specifications Justifications and Road Maps".

-. .- . , . _ _ _ . _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _
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Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.1.4, Activity
.

Change Number 1*

Description:

The tera HOT STANDBY was changed to MODE 3 and the term COLD SHUTDOWN was
changed to MODE 5. This will maintain consistency in references to plant
operational modes and is consistent with the Writers Guide.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

. assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes made to the
Technical Specification remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase
the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated
in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes made to the
Technical Specification remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility of an accident of a different type than any accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does nc,t
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change runber can be f ound*

in the October 16, 1989 sutalttet entitled " MERITS Program, Current Worth Anne Technicet
Specifications + Justifications and Road maps".
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Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.1.4, Activity

Change Number 2'
,

Description:

The Surveillance Requirement was changed to incorporate the specific
instructions contained in Table 4.7 1 into 2 separate Surveillance
Requirements. The requirement for gross radioactivity determination was
incorporated into SR 3.6.7.1. The requirement for-isotopic analysis for
DOSE EQUIVALENT I 131 concentration was incorporated into SR 3.6.7.2.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not

r

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes made to the
Technical Specification remain consistent with the accident analysis

(^ assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase
( the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated .

in the UFSAR.
|

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from |

| any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
'

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes made to the
Technical Specification remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility of an accident of a different type than any accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
! changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
|. .the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
; made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
' accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
.

of safety has not been reduced.
|

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a s.gnificant har.ards consideration.

Od

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruber can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 s@nittet entitled "MERlf 5 Program, Current Worth Anne Technical
Specifications Justifications and Road Maps".

. . . .-
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Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.1.4, Activity

Change Number 3*
!

Description:

The percentage,10%, was converted to the required value of 0.01 pCi/g to
eliminate the need for the operator to calculate this value.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance-

with these changes would not:'

1

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences ;
p

of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
i

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or ;

assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes made to the ;

Technical Specification remain consistent with the accident analysis i

L assumptions in the U7SAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase
j the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated-

i

| .
in the UFSAR.

f%
k) (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

! ,

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made i

to the Technical Specii'ication which alter the conditions or t

assumptions of the accident analyses. The chan6es made to the ,

Technical Specification remain consistent with the accident analysis '

assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create

the possibility of an accident of a different type than any accident|-

previously evaluated in the UFSAR. |

i'
.

.|

| (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no |

[-
changes have been made to the. Technical Specification which alter

|'
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin

of safety has not been reduced.
i

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

t

\_/ -

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change tuber can be f ound*

in the Octeber 16, 1989 submittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical
Specifications Juttifications and Road Maps".

. - _-__-- _.-_.
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Plant Systems Chapter ;

,

LCO 3.7.1.5, Main Steam Trip Valves
,

Change Number l'
1

Description:

This ACTION statement has been broken up into two identical ACTION
statements allowing segregation of MODE 2 and MODE 3. This simplifies the
reformatting into the tabular format of the rewritten MERITS specification.

The. proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability-or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in

i the UFSAR.
1

[} (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
- U any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and

rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does
it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these
changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
' type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) ' Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
reformatting and rewording process involves no _ technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

i

(

|'

l

:/

I' '

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruber can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 sdnittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

.r:



- .. - _ _ _ .

Pcge 2 of 9 -

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS ,

1(y
>} }

Plant Systems Chapter |
'

1

LCO 3.7.1.5, Main Steam Trip Valves |

Change Number 2* |

Description:

With one MSIV inoperable and not restored to OPERABLE status within (
4 hours, the current specification directs the unit directly into MODE 4 e

in 12 hours, while by going into MODE 2 and being able to close the
inoperable MSIV as allowed by the MODE 2 ACTION statement, subsequent
operation would have been permitted. Taking advantage of the tabular
format of the rewritten MERITS specification, this has been allowed in

L recognition that the unit is placed more rapidly in a safe condition.

| The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
! of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences '

of an accident previously evaluated because:

| fs . (a) the change has no impact on the integrity or the operation of

( f the MSIVs. Hence, the probability for steam line break has not
U ~ changed with the revised technical specifications for the MSIVs.L

In addition, the operation and the performance of the MSIVs cannot
influence the probability of the occurrence of a SGTR, and

(b) in the consequence evaluation of a MSLB in chapter 15 of the
UFSAR it is assumed that the MSIVs prevent blowdown of more than one
steam generator for any break location, even if one MSIV fails to

i

| close. This assumption is still valid with the revised technical
specifications. As part of the recovery procedure following a SGTR,

. the operator will'close the MSIV in the faulty steam generator. The
| revisions to - the technical specifications have not impacted the

| operator's ability to perform this part of the recovery action.
I Hence, the results of the overall consequence analysis of the MSLB
| and the SGTR will not change as a result of the revisions to the

| technical specifications.
|

|
|
|

b

The justifications, road anps, and specific changes associated with this change tuber can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 esmittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
,

Justifications and Road Maps".

_. --._. _ . _ _ _ _ _ - - . _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _



.__ - , _ . .

,

Pcgs 3 of 9

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
-.

V) ~
.; ; ,

Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.1.5, Main Steam Trip Valves
,

Chan6e Number - 2* (continued)

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create th;. possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the' Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, _ Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

\

|

1.

I

'

|

,

!-

O
I'

, The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change tuber can be found*

| In the October 16, 1989 sutaittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
- Justifications and Reed Maps".

_ - _ _ . - - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - - _ _ - . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _
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Plant Systems Chapter
.

LCO 3.7.1.5, Main Steam Trip Valves

Change Number 3*

Description:

When in MODE 2, allowance for more than one inoperable MSIV has been added
in recognition that the affected MSIVs can be isolated or closed. If closed
as required by the ACTION, the MSIV position is already as assumed by the
safety analysis and will perform its intended function. Therefore, when
in MODE 2 with one or more inoperable MSIVs, the ACTION statement required
that the valves remain closed but did not address the requirement to close
them, if they were open, nor address any time requirement to close them.|

I_ A Completion Time of 1 hour has been added as a guidance of how long the
L unit has to close or isolate the inoperable MSIVs. If the inoperable MSIVs
! cannot be closed or isolated, the total Completion Time to reach MODE 3
L -from MODE 2 has been reduced in recognition that 2 hours are sufficient

time t;o reach MODE 3 without challenging either unit systems or operating
personnel.

|- The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
n of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
( with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because:

. (a) the change has no impact on the integrity or the operation of
| the MSIVs. Hence, the probability for steam line break has not

changed with the revised technical specifications for the MSIVs.
In addition, the operation and the performance of the MSIVs cannot
influence the probability of the occurrence of a SGTR, and

i- (b) in the consequence evaluation of a MSLB in chapter 15 of the
UFSAR it is assumed that the MSIVs prevent blowdown of more than one
steam generator for any break location, even if ane MSIV fails to
close. This assumption is still valid with the revised technical

specifications. As part of the recovery procedure following a SGTR,
the operator will close the MSIV in the faulty steam generator. The
revisions to the technical specifications have not impacted the
operator's ability to perform this part of the recovery action.
Hence, the results of the overall consequence analysis of the MSLB
and the SGTR will not change as a result of the revisions to the
technical specifications,

t

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nurnber can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 submittel entitled " MERITS Program, turrent North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps''.

. _ - - . . _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _
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' Plant Systems' Chapter

LCO 3.7.1.5, Main Steam Trip Valves |
|

Change Number 3* (continued)

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create-the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR. .;

(3) Involve a'significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not.been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

| R
. .

i

|

|

|

1'
1-

i
r

|-

|O
The justifications, road maps, and speelfic changes associated with this change ruter can be found*

in the October 16, 1969 submittat entitled "f9ERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifiestions and Road Maps''.

p
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Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.1.5, Main Steam Trip Valves

Change Number 4*

Description:

When in MODE 3, allowance for more than one inoperable MSIV has been added
in recognition that the affected MSIVs can be isolated or closed. If closed

,

as required by the ACTION, the MSIV position is already as assumed by the
safety analysis and will perform its intended function. Therefore, when
in MODE 3 with one or more inoperable MSIVs, the ACTION statement required
that the valves remain closed but did not address the requirement to close
them, if they were open, nor address any time requirement to close them.
A Completion Time of 1 hour has been added as a guidance of how long the

_

unit has to close or isolate the inoperable MSIVs.

The proposed change has beon evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because:

O (a) the change has no impact on the integrity or the operation of
the MSIVs. Hence, the probability for steam line break has not
changed with the revised technical specifications for the-MSIVs.
In addition, the operation and the performance of the MSIVs cannot
influence the probability of the occurrence of a SGTR, and

(b) in the consequence evaluation of a MSLB in chapter 15 of the
UFSAR it is assumed that the MSIVs prevent blowdown of more than one
steam generator for any break location, even if one MSIV fails to
close. This assumption is still valid with the revised technical
specifications. As part of the recovery procedure following a SGTR,
the operator will close the MS7V in the faulty steam generator. The
revisions to the technical specifications have not impacted the
operator's ability to perform this part of the recovery action.
Hence, the results of the overall consequence analysis of the MSLB
and the SGTR will not change as a result of the revisions to the
technical specifications.

G
-

* - The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nunber can be found
' in the October 16, 1989 stbnittal entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Mape".

__ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ - _ - - _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.1.5, Main Steam Trip Valves

Change Number 4* (continued)

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification , which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
| changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter =

| the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

| Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

,

>

|

j-

L
!

l'

I

.

\ )

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nueer can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 submittal entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical specifications
JustIfIcetions and Roed Maps".

_ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . __
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Plant _ Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.1.5, Main Steam Trip Valves

Change Number $*

Description:

A Note has been added to allow for post repair OPERABILITY demonstration.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
,

'- any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions orq-

yy assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
\ not create-the possibility of an accident of a different type than'

any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety'because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change number can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 sJunittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
JustifIcatione end Road Maps".

.
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Plant Systems Chapter
!

LCO 3.7.1.5, Main Steam Trip Valves

Change Number 6'
,

Description:

The full closure time is no longer listed in the new specification and has
been relocated to the UFSAR Chapter 16.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
relocates requirements and surveillances which did not meet the
criteria- for inclusion in Technical Specifications. These
requirements and surveillances will be relocated from the Technical
Specifications to the UFSAR. These operability requirements and
surveillances will continue to be maintained pursuant to 10 CFR

A 50.59.
V

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because adequate _ controls for the
relocated requirements exist under the provisions of 10 CFR 50.59.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.
For any future changes to the requirements, the provisions of 10 CFR

| 50.59 and 50.71 will be upheld.
1

|- Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

I

|

'

.

.

The justifications, road maps, and speelfic changes associated with this change number can be found*

in the October 16, 1969 submittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".
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Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7,3.1, Component Cooling Water Subsystem
,

Change Number 1* '

Description:

The LCO has been changed to clarify that three of the four Component
Cooling Water (CCW) subsystems must be OPERABLE, Two CCW subsystems will'
provide the minimum heat removal capability to simultaneously cool down
the two units. To ensure this requirement is met (considering a single
failure), three subsystems must be OPERABLE.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standardsn
j of 10CFR50,92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because:

(a) No changes have been made to Technical Specifiestion 3.7.3.1,
Component Cooling Water Subsystem, which alter the conditions or .

em assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability of occurrence of an accident previously
evaluated in the UFSAR, and

(b) No credit is taken for operation of the CCW Subsystem in the
accident consequence analysis. Therefore, these changes do not
increase the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the

- UFSAR.
|
|

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
' any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

to Technical Specification 3.7.3.1, Component Cooling Water
Subsystem, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident -
analyses. Further, no credit is taken in the accident analysis for!

I operation of the CCW. Therefore, these changes do not create the
possibility of an accident of a different type than any accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. Further,

no credit is taken in the analysis for the operation of the CCW.
Therefore, the margin of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

o

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 sutznittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
- Justifications and Road Maps".

'

-

-__ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . - __
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A NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.3.1, Component C:>oling Water Subsystem

. Change Number 2*

Description:

An additional Action Statement now addresses the situation when two CCW
trains are inoperable. Dependin6 on the actual condition of the CCW
System, a normal plant cooldown via the Completion Times in LCO 3.0.3 may
not be achievable. The additional Action Statement instructs the plant
to restore one CCW subsystem to OPERABLE status within 72 hours or initiate
actions to place the plant in MODE 5.
The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because

(a) No changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.7.3.1,
| Component Cooling Water Subsystem, which alter the conditions or

,

. [d
assumptions of the ar-ident analyses. Therefore, these changes doi

.

not increase the probability of occurrence of an accident previously'

evaluated in the UFSAR, and

I (b) No credit is taken for operation of the CCW Subsystem in the
l accident consequence analysis. Therefore, these changes do not

increase the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.7.3.1, Component Cooling Water

|
L Subsystem, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
|

analyses. Further, no credit is taken in the accident analysis for
i operation of the CCW. Therefore, these changes do not create the
l possibility of an accident of a different type than any accident

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
,

| changes have been made to the Technical 3pecification which alter
| the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. Further,

no credit is taken in the analysis for the operation of the CCW.
Therefore, the margin of safety has not been reduced.

| Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
() involve a significant hazards consideration,,

i U

The lustifications, rced maps, and specific changes associated with this change nueer can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 sibnittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specificetions
Justifications and Road Mape".
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Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.3.1, Component Cooling Water Subsystem .

Change Number 3'

Description:

The CCW System section of the standard MERITS Technical Specifications
contain two- Surveillance Requirements which address the automatic pump
start and valve alignment upon an ESFAS signal. These Surveillance
Requirements are not included in the North Anna MERITS version because
there is no similar response indicated following an accident. In addition,
the North Anna UFSAR states (page 9.2 33) that "no CCW is required for the
accident plant". The UFSAR also states-that "all CCW is secured to this
(accident) plant". The recirculation spray heat exchangers, cooled by the
Service Water System, provides the accident condition heat removal
function.

The test of the restart of the CCW pump following loss of-station power
is addressed by the emergency diesel generator sequencer test located in

| the Electrical Chapter.

|A The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
\j of 10CFR50'.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance4

| with these changes would not:
1
'

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

(a) No changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.7.3.1,
L Component Cooling: Water Subsystem, which alter the conditions or
| assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

not increase the probability of occurrence of an accident previously
evaluated in the UFSAR, and

(b) No credit is taken for operation of the CCW Subsystem in the,

| accident consequence analysis. Therefore, these changes do not
increase the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the
UFSAR.

| (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

i to Technical Specification 3.7.3.1, Component Cooling Water
Subsystem, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses. Further, no credit is taken in the accident analysis for
operation of the CCW. Therefore, these changes do not create the
possibility of an accident of a different type than any accident

j previously evaluated in the UFSARI.

G

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be found*

in the october 16, 1969 submittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

_
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'NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS, ,m
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Plant Systems Chapter-

LCO 3.7.3.1, Component Cooling Water Subsystem

Change Number 3* (continued)

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. Further,
no credit is taken in the analysis for the operation of the CCW.
Therefore, the margin of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration. I

|

R
i

%

||
t

|

|

|

|

|-

| L
'

% ,/

|

The Justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be found*

| In the October 16, 1969 shittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Trihnical Specifications
- Justificatione and Road Maps".1-

_ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ - _ _ _ - - - _ - . _ - - - _ . _ _ - - - _ _ _ _ .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS -

.

,q
1 f Plant Systems Chapter
v

LCO 3.7.4.1, Service Water System
.

Change Number l'
,

Description:

The words "at least" have been removed. The words are unnecessary and
detract from the positive statement of two Service Water System (SWS)
trains OPERABLE, The LCO phrase " service water loops" has been revised
to read "Two SWS trains," consistent with the UFSAR description of one
system with two separate trains.

.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made "

to the . Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

|- j (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident'from
( any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

l not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because.no
changes have been made'to the Technical-Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to. the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

l Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not -

! involve a significant hazards consideration.

|
i-

.O
* The justifications, road maps. and specific changes associated with this change number can be found

| in the october 16. 1969 submittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
1 - Justifications and Road Maps",

|
|

| .h
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

.p
'Plant Systems Chapter,

LCO 3.7.4.1, Service Water System

Change Number 2* s

Description:

An additional Action Statement now addresses the situation when two SWS
trains are inoperable. Depending on the actual condition of the Service
Water System, a normal plant cooldown via the Completion Times in LCO 3.0.3
may not be achievable. . The additional Action Statement instructs the plant
to initiate and continue actions to place the plant in MODE ~5. Also
potential inoperability of pumps has been addressed in Condition A and
Condition F, respectively.

'

'

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions orj
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these chan8es doI

not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
N previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
N

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the -conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than

j any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes -
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the

| accident analysis arsumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change - does not
|- involve a significant hazards consideration.

:

(
k

The justificatione, road seps and specific changes associated with this change number can be found*

in the october 16. 1969 submittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
- Justificatione and Road Hope".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

jPlant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.4.1, Service Water System

Change Number 3*

Description:

The words have been changed for clarification and consistency between tech
specs.

1

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

|: (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
I of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
| rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical

Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
tha.UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does

s it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these
'd changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different

; type than any accident previously evaluated.in the UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

p
I

:

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change number can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 submittel entitled " MERITS Prostem Current North Anne Technical Specifications
- Justificatione and Road Hope".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
4

- ' Plant Systems Chapter
b

LCO 3.7.4.1, Service Water System

' Change Number 4*

|. Description:
!

The existing Service Water System containment isolation valve Surveillance
Requirement is addressed in specification 3.5.1, Containment Integrity,
and is deleted from this specification.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

,

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change

I moves the requirement to another new Technical Specification.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will
exist in the alternate new Technical Specification.

| q (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the -
Q affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and'

surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

*

|<

( :

The justifications. road snape and specific changes associated with this change nusaber can be found I
*

in the october 16, 1969 submittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current llorth Anne Technical Specificatione '

| - Justifications and Road Hape".
|

t l

E l
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Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.4.1', Service Water System

Change Number $*

Description:

An additional Surveillance Requirement which addresses the automatic !
starting verification of the Service Water System pumps has been added.
This is consistent with the MERITS technical specifications.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of,10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

i

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do !
not increase -the probability or consequences of an accident '

previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from i

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
; m to the_ Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
l' assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

' not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have.been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the !t

| accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin !
' of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not :
involve a significant hazards consideration. ;

|

?|

l'

* The justificationa, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change number can be found
in the october 16, 1989 submittel entitled "MDLITS Propen, Current North Anna Technical Speci!! cations
- Justifications and Road Haps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

;['}_ Plant Systems Chapter
V

LCO 3.7.4.1, Service Water System

Change Number 6*

Descript!.on: j

The Surveillance Requirement, SR 3.6.9.4, has been obtained from the old
specification 3.7.12.1, Settlement of Class 1 Structure, SR 4.7.12.1. 4

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences ;

of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability' or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR. i

(2). Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which -alter the conditions ori

'

,A_ assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
( not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than j

'

any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR. '

.
.

j

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,'the margin !

of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

'

* The justificatione, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change neber can be foundi

in the october 16, 1989 submittel entitled " MERITS Pro 6 ram, current North Anne Technical Specifications
- Justi!!cetions and Road Hape".

-- - - _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - - _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ . .
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: , y{ Plant Systems Chapter(u
'

LCO 3.7.5.1, Ultimate Heat' Sinks

Change Number 1*

Description:

The words have been changed for clarification and consistency with the
MERITS technical specifications. -

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because ' the reformatting and
rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does

A it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these

iQ changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

-(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
- reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

CT
L)

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 submittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
- Justifications and Road Mape."

. _ _ - - - _ - - - . _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - _ _ _ _ . .
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|

Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.5.1, Ultimate Heat Sinks

Change Number 2*

Description:

' -The existing Surveillance Requirement 4.7.5.1, which addresses both water
temperature and level, has been' separated into two Surveillance

,

Requirements. ;

i

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
! of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance j

with these changes would not: '

(1). Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been ;

made to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or .!
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident j

!,
previously evaluated in the UFSAR. '

(2) Create the possibility of a new ur different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or ;

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

:

(3) ' Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no |
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes

,

made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the 1

L
| accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin

of safety has not been reduced.

'Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

A
!

'

.

Ii
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change number can be found~ *

in the October 16, 1989 seuilttet entitled " MERITS Program, current North Anna Technical Specifications
Anq09Am0cnr14M Crn"
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Plant' Systems chapter

LCO 3.7.5.1, Ultimate Heat Sinks

Change Number 3*'

Description:

The existing Surveillance Requirement 4.7.5.3 has been deleted, this SR
addresses the leakage from the service water reservoir but provides no
acceptance criteria. North Anna Specification 3.7.13 addresses both
groundwater flow rate and groundwater level associated with the service j
water reservoir. Since subsurface leakage is reflected in both the level j
and' flow rate of the groundwater, these requirements are considered as ]
being identical in nature, therefore SR 4.7.5.3 is not necessary.
Specification 3.7.13 has been relocated to the UFSAR in accordance with
the criteria application report,

,

!

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards |
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

!

i (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
I of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been

p)~ made to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions ore

i .. assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
| not increase the probability or consequences of an accident

previously evaluated in the UFSAR. j

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any accident previously evaluated because no changes have
been made to the Technical Specification whien alter the

. conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses.
Therefore, these changes do not create the possibility of an
. accident of a different type than any accident previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
. changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
I the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
| made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the )

accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nunber can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 submittat entitled " MERITS Program, Cerrent North Anna Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Maps."
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

- f
Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.7.1, Control Room Emergency Habitability Systems
i

These changes (Pages 1 through 18) were made to apply to the conversion of North
Anna LCO 3.7.7.1 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.11, Con 6rol Room Emergency
Habitability System - Ventilation and Bottled Air

Change Number 1*

Description:

The LCO was rewritten because the existing specification 3.7.7.1, Control
Room Emergency Habitability Systems, has been broken up into two separate
specifications. One deals with the ventilation and bottled air systems,
North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.11, Control Room Emergency Habitability System -

.

Ventilation and Bottled Air, and the other deals with the control room !

air conditioning system, North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.12, Control Room |
Habitability, System - Air Conditioning. For clarification, the revised i

LCOs provide additional detail on the actual equipinent which is in service.
The emergency ventilation fan / filter units and the bottled air
pressurization banks have been addressed separately in the new
specifications. This equipment was previously combined as shown under !

I n Actions a and b in the current specification. '

!]
'

L

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards i
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operationr in accordance j

with these changes would not: {
|

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences' '

of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and i,

| surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change !
! moves the requirement to another location in the Technical

Specifications.

|' |

j. (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
1any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will.,

'

exist in the alternate location.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
| affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
| surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a-significant hazards consideration.

|

*The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nueer can be found in the
.

update to the october 16, 1989 submittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications -
| Justifications and Road Maps".

- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ - - _ - . _____-__- - - __ - _ - - . . _
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Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.7.1, Control Room Emergency Habitability Systems

These changes (Pages 1 through 18) were made to apply to the conversion of North
Anna . LCO 3.7.7.1 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.11, Control Room Emergency ,

Habitability System- Ventilation and Bottled Air

Change Number 2*

Description: >

LCO 3.7.7.1.c, ACTION statements e and d, and surveillance 4.7.7.3 were
deleted because the air conditioning system is covered under North Anna
MERITS LCO 3.6.12.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

. (1) -Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
I of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and -

surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
( moves the requirement to another location in the Technical

( Specifications.

,
(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

|' any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will
exist in the alternate location.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
i: affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
i surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
GI

*The justifications, road mens, and specific changes associated with this change ruoer can be found in the
update to the October 16, 1989 submittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications -
Justifications and Road Maps".

- _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.7.1, Control Room Emergency Habitability Systems

These changes (Pages 1 through 18) were made to apply to the conversion of North
Anna LCO 3.7.7.1 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.11 Control Room Emergency
Habitability System - Ventilation and Bottled Air

Change Number 3*

Description:

The Applicability has been expanded to include during movement of loads
over irradiated fuel and during movement of irradiated fuel. The design
basis fuel handling accident would have to be initiated during one of these ;

two conditions, and as such, they have been added to the Applicability.

The proposed change has been ' evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
,

1 of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made3j to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
L assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

| (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
j any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
L to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

| assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

*The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruber can be found in the
update to the October 16, 1969 submittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications -
Justifications and Road Maps".

_ _ - - - _ - - - - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ . - _ - _ _ _ _ _ - - _ - - . _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ - - . . - _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ . _ . -
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Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.7.1, Control Room Emergency Habitability Systems

These changes (Pages 1 through 18) were made to apply to the conversion of North
Anna LCO 3.7.7.1 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.11, Control Room Emergency
Habitability System Ventilation and Bottled Air

Change Number 4'

'
Description:

ACTION statements a and b were rewritten to reflect the changes in the LCO,

Current Action a addresses inoperable Emergency Ventilation System gr
inoperable Bottled Air Pressurization System. The new specification
recognizes that the Emergency Ventilation System consists of three
redundant fan / filter units shared with Unit 2. In the MERITS version, one
and two inoperable fan / filter units are therefore addressed separately in
Condition C and Condition D, respectively. Degraded operation of the
Bottled Air Pressurization System is addressed separately in Conditions

-- A and B. The required actions and completion times are equal to or more
restrictive than in the current specification.

Current Action b addresses inoperable Emergency Ventilation System- and
inoperable Bottled Air Pressurization System. As outlined in Item 4 above,
the new specification recognizes independency and redundancy and addresses
the two systems separately, and also differentiates between different
conditions of degraded equipment.

The requirement to be in MODE 3 within 6 hours and in MODE 5 within the
following 30 hours are found in North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.11, Condition
D.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

.

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

- - assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

*The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change numer can be found in the
^ update to the October 16, 1989 submittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications *

Justifications and Road 0t:3".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSISn.

Plant Systems Chapter
'

LCO 3.7.7.1, Control Room Emergency Habitability Systems

These_ changes (Pages 1 through 18) were made to apply to the conversion of North
Anna LCO 3.7.7.1 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.11, Control Room Emergency
Habitability System - Ventilation and Bottled Air

Change Number 4* (continued)

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
tha conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification - remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
-involve a significant hazards consideration.

|'-

|
|

!'
|-
!

O
LJ

*The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nueer can be foW in thet

| update to the October 16, 1969 sutaittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications -
| Justifications and Road Maps".

-
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS--

Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.7.1, Control Room Emergency Habitability Systems
*

These changes (Pages 1 through 18) were made to apply to the conversion of North
Anna LCO 3.7.7.1 to North Anne MERITS LCO 3.6.11, Control Room Emergency
Habitability System Ventilation and Bottled Air

Change Number S*

Description:

LCO 3.7.7.1.a was rewritten to reflect that the new specification
cpecifically defines that the three emergency ventilation fan / filter units
are shared with Unit 2.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

O assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
( not increase the probability or consequences of an accident

- previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has net been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

O
V

*The justifications, road maps, and specific change 6 associated with this change nJeer can be found in the
update to the October 16, 1989 sJalttet entitled "MERif$ Program, Current North Anna Technicet specifications -
Justifications and Road Naps".

t

__
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)g) NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS i(v

Plant Systems Chapter I

|
LCO 3.7.7.1, Control Room Emergency Habitability Systems

These changes (Pages 1 through 18) were made to apply to the conversion of North
Anna LCO 3.7.7.1 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.11, Control Room Emergency
Habitability System Ventilation and Bottled Air .

Change Number 6* I

Description:

LCO 3.7.7.1.b was rewritten to reflect that the new specification
j specifically defines that the Bottled Air Pressurization Banks are one per
| unit.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

/ to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
,

( assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptfens of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of on accident of a different type than
any at:cident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident ardysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
V

*The justifications, road simps, and specific changes associated with this change *uitier can be found in the
wdate to the October 16, 1989 shittel entitled * MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications -
Justifications and Road Maps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.7.1, Control Room Emergency Habitability Systems

These changes (Pages 1 through 18) were made to apply to the conversion of North
Anna LCO 3.7.7.1 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.11 Control Room Emergency
Habitability System Ventilation and Bottled Air

Change Number 7'

Description:

The new Required Actions of Condition A, one required bottled air
pressurization bank inoperable. Condition B no bottled air pressurization
banks operable, and Conditic,n D. Two required emergency ventilation
fan / filter units inoperable, require that the movement of loads over
irradiated fuel and the movement of irradiated fuel be suspended within
1 hour. These actions have been added to preclude the possibility of a
fuel handling accident during the period of time that the Control Room
Emergency Habitability Systems are in a degraded condition. The one hour
Completion Time is based on engineering judgement, and is considered to
be a reasonable time to halt these operations.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the eccident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) rolve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin

.
of safety has not been reduced.

.

.
Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not

,

involve a significant hazards consideration.
'

'Tht justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruiter can be f ound in the
gulate to the october 16, 1989 submittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current Worth Anne f echnical $pecificettons -
Justifftatlans and kaad Hans". _ _ _ . _ _. . . .
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Plant Systems chapter j

I
LCO 3.7.7.1, Control Room Emergency Habitability Systems '

These changes (Pages 1 through 18) were made to apply to the conversion of North i

Anna LCO 3.7.7.1 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.11 Control Room Emergency )
Habitability System Ventilation and Bottled Air

]
|

Change Number 8' |
1

Description:

1 The word " continuous" has been added to surveillance 4.7.7.1.a. The intent
is to operate operate the heaters to dry out the charcoal adsorbers. This
is better accomplished with 10 hours of continuous operation of the heaters
rather than intermittent operation.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

rs (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
i, of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than

. any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
|

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the

| accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

Ov

*The justific6tions, road maps, and specific changes associated with this thenge ruter can be found in the
@de s@mittel entitled "MERI15 Program, current North Anne Technical Specifications -
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Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.7.1, Control Room Emergency Habitability Systems

These changes (Pages 1 through 18) were made to apply to the conversion of North
Anna LCO 3.7.7.1 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.11, Control Room Emet:gency p

Habitability System Ventilation and Bottled Air

Change Number 9*
;

Description:

Tho frequency requirement in Surveillance 4.7.7.1.b, "(1) after any
structural maintenance on the HEPA filter or charcoal adsorber housings,"
has been eliminated from the revised Surveillance Requirements. This
change is acceptable, since normal post maintenance testing will
demonstrate the acceptability of the maintenance. The need for and extent
of testing should be determined on a case by case basis under existing '

maintenance procedures. ,

The requirement in Surveillance 4.7.7.1.b. for testing '(2) following
painting, fire, or chemical release..." has been clarified by specif91ng

e that the testing is required "within 7 days". This time limit is
( consistent with the existing Completion Time for a condition of one train
' inoperable. Additionally, this frequency has been clarified such that the

L surveillances are not required unless the HEPA filters or charcoal
adsorbers could have been unacceptably loaded by the painting, fire, or
chemical release,

l These frequency requirements are applicable to the in place penetration,

' bypass DOP leakage test, the in place halogenated hydrocarbon refrigerant
gas leakage test the methyl iodide penetration test of a charcoal sample,
and the flow rate test.

,

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
t.o the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously. evaluated in the UFSAR.

*The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associatov with this chen0e number can be found in the
gdate to the October 16, 1989 submittet entitled "MERif t Program, Current korth Anna f echnical specifications - 1

Justifications and Road Isope". |

- - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - - - _ - - - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ - _ _ _ _ . _ - _ _ _ _ -
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Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.7.1, Control Room Emergency Habitability Systems

These changes (Pages 1 through 18) were made to apply to the conversion of North
Anna LCO 3.7.7.1 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.11, Control Room Emergency
Habitability System Ventilation and Bottled Air

Change Number 9* (continued)

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the eccident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin

| [v] of safety has not been reduced.
,

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

L

O
V

'The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rusber can be found in the
pte to the October 16, 1969 s@mittel entitled "MEtif t Program, Current North Anne Technlcel Specifications -
$Q()If(GC01GRGC CC~~)Q. _ _
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v) NO SIGNIFICANT HA2ARDS ANALYSISs

Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.7.1, Control Room Emergency Habitability Systems

These changes (Pages 1 through 18) were made to apply to the conversion of North
Anna LCO 3.7.7.1 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.11, Control Room Emergency
Habitability System . Ventilation and Bottled Air

Change Number 10'

Description:

Surveillance 4.7.7.1.b.1 has been separated into two new Surveillance
Requirements. The b.1 HEPA filter DOP test is specified in the new SR
3.6.11.3 which was combined with the current surveillance 4.7.7.1.e. The
charcoal adsorber refric,erant gas test is specified in the new SR 3.6.11.4
which also includes the requirements of the current surveillance 4.7.7.4.f.
The requirement for testing following replacement of any HEPA filter
element (e.) or of any charcoal adsorber element (f) has been clarified
by specifying that the testing is required prior to declaring the system

! OPERABLE.
|

| [V) The test method requirements have been put into notes preceding each of
the new SRs for clarity. The acceptance criteria for percent penetration|
and bypass has been added to each SR. The required flow rate has been
specified as a range rather than as values with tolerances.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

| (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
'

of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

|
|

N

c)
l

*The justificatione, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change tuber can be found in the
todete to the October 16, 1969 edmittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Ame Technical Specifleetions -
h A-
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Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.7.1, Control Room Emergency Habitability Systems

These changes (Pages 1 through 18) were made to apply to the conversion of North
,Anna LCO 3.7.7.1 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.11, Control Room Emergency

Habitability System Ventilation and Bottled Air

Change Number 10' (continued)

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

'The justifications. road maps, and speelfic chenees associated with this change tuber can be f od in the
@date to the October 16, 1989 shittel entitled *MER115 Prog *am, Current North Anna f echnic4| Speelfications *
Justifications and Road m ps".a

_ - - _ _ . _ . - - - - _ _ . . _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ -
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Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.7.1, Control Room Emergency Habitability Systems

These changes (Pages 1 through 18) were made to apply to the conversion of North
Anna LCO 3.7.7.1 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.11, Control Room Emergency
Habitability System - Ventilation and Bottled Air

Change Number 11*

Description:

Surveillance 4.7.7.1.b.2 has been combined with 4.7.7.1.c which specified
the same laboratory carbon sample analysis after every 720 hours of
operation. The test method has been put into a note preceding the SR, for
clarity. The acceptance criteria for percent penetration has been added
to the SR.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

| O (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
h of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been madeI

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.L

|

| (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

i any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made j

to the Technical Specification which alter the condicions or
'

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the

| accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

Ci
U

'The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruber can be found in the
gdete to the October 16, 1989 suemittel entitled "MCR118 Program, Current Worth Anna fechnical specifications -

, _

Justifications and Road maps".
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Plant Systems Chapter |

LCO 3.7.7.1. Control Room Emergency Habitability Systems

These changes (Pages 1 through 18) were made to apply to the conversion of North
Anna LCO 3.7.7.1 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.11, Control Room Emergency '

Habitability System Ventilation and Bottled Air

Change Number 12'

Description:

Surveillance 4.7.7.1.b.3 has been combined with the pressure drop
surveillance 4.7.7.1.d.1, since the flow testing and pressure drop tests
are performed at the same time. The test method has been put into a note
preceding SR 3.6.11.6, for clarity. The acceptable flow rate has been
specified as a range rather than as a value with a i tolerance.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards '

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

( (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
( of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) C: sate the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
,

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accide-t of a different type than

| any accident previously evaluated in th UFSAR.-

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety beca"re no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

O
U

*The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nusber con be found in the
@dete to the october 16, 1969 stAnittet entitled "MERif 5 Program, Current North Ame Technical Specifications -
Justifications erul Road Maps".

. . - . _. .__ _ _-_ _ - , . _ .
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Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.7.1, Control Room Emergency Habitability Systems

These changes (Pages 1 through 18) were made to apply to the conversion of North i
Anna LCO 3.7.7.1 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.11, Control Room Emergency -

Habitability System'. Ventilation and Bottled Air

Change Number 13*

Description:

Surveillance 4.7.7.1.d.2 has been reworded in the MERITS format.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it haai been determined thst operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical

'Speciffcations. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in

a the UFSAR.
,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process introduces no new mne of plant operation nor does
it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these
changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety Lucause the
reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced.

.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hc. cards consideration.

O
t Iv

*The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rsJeer con be found in the
update to the october 16, 1969 e@mittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current korth Anne Technical Specifications *
Justifications and Road Maps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

b Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.7.1, Control Room Emergency Habitability Systems

These changes (Pages 1 through 18) were maae to apply to the conversion of North
Anna LCO 3.7.7.1 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.11 Control Room Emergency
Habitability System - Ventilation and Bottled Air

Change Number 14'

Description:

Surveillances 4.7.7.2.a and 4.7.7.2.b can be found in the new TS as SR
3.6.11.1 and SR 3.6.11.10.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the stand..xds
of 10CFR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

| any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
I rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does
l it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these

changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
| type than any accident previously evaluate. in the UFSAR.d

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
reformatting and rewording' process involves no technice) ehanges to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the man i: of safety
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
.

involve a significant hazards consideration.
|

|

0
| 'The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruiber can be found in the
i update to the October 16, 1989 sulttel entitled '' MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technicel Specifications -
1 Justifications and Road Neps".
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Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.7.1, Control Room Emergency Habitability Systems

These changes (Pages 1 through 18) were made to apply to the conversion of North
Anna LCO 3.7.7.1 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.11, Control Room Emergency
Habitability System - Ventilation and Bottled Air ,

Change Number 15*

Description:

'

SR 3.6.11.8 was added to the new TS to verify the performance of the
heaters for systems that have heaters.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

( not increase the probability or consequences of an accident

( previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of :ne accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with thei

! accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

1

(
(

*The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruber can be found in the
update to the october 16, 1969 sutalttet entitled HRITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications -
Justifications and Road Maps".

_ _ . _ . _ ___._._
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Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.7.1, Control Room Emergency Habitability Systems

These changes (Pages 19 through 24) were made to apply to the conversion of
North Anna LCO 3.7.7.1 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.12, Control Room Habitability
System Air Conditioning

Change Number l'
.

Description:

The LCO was rewritten because the existing specification 3.7.7.1, control
Room Emergency Habitability Systems, has been broken up into two separate
specifications. One deals with the ventilation and bottled air systems,
North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.11, Control Room Emergency Habitability System -
Ventilation and Bottled Air, and the other deals with the control room
air conditioning system, North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.12, Control Room

'

Habitability System Air Conditioning. For clarification, the revised LCOs
provide additional detail on the actual equipment which is in service. The

| emergency ventilation fan / filter units and the bottled air pressurization
banks have been addressed separately in the new specifications. This
equipment was previously combined as shown under Actions a and b in the

V current specification.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
i of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
! with these changes would not:

j (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
moves the requirement to another location in the Technical
Specifications.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will
exist in the alternate location.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Vir8 aia Power concludes that this proposed change does not1

involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
V

*The justifications, road maps, and specific changes sssociated with this change ruiber can be f ound in the
update to the October 16, 1989 submittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications .
Justifications and Road Maps".

. ___ _ -_--_ _ __ _ ___ _--_-__.__-___ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ . _ _ _
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Q/
Plant Systems Chapter

f

LCO 3.7.7.1, Control Room Emergency Habitability Systems .

These changes (Pages 19 through 24) were made to apply to the conversion of
North Anna LCO 3.7.7.1 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.12, Control Room Habitability

,

System Air Conditioning

Change Number 2*

Description:
,

LCO 3.7.7.1 a and b, ACTION statements a and b, and surveillances
4.7.7.1 and 4.7.7.2 in their entireties vert deleted because the emergency
ventilation fan / filter units and the bottled air pressurization system are t

t covered under North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.11.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

| (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and

(q surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
moves the requirement to another location in the Technicaly ,

; Specifications.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will,

l
exist in the alternate location.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety ,because the
l' affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
j surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

|

"he justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be found in the
update to the October 16, 1999 s@mittel entitled " MERITS Program, G:rs9t North Anna Technical Specifications -
Justifications and Road %".

- . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _- __-__.______________-__--___-________---r
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Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.7.1, Centrol Room Emergency Habitability Systems

These changes (Pages 19 through 24) were made to apply to the conversion of
North Anna LCO 3.7.7.1 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.12, Control Room Habitability
System - Air conditioning

!

Change Number 3*
!

Description: |
l

LCO 3.7.7.1.a was rewritten to reflect that the new specification !
Jspecifically defines that the two required air conditioning systems are

on a per unit basis.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

i to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

(Gj assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do|

| not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than -

any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specificatier. remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
V

*The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruber can be f ound in the
@te to the October 16, 1989 s@mittel entitled ''Mttlis Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications a
Justifications and Road Maos''.
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fb NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
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j

Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.7.1, Control Room Emergency Habitability Systems |
l

These changes (Pages 19 through 24) were made to apply to the conversion of |

North Anna LCO 3.7.7.1 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.12, Control Room Habitability |
System Air Conditioning 1

Chany Number 4*

Description:

The Applicability has been expanded to include during movement of loads
over irradiated fuel and during movement of irradiated fuel. The design
basis fuel handling accident would have to be initiated during one of these
two conditions, and as such, they have been added to the Applicability.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

i (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
- of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

t to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
!

'

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

,

(2) Create the p ssibility of a now or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

OO

*The justifications, road maps, and specific chenpes associated with thf e chenee rumber con be found in the
update to the October 16, 1969 autaittet entitted "MEtlis Program, Current Worth Anne Technical Specifications -
Justifications and Rose Mape".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.7.1, Control Room Emergency Habitability Systems

These changes (Pages 19 through 24) were made to apply to the conversion of
North Anna LCO 3.7.7.1 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.12, Control Room Habitability
System - Air Conditioning

Change Number 5*

Description:

Current Action d addresses one inoperable air conditioning system. The
North Anna MERITS Required Actions of Condition B are consistent with the
current requirements. The new Required Actions of Condition B, two required
air conditioning systema inoperable, require that the movement of Icads
over irradiated fuel and the movement of irradiated fuel be suspended
within one hour. These actions have been added to preclude the possibility
of a fuel handling cecident during the period of time that the Control Room
Habitability Systems are in a degraded condition. The one hour Completion
Time is based on engineering judgement, and is considered to be a
reasonable time to halt these operations.

Q(^\
The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an acef dent previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than .!

any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes

,

| made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
; accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
| of safety has not been reduced.
|

Q]/ Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not|
involve a significant hazards consideration.'

|

*The justifications, road seps, and specific changes associated with this chenee ruter een be found in the
update to the October 16, 1989 sutnittet entitled "MEtif t Program, Current Wor *A A me f eChhical $peClfications *
Justifications and Road Maps".
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(^} NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
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Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.7.1, Control Room Emergency Habitability Systems

These changes (Pages 19 through 24) were made to apply to the conversion of
North Anna LCO 3.7.7.1 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.12, Control Room Habitability
System - Air Conditioning

Change Number 6* f
:

Description:
,

1

The requirement to be in MODE 3 within 6 hours and in MODE 5 within the
following 30 hours are found in North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.12, Condition
C. j

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not: I

!
(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences

of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
g surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
(Sy moves the requirement to another location in the Technical

Specifications.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will
exist in the alternate location.

(3) Involve a significant reductio:: in the margin of safety because the
affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

(a

*The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rueer can be f oed it the
update to the october 16, 1989 shittet entitled "MERl15 Program, Current horth Anna Technical specifications -
Justifications ord Road Maps".

__ _ _ _ . _ _ .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
,

%

'' plant Systems Chapter
,

LCO 3.7.8.1, Safeguard Area Ventilation System

Change Number l' !

Description:

The LCO has been revised to specify one system with two trains. The
specific equipment requirements have been deleted from the LCO, since the
train equipment is defined in the Bases.

.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CTR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification. which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UTSAR,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
,

(N any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been mada
| \ to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accidtnt analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification rmeln consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UT9ft. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

|. Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

I

1 (~ A
!

"

|

|

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruster can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 sutnittet entitled "MER11$ Program, Current korth Anna Technical
Specifications Justifications and Road Maps".

.-
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/^' NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
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Plant Systercs Chapter

LCO 3.7.8.1, Safeguard Area Ventilation System

Change Number 2*

Description:

The Action requirement for restoration of one inoperable train has been
specified in Condition A. The Action requirement for reduction in MODE
has been specified in a separate condition (C.) which is applicable if the
system cannot be restored in the specified Completion Time.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
,of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

!~ \ (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Techsical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
I changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter

the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

p
(

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 sutalttet entitled "MERlis Program, Current North Anna Technical
Specifications Justifications and Road Maps".

- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS,

IV) i
1

Plant Systems Chapter
|

LCO 3.7.8.1, Safeguard Area Ventilation System

Change Number 3* l

Description:
;

A new Condition (B.) has been added for two trains inoperable with a
24 hour restoration time. Previously two trains inoperable was not
identified and would have required immediate reduction in power in
accordance with the requirements of LCO 3.0.3 (to MODE 3 in 6 hours and

to MODE 5 in 36 hours). This time limit is considered to be acceptable
in terms of the likelihood of an accident occurring during the time
interval which would require operation of the Safaguards Area Ventilation
System. The potential release of radioactive materials - due to the
inoperability of both trains of Safeguards Area Ventilation System is only
significant relative to the worst case DBA. All other accidents which
assume less fuel failure or more OPERABLE ECCS equipment have sufficient
margin that the paragraph 100,11 criteria of 10 CFR 100 can be met without
the contribution of either train of the Safeguards Area Ventilation System.
Considering the extremely low probability of the worst case DBA, a
Completion Time of 24 hours for restoration of one train is acceptable.

Additionally, it should be noted that a train is considered inoperable for
failing any of the surveillance tests. The train, in almost all cases, !

,

L would continue to perform its required functions, but at a reduced
efficiency. Therefore, a Safeguards Area Ventilation System with both
trains technically " inoperable" could easily be providing most of the
function of two trains which are fully OPERABLE. This consideration along
with the extremely low probability of the worst case DBA provides added
assurance that the 10 CFR 100 criteria will be met.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

.

The justificettons, road maps, and speelfic chenees associated with this change ruter can be found"

In the October 16, 1989 sutunittet entitled "mttITS Program, current North Anne Technicet
Specifications Justificettuns and Road Maps".

. . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _
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NO SICNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

{qV) Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.8.1, Safeguard Area Ventilation System
,

Change Number 3' (continued)

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made '

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do ,

not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reductior. in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

v

!

A

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be found*

in the october 16,1989 6hlttet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical
Specifications * Justifications and Road Maps".

. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ - . _ _ _ - - -
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M0 SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANAI.YSIS,,

( ) :v
Plant Systems Chapter j

i

1,C0 3.7.8.1, Safeguard Area Ventilation System !

Change Number 4*

Description:

Surveillance 3.7.8.1.a.1, the 10 hours test with the heater on to dry the
iodine filter banks is addressed in SR 3.6.15.1. In addition, SR 3.6.13.1
verifies train operability by a 15 minute test.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CTR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance -

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident ;

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
.

'

O (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
| l] any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptione in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
V

The justifications, rood maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruber can be fourd*

in the October 16, 1989 s h ittel entitled anEtlTS Program, current North Anna Technical
Specifications * Justifications and Road maps".

_ - . _ _ _ _ . ___ _ _ _ _ _ . _ __ .____
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Plant Systems Chapter |

LCO 3.7.8.1, Safeguard Area Ventilation System

Change Number $*

Description:

The frequency requirement in Surveillance paragraph b., "(1) af ter any
structural maintenance on the HEPA filter or charcoal adsorber housings,"
has been eliminated from the revised Surveillance Requirements. This
change is acceptable, since normal post maintenance testing will
demonstrate the acceptability of the maintenance. The need for and extent
of testing should be determined on a case by case basis under existing
maintenance procedures.

The requirement for testing "(2) following painting, fire, or chemical
release. . ." has been clarified by specifying that the testing is required
"within 7 days". This Frequency has been clarified such that the
surveillances are not required unless the HEPA filters or charcoal

'

adsorbers could have been unacceptably loaded by the painting, fire, or
chemical release.

These frequency requirements are applicable to the in place penetration I|(( bypass DOP leakage test, the in place halogenated hydrocarbon refrigerant
gas leakage test, the methyl iodide penetration test of a charcoal sample,
and the flow rate test.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

,

with these changes would not:
|

'

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

O
b

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 ednittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical
Specifications * Justifications and Road Maps".

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _
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No SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
,

(J)%
Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.8.1, Safeguard Area Ventilation System

Change Number $' (continued)

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assweptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

I /

)
'

1

l

|

Iv

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 s e lttet entitled anERIT$ Program, Current Worth Anne Technicet
Specifications Justifications and Road Maps".|

|=

. _ _ _ _ . _ . --
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Plant Systems Chap ar j

LCO 3.7.8.1, Safeguard Area Ventilation System

Change Number 6*

Description.

1
'Surveillance Requirement b.1 has been separated into two new Surveillance

Requirements. The b.1 HEPA filter DOP test is specified in SR 3.6.13.6 ,

(via performance of SR 3.6.15.2) which was combined with surveillance
Requirement e. The charcoal adsorber refrigerant gas test is specified
in SR 3.6.13.6 (via performance of SR 3.6.15.3) which also includes the
requirements of Surveillance Requirement f. The requirement for testing
following replacement of any HEPA filter element (e.) or of any charcoal
adsorber element (f.) has been clarified by specifying that the testing
is required prior to declaring the system operable.

The test method requirements have been put into notes preceding each of
the new Surveillance Requirements (SR 3.6.13.6 (SR 3.6.15.2 and SR
3.6.15.3)), for clarity. The acceptance criteria for percent pener. ration
and bypass has been included in each Surveillance Requirement. The
required flow rate has been specified as a range rather than as values with
i tolerances,

k The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CTR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant_ increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

h) Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
|
| \/ involve a significant hazards consideration.

*- The justifications, road maps, and specific changes 6ssociated with this change nJter can te f ound
| In the october 16, 1989 s h ittel entitled 'WERITS Program, Current Worth Anna Technical
' Specifications * Justifications and Road Maps".

- . . _ _ _
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( NO SIGNIF7 CANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
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Plant Systems Chapter |
|

LCO 3.7.8.1, Safeguard Area Ventilation System

Change Number 7'
!

Description: !

l
Surveillance Requirement b.2 has been co>bined with Surveillance i

Requirement c which specified the same laboratory carbon sample analysis i
after every 720 hours of operation (SR 3.6.13.6 (SR 3.6.15.4)) . The test !

method requirements have been put into a note preceding the Surveillance
Requirement, for clarity. The acceptance criteria for percent penetration
has been included in the Surveillance Requirement.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

,

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

i to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
I assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes don

( not increase the probability or consequencee of an accident ,

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
;

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin

i of safety has not been reduced.
!

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

1

!

|

|
|

The justifications, road maps, and speelfic changes associated with this change ruter can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 smittet entitled "Mitif $ Program, Current North Anna f echnical
Specifications * Justifications and Road Maps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Plant Systems Chapter=

s
LCO 3.7.8.1, Safeg,uard Area Ventilation System

Change Number 8*
=

+

!q Dascription:
'c, O Surveillance Requirement (b.3) for filter flow rate verification has been

I combined with the pressure drop Surveillance Requirement (d.1) (SR 3.6.13.6g
_ b (SR 3.6.15.5)), since the flow testirg and pressure drop tests are
._

performed at the same time. The test method requirements have been put
( into a note preceding the Surveillance Requirement, for clarity. The

acceptable flow rate has bsen specified as a range instead of a value with
a i tolerance. A separate surveillance (SR 3.6.13.2) which verifies the
Safeguard Area Ventilation System flow (corresponding to b.3) has been

"

specified, since SR 3.6.15.5 uses the higher fuel building ventilation flow
rate to test the iodine filter banks.

F The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

_

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changed have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase- the probabili:y or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

- not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
- changes have been made to the T(chnical Specification which alter

the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
me-

Ine justifications, road sw+4, ersi specific changes associated with this change number can be found*
.

_
.In the October 16, 1969 semittel entitled " MERITS Progree, Current North Anne Technical
spx;tications Justifications and Eved Mapa .a

- .

- ~~ m a
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NO SIGN 7.FICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

,

Plant Systems Chapter

- 1CO 3.7.6.1, Safeguard Area Ventilation System

Change Number 9*

Description:

Surveillance Requirement d.2 (SR 3.6.13.3) . has been revised only as
_f required to specify the same requirement in the MERITS wording.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of '10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

_

with these changes would not;
o

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves ne technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from-

any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
- rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does

require T ysical modification to the plant. Therefore, theseh- it
changes do noc create the possibility of an accident of a different
type than any accident previously evaluated in t.he UFSAR.

-- (3) Involve a significant reduction in the gargin of safety because the
- reformatting and rewording process involves no tect nical changes to

existing Technical Specifications. 'Inerefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
__

involve a significant hazards considetation.
_

_

-_

_

_

--

=--

_

_

K___

_

u
The justifli:stions, food maps, and specific changes associated with this enange nuncer can be found !*

In the Octobnr 16, 1989 s@mittel entitled " MERITS Program, Curent North Anna Technical
Specifications Justifications and Road Maps".

'
. . . . . . . . . . - - . - _ _ _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Plant Systems Chapter
,

LCO 3.7.8.1, Safeguard Area Ventilation System

Change Number 10*

Description: I

Sr.rveillance Requirement 3.6.13.4 has been included to verify the ability
of the system to produce a negative pressure in the safeguards area.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

|| not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UTSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
\d any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes doi

'

not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no,

; changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
L the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes

made to the Technica: Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assunptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not bem reduced,

l. Therefore, Virginia Pcwer concludes that this proposed change does net
| involve a significant hazards consideration.
1 c

t
4

i
A,I

{
1

The justifications, road depe, and spectile ctanges associeted with tnis change nueer can be found*

sutzeittat e6t(' ted MEF1TS Program, Cuftent North Anna Technicali in the October 16, 1989 t

Iw~mma_ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ._
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r'] NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

O
Plant Systems Chapter

.

LCO 3.7.8.1, Safeguard Area Ventilation System

Change Number 11*

Description:

Surveillance Requirement 3.6.13.5 has been included to verify the ability
of the operator to reposition the filter bypass dampers which allow
bypassing the iodine filter banks..

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordanc.e
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do '

not ' increase the- probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

i (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from,

| any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
| to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

-

The }wstifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nuiter can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 sdumittel entitled ' MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical
Spect flections Justifications and Road Maps".

_ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ - . _ - _ _ _ _ - - _ - _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -



. _ _ . . .-

,

Page 14 of 14
'

' [') NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANAL.YSIS

' %.)
Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.8.1, Safeguard Area Ventilation System

Change Number 12*

Description:

Surveillance Requirement 3.6.13.6 (via SR 3.6.15.8) has been included to
verify the performance of the iodine filter bank heaters.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have be n made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

f- (2) Create the possibility of a naw or different kind of accident from

(]m any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or'

| assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than.
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards considaration.

10
U

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change numer can be found*

in the october 16,19tt9 s@mittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical
Specifications Justifications and Road Maps".-

_ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - - _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _
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Reactor Coolant Systems Chapter i

I
LCO 3.7.9.1, RHR - Operating

Change Number l' .

Description:

The requirements of this LCO except as addrassed in item 2 have been moved
from the Plant Systems Chapter to the Reactor Coolant Systems Chapter LCO
3.3.9 since the RHR system's only function is to provide decay heat
removal. The requirements for decay heat. removal are more appropriately

= located in the Reactor Coolant System Chapter.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and-it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences .

of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
moves the requirement to another location in the Technical
Specifications.

;

/D

h (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will
exist-in the alternate location.

l (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
| affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and

surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.
|
t

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

1

|

q

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes ossociated with this change ruber can be found*

in the October 16, 1969 sutaittet entitled "MERif$ Program, Current North Anna fechnical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS(N.'
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Reactor Coolant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.9.1, RHR - Operating

Change Number 2*

Description:

Surveillance 4.7.9.1,a for verifying proper operation of the RHR inlet
isolation valves is incorporated into North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.16, RCS
PIV Leakage, as surveillances SR 3. 3.16.2 and SR 3. 3.16. 3. Since the
primary function of these valves is isolation of the RHR system from the
RCS, the surveillances are more appropriately located in the RCS PIV
Leakage specification.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
moves the- requirement to another location in the Technical

(N- Specifications.

| %)
(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will
exist in the alternate location.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and

( surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed-change does not
L involve a significant hazards consideration.
|

|
,

s

(

The justiviertions, rw e h ga . ..,: .fic changes associated with this change ruber can be found"

in the October 16,1M9 submittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

-
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
f%,

, s

Reactor Coolant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.9.1, RHR - Operating

Change Number 3*

Description:

Surveillance 4.7.9.1.b was rewritten to be consistent with MERITS
guidelines and more complete. The new SR 3.3.9.2 is as follows:

Verify each required RHR loop OPERABLE by:

a. Cycling each testable remote or automatically operated valve
through at least one complete cycle,

b. Verifying the correct position of each manual valve in the flow
path that is not locked, sealed. .or otherwise secured in
position.

c. Verifying the correct position of each remote or automatically
operated valve.

|
| The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
f [%' of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
| N with these changes would not:

'

1

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to .the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assurptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

i not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
j. any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
!

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which al.ter
the conditions or assumptions cf the accident analyses. The changess

made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in tne UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not. n
involve a significant hazards consideration.

,

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nueer can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 submitts.; entitled " MERITS Program, Current korth Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

. _ . - - _ _ _ _ . -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
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]
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Reactor Coolant Systems Chapter !
-

LCO 3.7.9.1, RHR - Operating

Change Number 4*

Description:

Surveillance 4.7.9.1.c was replaced by the North Anna MERITS version SR
3.3.9.1 which provides verification that the pump's developed head is
greater than ot equal to the required developed head at one point on the
pump's required head curve. This is an alternative to the existing North ,

Anna - specs which required that the pumps be tested for a specified
differential pressure. However, the same information is obtained by testing
at any point along the pump's required head curve, This developed head
technique is proposed to allow more flexiblity in testing. An example of
this would be testing in a normal operational alignment, rather than a
recirculation alignment. Neither the intent nor the meaning of the existing
surveillance is changed. Testing at any one flow point is sufficient to
warn of abnormal pump performance. Under ASME requirements, a pump head
curve is established and any change in this established pump head curve
is monitored by . periodic ASME Section XI pump testing. Allowable pump
degradation is limited by the ASME Section XI requirements or the pump

I operating performance assumptions used in the accident analysis, whichever
| IN is greater. The reference to SR 3.0.5 is the incorporation of Section XI

N of the Code.
|

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the s::andards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

| to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
L assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
| not increase the probability or consequences of an accident

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

, assumptions of the accident anc. lyses. Therefore, these changes do
|' not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
I any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

l

D
f I
kj~

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nueer can be found*

in the October 16, 1969 submittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
.

- Justifications and Road Maps".
1

- _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ . - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _
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_

Reactor Coolant Sy' apter'

LCO 3.7.9.1, RHR Opo ucing

Chcnge Number 4* (continued)

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have bcen made to the Technical Specification which alter r

the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes ;

made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not ,

involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

|
|

.

|

.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rueer can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 submittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".
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Reactor Coolant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.9.2, RHR Shutdown

Change Number 1*

Description:

The requirements of LCO 3.7.9.2 are redundant to the requirements of the
loop specification for MODE 4 and 5 (3.4.1.3) and as such are deleted. The
new MERITS loop specificatior:s LCO 3.3.6 (MODE 4), LCO 3.3.7 (MODE 5 -
Loops Filled), and LCO 3.3.8 (MODE 5 - Loops Not Filled) contain these
requirements.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) ' Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences-

of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
moves the requirement to another location in the Technical

'O Specifications.
.b'

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

| any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will
" exist in the alternate location.

.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
L affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
' surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change-does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|
.

i

f%

:

|

The justifications, road maps, and specific chenwes associated with this change runber can be found*

' in the October 16, 1989 sutalttel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technleal SpeciflCations
Justificettens and Road Maps".
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Reactor Coolant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.7.9.2, RHR Shutdown

Change Number 2*

Description:

The surveillance requirements also become part of new LCOs stated above
except that the surveillance requirement 4.7.9.1.a is incorporated into
MERITS LCO 3.3.16, RCS PIV Leakags.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated bccause the operability and
surveillance requirements wil'_ not be affected. The proposed change
moves the requirement to another location in the Technical
Specifications.

3 (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

| g ) any accident previously evaluated because the se;ne requirement will
L

U exist in the alternate location.
. ,

-(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
affected structure, system, component, or variable requiremente and
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

-Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a'significant hazards consideration.

>

O i

'r

ae . The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rueer can be found*
''

in the October 16,1989 24tal entitled " MERITS Program, current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications arri KW Maps".

. - - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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Electrical Chapter

LCO 3.8.1.1 AC Sources Operating.

Change Number 1*

Description:

All Limiting Condition for Operation requirements are the minimum
acceptable requirements. This is understood and need not be stated
explicitly.

Th. proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current . Technical Specifications. The changes asde to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the er e tdent analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase

;
.. the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident

. / previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which' alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysia '

assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources
Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin,

of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
* ' The justifications, road maps, and specific chenpos associated with this change raster can be foed

'In the October 16, 1999 sdnittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Arms Technicet Specificatiorn,

Justifications and need Maps".r
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

! fs Electrical Chapter
!- I

LCO 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating.
~

Change Number 2*

| Description:

The Diesel Generators are " independent" and therefore separate.

- The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations-in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been

'

made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which.

'

alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current Technical Specifications.- The changes made to Technical

; Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase
the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

' r\ to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which alter!

the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

; (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
i changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources
L Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident

analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin

, of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification
l has not been reduced.
I:.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

L

- The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change tsaber can be fomd*
i

in the October 16,1909 semelttet entitled "teERITs Progree, Current North Ama Technicet specifications |

* JustifIcetions and Road eseps".
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Electrical Chapter

LCO 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating.

Change Number 3*
J
'

Description:
!

This requirement has been moved to the Surveillance Requirements (SR)
section and is now SR 3.7.1.2.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences ,

of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which
aber the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis

. assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase ;

the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

O (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1 AC Sources Operating, which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 reasin consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create.
the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources
Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a s Qnificant hazards consideration.

* The justifications, road espe, and specific changes associated with this change rusher con be fcmd
in the October 16,1989 sdunittet entitled " MERITS Progree, Current sorth Anne Technical Specifications

Justificatione and Road maps".

_ . _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ . - _ - - _ _ ._ . _ . _.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Electrical Chapter

LCO -3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating.

Change Number 4*

fescription:

shis requirement has been moved to the SR section and is now SR 3.7.1.3.-

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these chanSes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequerces
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.P.1.1 remait. consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase
the probability of occurrence or consequences - of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
. any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1 AC Sources Operating, which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) -Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources
Operating, which v.ter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1~ remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a-significant hazards consideration,

e
* The justifications, road sepa, and specific changes associated with this change maber can he found

in the October 16, 1999 semittet entitled ' MERITS Program, Current sorth Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road nope .a

__ _ _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANAI.YSIS

Electrical Chapter

1C0 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating.

Change Number ?*

Description:

The fuel transfer pump requirements have been moved to the SR section and
are now SR 3.7.1.4.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has beer. determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which

! alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase,-

'

the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

Q (2) Create the possibility of a new or.different kind of accident fcca
U

l' '
any accident previously-evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which al ter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis +

, assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
I the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
' previously. evaluated in the UFSAR.

,

-(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources
Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident

|: analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made
to -Technical Specification 3.8.1.1 remain. consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin

|. of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O !
|

'

The justifications, road maps, and speelfic changes associated with this change ramber can be fo md*

L in the October 16,1999 sutunittet entitled "estifs Program, current merth Arms Technicet specifications
Justiflections and toed Neps". )

_ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - . - - _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ -.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Electrical v .**v

'

LCO 3.6.1.1, AC sources operating.

Change Number 6*
|

| Description:

!
The Surveillance Requirement 4.8.1.1.2.a.4 requirement to synchronize and
load the diesel generator has been deleted. With an inoperable offsite
circuit or diesel generator it is prudent to demonstrate diesel generator

L '

operability by verifying the ability of the diesel generators to start and
achieve the required voltage and frequency if not recently verified by the
required surveillances. However, it is not desirable-to synchronize and
parallel load the diesel generators to the buses, since a failure of the

offsite circuit powering the buses can lead to a complete loss of AC power i

. as addressed in Information Notice 84-69. This Information Notice warns

l
against operating diesel generators tied to offsite power when the AC power,

sources are abnormally degraded or threatened.

The surveillance, 4.8.1.1.2.a.4 is now split into SR 3.7.1.5 for
verification that the diesel generator starts and achieves voltage and
frequency and SR 3.7.1.6 for -verification that diesel generator
synchronizes, loads and operates for the required time. The latter is
performed periodically, but, as discussed above, is no longer included in

|' the Action associated with the loss of one offsite AC circuit, or loss of
) one diesel generator.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. There n re, these changes do not increase
the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources operating, which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility of an accident of a different type than any

q previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

The justifIcetions, roed maps, and specIfIe changes associeted utth thie change rustier can be fomd*

in the Octeher 16, 1909 sutaltto1 entitled " MERIT 5 Program, Current North Ame Technical Speelficetions
Justifications and Road Maps".

1

. . . - .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Electrical Chapter
!

LCO 3,8,1,1, AC Sources Operating.
,

Change Number 6* (continued)

,

(3) Involve'a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources
Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made

L to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the
! accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin

of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

I

LO

l

|~
|

,

!

O'

|

| The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rumber can be found*

in the October 16, 1909 sdunittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current Merth Arme Technical Specifiestions
$_ ' Justifications and Good Neps".

:_z - _ -_a_ :_ _ _ - - _ _ - _ _ - - - _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ . - - - - --
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Electrical Chapter

LCO 3.8.1.1, AC Sources operating. -]
Change Number 7*

Description:
'!

Two additional Required Actions have been added to the North Anna MERITS
specification if one diesel generator is inoperable, or if one diesel
generator and one required offsite circuit are inoperable. The first is
to verify within 2 hours _ required components that depend on thethat

c

OPERABLE DG are themselves OPERABLE (Actions B.2 and C.2). The second is
to verify within 2 hours that the steam turbine driven auxiliary feedwater
pump is OPERABLE (B.3 and C.3). These added Required Actions ensure the
operability of the equipment aligned with the OPERABLE diesel' generator
and that the turbine-driven auxiliary feedwater pump is OPERABLE. The
added requirements are consistent with the current Standard Technical
Specification and are presently in the Technical Specifications for
callaway, Diablo Canyon, and South Texas among others.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

| (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been-

made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1 AC Sources Operating, which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the

i current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3'.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase
the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident

| previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind cf accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to -Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions'in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources

. Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
I

analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the

;( accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification

- The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated esith this change nunter can be fomd*

in the october 16, 1909 s@mittal entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
Justificatters and Road Maps".

= _ _ _ _ - - _ _ - _ - _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ . _ _ - -_ -. - , - - . -



. .......... ..... . .

Page 9 of 41

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Electrical Chapter
.

.

LCO 3.8.1.1. AC Sources Operating.

Change Number 7* (continued)

has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

b

O
The justificatione, road esos, and specific changes associated with this change rusher can be foted-*

in the october 16, 1989 steunittel entitled anERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
- Justifications and Road maps".

1

+
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
.

' O. Electrical Chapter

d
LCO 3.8.1.1. AC Sources Operating.

Change Number 8*
*

Description:
*

The Required Action is covered by MERITS through the requirement to enter
the condition that applies. For example, assume a sequential loss of one
offsite circuit and one diesel generator. In this case when the offrite
circuit became inoperable, Condition A was entered, and the clock started
on the 72 hour restoration time. Likewise, when the diesel generator -

became inoperable, Condition B, and Condition C were entered, and the clock
started on their respective Completion Times. Then when either the offsite
circuit or the diesel innerator is restored to OPERABLE status, Condition
C ands, and Condition A (inoperable offsite circuit) or Condition B
(inoperable diesel generator) continues until the Required Action is
completed or the respective required Completion Time expires.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 100FR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
n of an-accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
()- _ made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which

alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not' increase
the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which alter

| the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical

| Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAP.. Therefore, these changes do not create
the . possibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources
Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin

O of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification
=\ has not been reduced.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change raaber can be fom d*

in the October 16, 1989 submittet entitled amERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
* * Justifications and Road Nape".

_.



,

||., |

!

Page 11 of 41
,

,I NO SIGNIFICANT HAZAltDS ANALYSIS
\

Electrical Chapter ..

*

LCO 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating.

I Change Number 8* (continued)l'
s

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
| involve a significant hazards consideration.

|
|

|

|

| ..
1

:

|

l

l

i
1

-

|

.

'

4

|C

i

|
The ' Justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rueer can be fcmd ;

*-

In the October 16, 1989 submittel entitled MRITs Progree, Current alorth Amo Technical Specifications '

* Justif f c_at_lons__CQ_ Road _ CQ''._
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

' Electrical Chapter

LCO 3.8.1.1 AC Sources Operating.
!

Change Number 9*

Description:

Add: "and be in MODE 5 within the next 30 hours." This requirement is in
the present Standard Technical Specification and is consistent with
Regulatory Guide 1.93, December,1974, Regulatory "osition C.2.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR!,0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistant with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase
the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes mads to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do, not create
the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources
Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification
has not been reduced.,

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change dces not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O 1
i

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated trith this change mmber can be f ouxi
in the October 16, 1989 submittet entitled "NEttTS Program, Current North Ame Technical spectfications

Justifications and Road Neps".
'
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Electrical Chapter

"

LCO 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating.

Change Number 10*

Description:

.

Add North Anna MERITS Condition F, one loss of voltage trip device channel
inoperable, and Condition G, one degraded voltage trip device channel
inoperable, each with a Required Action to place the inoperable channel
in the trip condition within 6 hours. Each also has a note 'that the
channel may be bypassed for up to 4 hours for surveillance testing of other
channels. These Conditions and Required Actions are relocated to this
specification from the Engineered Safeguards Feature Actuation System
specification. The 6-hour Completion Time and allowable bypass time are
consistent with the timec justified by WCAP 10272 February,1986, (TOPS)
study.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFRSO.92(c) and it hos been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
h. of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
d made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1. AC Sources Operating, which

E alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical'

Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase
the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources
Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin

( of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification
has not been reduced.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rusher can be fomd*

in the october 16, 1989 ethnittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
JustifIcetiens and Road Mape".

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - - . _ _ _



_. . . . . - .-. . .

Pcg3 14 of 41

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANA1.YSIS |
./ 1

f Electrical Chapter |
|

LCO' 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating.

Change Number 10* (continued) |

|

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

.

t

:

I
'

,

U
|

|
|

l
,

|

|

I

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific chenpes associated with this change maher can be fourd*

in the October 16, 1999 sdunittet ontitled "IIERITS Program, Current Worth Anne Technical Specificetions
JustIfIcetIans and Road leaps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Electrical Chapter

LCO 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating.

Change Number 11*

Description:

The requirement to test on a staggered test basis has been' deleted.
Staggered testing was initially instituted to determine reliability of
component / system being tested but it has not been conclusively demonstrated
that staggered testing has had an impact on reliability. The staggered
testing approach is inconsistent with the requirements of Table 4.8 2 as
applied to individual diesel generators or auxiliary equipment. Increased
testing required in accordance with the table for an individual item
interrupts the staggered test approach and places the involved item on a
shorter test frequency. In addition, the test frequencies of the table
are.sufficiently short to accomplish the objective of ensuring individual
item OPERABILITY and for obtaining reliability data. ,

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

L - (1) Involve-a significant increase in the probability or consequences
| .(

.

of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
i

made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Spec'.fication 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR.- Therefore, these changes do not increase
the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

t (2) Create the possibility of a new cr different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident' analysis

: assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
| the possibility of an accident of a different type than any

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

l (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources
Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the

| p accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
| V of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification

has not been reduced.

* The Justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change rammer con be foi. rid
in the October 16, 1989 sutsnittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Spectfications

Justifications and Reed Maps".

- _ - - .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANA1.YSIS'

.

I Electrical-Chapter

LCO 3.8.1.1 AC Sources Operating.
'

Change Number 11* (continued)

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed chan;;e does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

l-

I
|

|
|

|

|.

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rumber can be foss1d*

in the October 16, 1989 st&mittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current morth Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

__ __ _ - - _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - - - _ - - _
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/- _ NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANAI.YSIS
i,

Electrical Chapter
i

LCO 3.8.1.1. AC Sources Operating. I

Change Number- 12*

Description:

The ability of the fuel oil transfer pump to start and to transfer fuel
oil from the storage system tc the day tank is verified by maintenance of
the minimum required volume of fuel oil in the day tank. Day tank fuel
oil volume is verified by surveillance, SR 3.7.1.2, which is performed on
the same frequency as the diesel generator starte.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50,92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Jources Operating, which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the

j current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
j - Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
!' _, assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase

' the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

l

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made. to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
| changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources
| Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident

analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the i

,

E accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin i
of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O|

| j
l

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nimber can be found ;
in the october 16, 1989 sidseittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Ama Technical spectfIcations

Justifications and Road Maps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Electrical Chapter

LCO 3.8.1.1 AC Sources Operating.

Change Number 13*

Description:

The rpm requirement is deleted because it is not readily available to the-
operator. Thus the Surveillance requirement is expressed in terms of
voltage and frequency which are available to the operator. Stating of the ,

requirement in this manner is consistent with the MERITS program objectives '

and writers guide to express requirements in terms of units and parameters-
available to the operator. Furthermore, compliance with the frequency
requirement correlates directly to achievement of the presently specified
rpm.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards *

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
I_ with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the

O,,
,

| current Technical, Specifications. The changes made to . Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase

| the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility of an' accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources
Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification
has not been reduced. l

.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nLabor can be fou1d I*

in the october 16, 1989 submittel entitled ' MERITS Program, Current North Ame Technical Specifications
JuntifIcetiens and Road Maps".

- - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ - - . _ . . _ - . _ . -, _ . . . - - - .
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i NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANAINSIS

Electrical Chapter

LCO 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating,
,

Change Number 14*

Description:

The format for surveillance 4.8.1.1.2.a.4 has been converted into two
surveillances in the MERITS specifications, the Standard Technical
Specifications, and in the Farley, Callaway, Diablo Canyon, and South =
Texas technical specifications. SR 3.7.1. 5 includes diesel generator
achievement of voltage and frequency requirements and SR 3.7.1.6 includes
diesel generator synchronized, gradually loaded and operated for 60 minutes
at the specified load.

A note was added to SR 3.7.1.5 that it is satisfied by performance of SR
3.7.14 (the 18 month diesel start test). Similarly, a note was added to
SR 3.7.1.6 that it is satisfied by performance c'f SR 3.7.15. '

,

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase
the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create

L the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
|j previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources
Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made

Q to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the
V accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin

| of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification
] has not been reduced.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with thle change nusher can be fomd*

in the october 16, 1989 e@mittet entitled "utRITs Program, Current North Ama Technicet Specifications
Justifications and Road Mape_".

- - _ _ . _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

/O Electrical Chapter
.J<*

1

LCO 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating. )
1

Change Number 14* (continued) I

,

.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration. |

,

!

O

,

The justificatione, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rusher can be fourus*

in the October 16, 1989 stamittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technicet Specifications
- Justificatione and Road Mape".

.-- .-4 . _ . _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ . _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ . _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS 1O ,

L,/ Electrical Chapter |

LCO 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating. I

Change Number 15*

Description:

A new SR has been added to verify the pressure in the air start receivers '

at the frequency in MERITS Table 3.7.1-1. This is necessary to ensure that
the diesels are capabic of starting when required. See SR 3.7.1.8.

.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis

,

- assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase
the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

.O
(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
| to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which alter
| the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current

Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical.
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis

L assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
l the possibility of an accident of a different type than any

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources
Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made

i to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin ;

of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification
l. has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes tr it this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideruion.

O

The justifications, road mes.3, and specific chenees associated with this chenee mmber con be foed*

in the October 16, 1989 sthmittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specificetlone
. Justifications and Road Maps".

.-. _ _ _ _ __- - _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ - - - _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSISi [|k
'

'

Electrical Chapter

LCO 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating. .

Change Number 16*

Description:

The specific procedure and standards requirements for fuel oil sample
3 testing were identified in the MERITS specifications as unit specific.
L These requirements were moved to the Bases section and will be contained
E in unit operating procedures under administrative control. Requirements

to verify storage tank fuel oil properties are covered by SR 3.7.1.12.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been

* made to Technical Specification 3.8,1,1, AC Sources Operating, which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis'

assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase ,

the probability .of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility 'of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no.
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources
Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant ha::ards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change raatser can be fowid*

in the october 16, 1989 s@mittet entitled '' MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technicet Specifiestions
sJustiffestions and Road Naps".

_ _ _ . - _ _ _ _ _ __ __. _ _ - - --- - _ - - - _ _ _ _
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Electrical Chapter

LCO 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operatir.g.

Change Number 17*
L

Description:
,

Four Surveillance Requirements have been added:
.

SR 3.7.1.9 Check for and remove water from each fuel oil day tank
every 31 days and within 24 hours after completion of
diesel generator operation equal to or exceeding i hour.

SR 3.7.1.10 Verify API or specific gravity, kinematic viscosity,
L flash point, clear and bright appearance, and proper

: color properties of new fuel oil samples prior to
addition of new fuel oil to underground storage tanks.

SR 3.7.1.11 Verify water and sediment content and other impurities
of new fuel oil samples within 31 days after obtaining
the sample. However, new fuel may be added to the
storage tank prior to receipt of analysis results.

(N SR 3.7.1.13 Check for and remove accumulated water in each fuel oil
*

l storage tank every 92 days.

These requirements to verify new fuel oil properties, and for checking
for and removing water in the day tanks and storage tanks, are contained
in the current Standard Technical Specification and as surveillances in
the MERITS specifications.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c).and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources operating, which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specificatior. 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident' analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase
the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which alter

O the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis

The justifications, road asps, and specific changes associated with this change mmber can be foed*

in the October 16, 1989 subalttel entitled anERITS Program, Current North Anne Technicet Specifications
Justificettens and Road Maps".

_ _ _ __ _ _ ______ -_._______ - - - - ____ _ ._ __. - -- .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

t /"% Electcical Chapter
i

.

LCO 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating.

Change Number- 17* (continued)

assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the
possibility of an accident of a different type than any previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources
Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety as defined in the BASES for. any Technical Specification
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

!

'

u
|

l.

t.

L

I

: .'

a

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes sesociated with this change rumber can be foisd*

in the October 16, 1969 sthmittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Ame Technical Specifications
|- Justifications and Road Maps".t

|
. _ . . . _ _ _ . _ _ _



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

Pegs 25 of 41

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
. -

Electrical-Chapter
v

LCO 3.8.1.1. AC Sources Operating.
.

Change Number 18* 1
'

Description:

The format for surveillance 4.8.1.1.2.c has been converted into two
surveillances, SR 3.7.1.14 and SR 3.7.1.15, in accordance with the MERITS
specification, as contained in the current Standard Technical
Specification, and presently licensed for Callaway, Diablo Canyon, South
Texas and Farley

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CMt50.924) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these chmges would not:,

1

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which

* alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase

i- the probability .of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources operating, which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1 AC Sources
Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road sape, and specific changes associated with this change rusher can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 shittel entitled "nERITs Program, Current North Anne Technicet Specifications
JustifIcetions and Road Mapea.
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f, m NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSISi
,

Electrical Chapter

: LCO 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating.
L

Change Number 19*
,

Description:

The requirement to specify the method by which the Diesel Generator is
started has been deleted. This operational detail is not in the STS nor
the WOG MERITS specifications. This is an item for inclusion in individual
plant operating procedures.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
1

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
i: with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the

,

current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,- these changes do not increase,

p the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accidentL

previously evaluated in the UFSAR,- >

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no !

changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources
Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident

;
analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made ,

to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the )accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road asps, and specific changes associated with this change rumber can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 s@mittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Ama Technical Specifications
- Justifications and Road Maps".

|
- _ - _ _ - _ _ - _ - - _ - - - _ _ - - - - --
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Electrical Chapter

LCO 3.8.1.1 AC Sources Operating.

Change Number 20*

Description:

SR 3.7,1.31. was added to perform an ENGINEERED SAFETY FEATURE RESPONSE
TIME test for the load shedding and sequencing timer for each distribution
system train every 36 months on a STAGGERED TEST BASIS. The required

I frequency is established consistent with the justifications contained in
l

WCAP 10272, Supplement 2 February,1986, (TOPS) study. This surveillance
requirement ensures that the actuation response times for the load
sequencing Agastat timer devices are verified. The functions of the timers
are exercised on EDG loading tests, and load shedding is exercised on tests
initiated by Loss of Offsite Power or Safety Injection Signals.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which

A alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of theh current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase

| the probability of ~ occurrence or consequences of an accident
L previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

j (2) Create the possibility of a uew or different kind of accident from
L any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operatingc which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources
Operating, which alter the conditions or assurnptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification

;

has not been reduced.,

- Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
I \ involve a significant hazards consideration.

* The justifications, road mope, and specific changes secociated with this change matter can be fowid
in the October 16, 1969 sJimittet entitled '4tERITS Program, Current North Ame Technical Specifications

Justificatione and Road Maps".

1
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-( NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Electrical Chapter

LCO 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating.
'

Change Number 21*

Description:

This surveillance has been removed from technical specifications since
the ability of the diesel generator to start without being inhibited by
an invalid diesel generator protection feature, such as emergency stop,
is demonstrated at least every 31 days in accordance with the frequency
prescribed by Table 4.8. 2 (MERITS Table 3.7.1 1). The diesel emergency
stop feature is for equipment protection purposes and is properly an item
for check during diesel generator maintenance actions, not a technical
specification item or requirement.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

,

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the

L current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase
the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR. '

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

.(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources
operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses- of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification

f.S has not been reduced.
_i ) Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not

~

involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rumber can be fouruf*

in the october 16, 1989 suhaittet entitled "MEttTS Progren, Current North Anne Technicet Specifications
Justifications and Road Neps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Electrical Chapter

LCO 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating. |

Change Number 22*

Description:

A Surveillance Requirement has been added for the fuel oil system every
,

10 years to drain each fuel oil storage tank, remove sediment from storage '

tank, and clean the storage tank using a sodium hypochlorite or equivalent -
solution. This Surveillance Requirement was added for completeness. It
is included in the WOG Merits LCO 3.7.1.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1. AC Sources Operating, which
alter the conditions er assumptions of the accident analyses of the

| current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical-
) Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis

assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increases

the probability .of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current

| Technical Specifications. The changes made to- Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident-analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create '

,

t the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve.a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources
Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

1

The justifications, road maps, and specific chenees associated with this change rusher can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 sLhnittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
. JustifIcetione and Roed Naps".
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V; Electrical Chapter

LCO 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating.
,

Change Number 23*

Description:

The requirements for emergency diesel generator battery banks and
associated chargers requirements have been included in the North Anna
MERITS LCO 3.7.3, DC Sources Operating, since the battery Actions and
Surveillance Requirements are very similar to those of the station
batteries.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of_10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance I

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysisO assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase

(./ the probability .of occurrence or consequences of an accident ,

'

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which alter
the conditions or assumptions of t.he accident analyses of the current

i Technical Specifications. The- changes made to Technical
|. Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis

assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
( the possibility of an accident of a different type than any

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources
operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specificationi

i has not been reduced.
l '.

| Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

Y
l
.

| * The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change number can be fo W
| In the october 16, 1989 s@mittel entitled '9tERITS Program, Current llorth Ame Technical Specifications
; Justifications and Road maps ,e
|
_

__ -_ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -



_ _ - - .-- . . - - - - - . -- -

,

i

Page 31 of 41

.. NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
iW

Electrical Chapter

LCO 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating.
t

Change Number 24*

Description:

The test frequency as defined in MERITS LCO 3.7.1. Table 3.7.1 1, is on ,

a per diesel generator basis, incorporating both the number of failures !

in the last 20 as well as the last 100 starts. As such the number of
failures in the last 100 starts has been adjusted to 5 5 and 2 6 to be at
5% of 100 consistent with the $ 1 and 2 2 as stated for the number of
failures in the last 20 starts. The frequency of diesel generator starts
is determined by the number of failures in the last 20 or 100 tests and
is neither plant nor diesel generator manufacturer specific and as such
the stated requirements in the MERITS LCO are generic to all plants. In
addition, the Diesel Generator Test Schedule " Number of Failures in Last
100 Hours", was changed to 5 5 and 2 6 for the Diablo Canyon Units 1 and
2 and approved as Licensing Amendments 14 and 15, Docket Numbers 50-323
and 50-275, based on the same basic justification as stated above.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

l' with these changes would not:
!

| \/ (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase

|= -the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

| (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

; to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which alter
| the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current

Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical'

Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1 AC Sources

. Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
!p analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made
) T to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the
'

accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this chenee ramber can be found*

L in the October 16, 1989 submittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Ame Technicet Specifications
1. .

Justifications and Road Maps".
- e

,
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:I Electrical Chapter

LCO' 3,8,1,1, AC Sources Operating,
t

g Change Number 24* (continued)

of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification has not
been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

?

'

N

|

O
The justifications, road mese, isnd specific changes associated with this change mmber can be fourus*

in the October 16, 1989 submittel entitled atERITS Program, current North Ame Technical Specifications -
* Justifications and Road Naps".

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS ;

() Electrical Chapter
;

LCO '3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating.
'Change Number 25*

Description: '

The following stipulation has been added:

" Failure to satisfactorily complete
SR 3.7.1.2 t.hrough SR 3.7.1.4,
SR 3.7.1.8 through SR 3 7.1.13, *

SR 3.7.1.16 through SR 3.7.1.17.-
SR 3.7.1.21
SR 3.7.1.22,
SR 3.7.1.28,

; SR 3.7.1.30 through SR 3.7.1.33, or
SR 3.7.1.35

does not constitute an invalid test and does not require an increased
frequency of testing."

This stipulation was added to clearly state that the failure of the fuel
oil, auxiliary equipment, or Engineered Safety Features Actuation System

| f( requirements does not constitute a valid failure of the diesel generator.
This is consistent with the intent of the technical specification and is
added only to provide clarity.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences,

; of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
| made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which

alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis

| assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase
the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR. |

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

| any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
L to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Scurces Operating, which alter

,

the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current i

Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3,8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these chcnges do not create
the possibility of an accident of a different type 'than any i

g previously evaluated in the UFSAR. '

|
1

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rusher can be fowid I
*-

in the October 16, 1909 sdalttet entitled awfRITS Program, Current North Ama Technical Specifications 1

- Justifications and Road Naps". {

_. _ - _ _ _ _ - -

|
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-

- Electrical _ Chapter

LCO 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating.

Change Number 25* (continued)

(3)- Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources >

Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

i

[%
1 t j

|

|
)

1

L i
! |

I

l

|

L

|
|

l
|

I

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rumber can be fasd ;
*

in the October 16, 1989 sutunittel entitled "nERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications 1

Justifications and Road Maps".
|

| . '1 '

|
__ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _. _ . _ - _ . .

_ _. -
\
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NO SIGNIFICANT FAZARDS ANALYSIS

E Electrical Chapter

LCO 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating.

? Change Number. 26*

Description:

Surveillance requirements for Loss of Voltage and Degraded Voltage Trip
Devices were moved from the Instrumentation Chapter and incorporated into
AC Sources Operating. These devices and their operation directly relate
to the operational capabilities of the AC Sources. The loss of voltage
and degraded voltage surveillances are: TRIP ACTUATING DEVICE OPERATIONAL

,

TEST (SR 3.7.1.16 and SR 3.7.1.17); CHANNEL CALIBRATION (SR 3.7.1.21 and
SR 3.7.1.22): and ENGINEERED SAFETY FEATURE RESPONSE TIME test (SR 3.7.1.32
and SR 3.7.1.33), respectively. The required frequencies have been
established consistent with the WCAP 10272 Supplemeat 2, February,1986, ;

(TOPS) study.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not: -

l - (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been

( made to Technical . Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which
( alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the

current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase
the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility of an accident of a different type than any >

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1 AC Sources
Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident -
analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification

A has not been reduced.
LQ

L
,

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this chanse matier can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 stenittet entitled " MERITS Program, current North Ame Technical Specifications
JustifIcetions and Road Naps".

. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ .__. _. . . - . ._ _ - .
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g NO SIGNIFICANT HAZAltDS ANALYSIS
^

Aj^ Electrical Chapter,

Lc0 3.8.1.1, AC sources operating.
.

Change Number. 26* (continued)
.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does nc,t
involve a significant hazards consideration.

'

l
1

,-

-

l

V

( .' k

|

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rumber can be found*

in the Dr.tober 16, 1969 s@mittel entitled anERITS Program, Current korth Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

. - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ . - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ - - _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - - - - - - _ _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
,n

Electrical Chapter

LCO 3.8.1.1 AC Sources Operating.

Change Number 27*
i

Description:

The terminology, CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST, is not contained in the MERITS
specifications nor in recent Technical Specifications. The terminology
currently used is TRIP ACTUATING DEVICE OPERATIONAL TEST, which covers
the same basic requirements as the definition for the CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL
TEST.

i

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
. current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase

[ the probability .of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

1

I (2) Creat's the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
i any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create

; the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

| (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
i changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1 AC Sources

Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1' remain consistent with the

i accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin'

of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that- this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nuuher can be fod*

in the october 16, 1989 suhaittel entitled "mERifS Program, Current korth Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

, . -. ,
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.O NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS -

:

Electrical Chapter I

LCO 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operacing.

Change Number 28*

Description:

The' change from 7 days to 31 days is consistent with IEEE Working Group
recommendations (Reference Letter, B.M. Radimer to S.K. Aggarwal, "IEEE
Battery Working Group Suggested Modifications- to the Standard Technical
Specifications Covering Batteries *, August 2, 1988).

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the

j current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
L Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
'

assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase._

/ the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
_

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
| co Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which alter
j the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current

Technical Specifications. The changes made' to Technicali

Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility of an accident of a - dif ferent type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources
Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made
to Technical Specification' 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin,.

I of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
.

involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
i

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes essociated with this change maker can be found*

in the October 16,1989 s4mittel entitled "NERits Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
JustifIcatiens and Road Maps".

_ _ _ - _ ~ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Electrical Chapter

LCO 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating.

Change Number 29*

Description:

"during shutdown" was deleted. Per MERITS practice, it is not required
to specify the plant condition required to perform a surveillance unless
it is a limiting condition for the performance of the surveillanca.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability o.* consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1. AC Sources Operating, which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses.of the
current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical-
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase
the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident

) Oi previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
|

L (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
| any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
j to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources operating, which alter
| the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current

Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources
operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the

|- accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
! of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification i

has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

1'

l

|

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associaterd with thle change number een be found
in the october 16, 1989 sutmittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specificatione
- Justifications and Road Maps". _

.___ _ _ _ _ __ __ ______ _ __

-
,



m , _ _ . _._ _ _ _ .__ _ _ _ _.-~ _ _ _ . _ _ . . _

;

I

Page 40 of 41 ;

|
No SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

( Electrical Chapters

;

LCO 3.8.1.1 AC Sources Operating.
,

Change Number 30*
,

Description:

The definition of battery degradation is relocated to the Bases. '

i

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards !
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance ;

with these changes would not: i

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, whichi

alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
etarrent Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain cor.: ?. stent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase
the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

p (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
t any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical ,

Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility of an accident of a different type than any

,.

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1 AC Sources
Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident '

analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptiens in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concluder that this proposed change does not '

involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

The justificettens, road asps, and specific changes eseeciated with this change tsatser can to found*

in the octatuer 16, 1999 sJnittel entitled "NEsitt Progree, Current North Arme Technical Specifications
Justificettens and Reed Maps".

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ . _ _ _ . __ _ _ - - _ _ -



- - - . __- - - - ._. . -- .-. -

'Pcg2 41 of 41

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Electrical Chapter

1.C0 3.8.1.1. AC Sources Operating.
]

Change Number 31*

Description:

The surveillance SR 3.7.1.30 was reworded for clarity with the relocation
of table 4.8.1 to chapter 16 of the UFSAR and the individual required
tolerances of the sequence timers.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance j

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1. AC Sources Operating, which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase
the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident

| previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from *

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1, AC Sources Operating, which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the accident analysis

,

assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
i the possibility of an accident of a different type than any

previously evaluated in the UFSAR. -

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.1. AC Sources
Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident

,

analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made
to Technical specification 3.8.1.1 remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification

,

I has not been reduced.
!

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
V

|

The justifications, road maps, and specific chenpes associated with thle change mater can be fourd*

in the Octaber 16, 1999 sdnittet entitled ''mLRif t Program, current borth Amo Technical SpectfIcetions
JustifIcatione and Road maps".

_ -_ _ _ ___ _ _ _ _ ___________ __ - -- . - _ . - - - - - - . - . - , . - _ - .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

l Electrical Chapter

LCO 3.8.1.2, AC Sources Shutdown.

Change Number 1* !
!

Description:
|

'

.

All Limiting Conditions for Operation (LCO) requirements are the minimum [acceptable requirements. This is understood and need not be stated '

explicitly.
.

!

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not: ;

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
i of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been

made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.2, AC Sources Shutdown, which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.2 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase

,

the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident '

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

.( (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

I to Technical Specification 3.8.1.2, AC Sources Shutdown, which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.2 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.2, AC Sources
Shutdown, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.2 remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

O '

l

* The justifications, road aspe, and specific changes associated with this change rmasser can be fcmd !
In the october 16,-1989 s@mittel entitled "NERlf s Program, Current North Anne fechal:et SpecifIcetions
* Justificatione and Road maps".

_.- _. - . .- - - , . - - - - .
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Electrical Chapter
,

'

1C0 3.8.1.2. AC Sources Shutdown.

Change Number 2* i

Description: *

This requirement has been moved to the Surveillance Requirements (SR) !

section and is now SR 3.7.1.2, which is included for AC Sources Shutdown
'

in SR 3.7.2.1. !
*

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance '

with these changes would not:
f

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been -

made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.2, AC Sources Shutdown, which
. alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.2 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase
the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.2, AC Sources Shutdown, which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.2 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margf n of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.2, AC Sources
Shutdown, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident

( analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made
i to Technical Specification 3.8.1.2 remain consistent with the

accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification
has not been reduced.

I
Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change do6s not

l involve a significant hazards consideration.

!

The justificatione, road mope, and specific changes essecleted with this change mmber can be found' *

| In the October 16, 1999 shittet entitled "MEtif t Program, Current North Anne Technical Speelfications
! * Justifications and Reed Mape".

. . - _ _ . . . . . - . - --
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANA1.YSIS

Electrical Chapter

|LCO 3.8.1.2, AC Sources Shutdown,
j

Change Number 3*

Description:

This requirement has been moved to the SR section and is now SR 3.7.1.3, !which is included for AC Sources Shutdown in SR 3.7.2.1.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards l

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
jwith these changes would not:
i

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.2 AC Sources Shutdown, which ,

alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.2 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase
the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR. '

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
,

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.2, AC Sources Shutdown, which alter

.

the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current '

Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.2 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create

! the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
'

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.2, AC Sources '

Shutdown, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.2 remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes ossociated with this change mater can be f o6sti*

in the October 16, 1999 s@mittel entitled "settlTS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifiestions
Justifications and Road fesps".

_ ___ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _.. __ _ __ _ _- - ._- -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANA1.YSIS ,

( !

Electrical Chapter
.

LCO 3.8.1.2, AC Sources Shutdown.
'

|
'

| Change Number 4*

'

Description:

t

The fuel transfer pump requirements have been moved to the SR section and
are now SR 3.7.1.4, which is included for AC Sources Shutdown in SR i

3.7.2.1.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards '

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance '

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.2, AC Sources Shutdown, which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.2 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase
the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident

| previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from '

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
'

to Technical Specification 3.8.1.2 AC Sources Shutdown, which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.2 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create

,

the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.2 AC Sources
Shutdown, which alter the coaditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.2 remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not ,

involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
l

The justifications, road maps, and specific chenees assocleted with this change rumber con be found*

in the october 16, 1999 semittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
,

' * Justificettoru and Road maps".

__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ . _ _ _ - _ _ -
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Electrical Chapter

LCO 3.8.1.2, AC Sources Shutdown.

Change Number $* )

Description:

These additions extend the APPLICABILITY to be consistent with the Required .

Actions for suspension of movement of irradiated fuel and during crane
operation over irradiated fuel assemblies. The definition of MODE 6 ;

includes the statement, " fuel in the reactor vessel", but movement of
irradiated fuel or crane operation over irradiated fuel assemblies present i
the potential for a fuel handling accident with or with out the presence -

of fuel in the reactor vessel. To cover this possibility, these additions
extend the APPLICABILITY beyond MODE 6 if these activities are underway
with no fuel in the reactor vessel.

.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have .been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.2, AC Sources _ Shutdown, which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the '

O current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.2 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase -

the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.2, AC Sources Shutdown, which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current ,

Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.2 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.2, AC Sources
Shutdown, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.2 remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification
has not been reduced.

|
- Therefore. Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not

|
' involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with thle change rumber can be foed"

in the october 16, 1989 edmittel entitled "MEtifs Proeram, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
! * Justificatione and Road aspe".

.- . . -. - - .-- ,
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Electrical Chapter

LCO 3.8.1.2, AC Sources Shutdown.

Change Number 6*

Description: r

The ACTION statements have been rewritten to require that in the event the
LCO is not met (Condition A), the following Actions be performed:

A.1 Suspend CORE ALTERATIONS within 15 minutes m
A.2 Suspend movement of irradiated fuel within 15 minutes @
A.3 Suspend crane operations over spent fuel pool within 15 minutes m
A4 Suspend operations with a potential for draining the reactor vessel

within 15 minutes M ,

A.5 Suspend operations involving positive reactivity additions within
15 minutes @ ,

A.6.1 Initiate action to restore required AC electrical power sources
within 15 minutes M

A.6.2 Continue action to restore required AC electrical power sources until
the required AC electrical power sources are restored,

t

A NOTE is added at the beginning of the Action statements that suspension
of A.1, A.2, and A.3 activities shall not preclude completion of actions
to establish a safe conservative condition.

The added requirement to, within 15 minutes, suspend any operation which
may result in draining the reactor vessel was added for completeness and
consistency with MERITS. With no safety grade power available, this action
is warranted to prevent inadvertent uncovering the fuel assemblies. The
added requirements included for action to be taken to suspend operations
over the spent fuel pool and movement of irradiated fuel are in the current
Standard Technical Specifications and licensed for Callaway, Diablo Canyon,
McGuire, and Vogtle. A NOTE has been included to allow continuation of
CORE ALTERATIONS, movement of irradiated fuel, or crane operations over
the spent fuel pool to establish a safe conservative condition.

The conditional statement, "until the minimum required AC electrical power
L sources are restored to OPERABLE status *, has been changed in the MERITO

format to the positive statements to initiate action to restore in 15
minutes and to centinue action until the required AC electrical power
sources are restored,

i

j The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
I of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been

'- made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.2, AC Sources Shutdown, which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the'

current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical

The justifications, road maps, and specific chanses associated with this change rumber can be foed*

in the october 16, 1909 s@sittet entitled antalis Program, current North Anne Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road maps".

. _ - . - - - , . .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS |. , ,

Electrical Chapter

LCO 3.8.1.2, AC Sources Shutdown.

Change Number 6* (continued)

Specification 3.8.1.2 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase
the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

;

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
!

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made i

to Technical Specification 3.8.1.2, AC Sources Shutdown, which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current :
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical ,

Specification 3.8.1.2 remain consistent with the accident analysis !
assumptions in the UFSAR. The re fore , these changes do not create
the possibility of an accident of a different type than any ,

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.2, AC Sources

O Shutdown, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made '

to Technical Specification 3.8.1.2 remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

P

i
I

|

!

t

-

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes essecleted with this change master can be foed*

in the october 16, 1989 sJunittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current sorth Ama fechnical Specificatione,

' * Justificatione and Road Mape".
l

- _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _. . . . _ _ - - . - . . _ - . - . - - . _ . --
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Electrical Chapter

LCO 3.8.1.2, AC Sources Shutdown.

Change Number 7*

Description: 1

The surveillances noted have been deleted in North Anna MERITS SR 3.7.2.1
as discussed below:

(1) The D/G synchronization portion of 4.8.1.1.2.a.4 is excluded on the
basis that it is a specific survsillance deletion as prescribed in
the current Standard Technical Specification for AC Sources Shutdown,

i I
| (2) 4.8.1.1.2.d.3 is a test of the emergency and shutdown load sequencingi_ timers OPERABILITY and setpoints. These are Engineered Safety

Features Actuatien System (ESFAS) components. The ESFAS is not
required in MODES 5 and 6 per the current North Anna specifications.

' Excluding this surveillance in AC Sources . Shutdown is consistent
with the STS and MERITS specifications.

(3) 4.8.1.1.2.d.5 and 4.8.1.1.2.d.6 are tests of responses to ESFAS test

O signals. The ESFAS is not required in MODES 5 and 6 per the current
North Anna specifications. Excluding these surveillances in AC
Sources Shutdown is consistent with the STS and MERITS-

specifications.

( (4) 4.8.1.1.2.d.10 was removed from tech specs since the function is
only for equipment protection and is not contained in technical
specifications for callaway or Comanche Peak.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

|
- (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences

of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.2 AC Sources Shutdown, which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.2 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase
the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

g any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.2, AC Sources Shutdown, which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rumeier can be found|
*

in the October 16, 1989 sJunittel entitled anttifs Program, current korth Anne Technicet Specifications
Justifications and Road maps".

- - - - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . . - _ _ _ _ _ . . . - .- .. _ , _ . . - . _. - -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSISm ,

)' Electrical Chapter
.

'

LCO 3.8.1.2, AC Sources Shutdown.

Change Number 7* (continued)

4

Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.2 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR. '

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.2 AC Sources
Shutdown, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.2 romain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

|

|

|

|

O
* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes esenclated with thle change rarJeer can be fomd

in the October 16, 1999 smittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technics | Specifications
* Justifications and Road Nepe".

.. - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Electrical Chapter
!

LCO 3.8.1.2, AC Sources Shutdown.

Change Number 8*

Description:

North Anna surveillance 4.8.1.1.3, for emergency diesel generator battery
banks and associated chargers has been moved to the North Anna MERITS
LCO 3.7.3, DC Sources - Operating. This surveillance requirement for
DC Sources Shutdown is included in SR 3.7.4.1.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance wich the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance '

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident p*:eviously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.2, AC Sources Shutdown, which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.2 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not increase

i the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.2, AC Sources Shutdown, which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the current
Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.1.2 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.1.2, AC Sources
Shutdown, which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made
to Technical Specification 3.8.1.2 remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

!

* The justifications, road asps, and specific changes associated with this change rmsuber can be f owd
in the october 16, 1999 s@mittet entitled 'mtRITS Program, current North Anne Technicet Specifications
JCtifigQGi m (79 t r l W A
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Electrical Chapter

LCO 3.8.2.1, AC Distribution Operating.

Change Number 1*

Description:

The LCO was renamed, " Distribution Systems Operating." This is in the
MERITS format, consistent with the current Standard Technical
Specifications, in that both the AC and DC power distribution systems are
included in the Distribution Systems LCOs 3.7.5 and 3.7.6 for operating Iand shutdown conditions, respectively. This includes both the AC and DC
buses for each train that are associated with unit safety or emergency
operations.

|

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.1, AC Distribution . Operating, )which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made toO Technical Specification 3.8.2.1 remain consistent with the accident
analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not
increase the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.2.1, AC Distribution . Operating,
which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made to
Technical Specification 3.8.2,1 remain consistent with the accident
analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not
create the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made tc, Technical Specification 3.8.2.1, AC
Distribution Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.1 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification has not been reduced.

O Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

* the justifications, road asps, and specific changes estocf ated with this chenee rumsser can be f ourid
in the october 16, 1989 submittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current sorth Ame Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road maps".
. _ . .-.- . .- -.-._ -_ - __ _._ ________ _ _ _ _ _ _ -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZAP'JS ANALYSIS

/ Electrical Chapter

LCO 3.8.2.1, AC Distribution Operating. I

Change Number 2*
J

Description:

The LCO was completely rewritten to combine both AC and DC distribution
systems, as follows: -

LCO 3.7.5 The power distribution system trains, identified in
Table 3.7.51, shall be energized with tie breakers open both

,

between redundant buses within Unit 1 and Unit 2 and between
Unit 1 and Unit 2. <

!

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.1. AC Distribution Operating,
which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made to

|

Technical Specification 3.8.2.1 remain consistent with the accident
g analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not

increase the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.2.1, AC Distribution Operating,
which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made to
Technical Specification 3.8.2.1 remain consistent with the accident
analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not
create the pcssibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.1, AC
Distribution Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.1 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does notO involve a significant hazards consideration.U

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes estaciated with this change rutier can be f ourd*

in the october 16, 1989 SJunittet entitled aniRITS Program, Current sorth Ama Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road mapse.a

!
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(
Electrical Chapter

LCO 3.8.2.1, AC Distribution . Operating.
!

Change Number 3*

Description:

The specific buses, required within and to be aligned for, each
distribution system train are defined in Table 3.7.51. This is consistent |

with the human factors approach incorporated into MERITS. The operator
is provided with a consolidated list of the buses contained in each AC and
DC distribution system segregated by train.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.1, AC Distribution Operating,
which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made to

, Technical Specification 3.8.2.1 remain consistent with the accident
'

f analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not
increase the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accidents

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.2.1, AC Distribution Operating,
which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications. The changen made to
Technical Specification 3.8.2.1 remain consistent with the accident
analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not
create e'.e possibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.1 AC
Distribution . Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.1 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rumor can be found
in the octooer 16, 1999 edsmittet entitled ''utalis Program, current North Ame Technicet Specifications
* Justifications and toed maps".
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;

Electrical Chapter I

LCO 3.8.2.1 AC Distribution Operating. .

Change Number 4* '

Description:

The Action statement has been revised to include the present AC buses,
incorporate the DC buses relocated from North Anna specification 3.8.2.3,
and incorporate the requirements for inverters that are included in the

,

MERITS specifications and are in the Standard Technical Specifications.
The inverters are necessary for powering the AC vital buses from the DC
buses to perform safe shutdown actions and provide monitoring capability
in the event of loss of AC power.

The Conditions and Required Actions are summarized as follows:

(1) Condition A is one AC emergency bus train not energized. The
. Required Action is to re energize the AC emergency bus train within
8 hours. This, coupled with Condition D (shutdown if Required
Actions are not met within the required Completion Time), is
identical to the current LCO 3.8.2.1 action.

(2) Condition B is one DC bus train not energized. The Required Action
'

to re energize within 2 hours (coupled with condition D) is identical
with the current LCO 3.8.2.3 actions. Note that the busses are
covered here in North Anna MERITS LCO 3.7.5, and the trains (i.e.,
the batteries and chargers) are covered in 3.7.3. This results from
the MERITS division of sources and distribution systems into separate
specifications.

(3) Condition C is one AC vital bus not energized from its associated
inverter and DC bus. For this condition the current North Anna LCO
3.8.2.1 requires that the inoperable AC vital bus be restored within
8 hours. The Standard Technical Specification (STS), on the other
hand, has the requirements: (1) reenergize the AC vital bus within
2 hours (or shutdown); and (2) reenergize the AC vital bus from its
associated inverter within 24 hours (or shutdown).

The required action for one inoperable inverter requires action to
be initiated, within 15 minutes,to reenergize the AC Vital Bus within
2 hours from an alternate source and to reenergize the AC Vital Bus
from its associated inverter and DC Bus in 24 hours. The AC Vital
bus is energized from the constant voltage source transformer. Also,
during this period the associated DC Bus remains energized from its
battery bank and full capacity battery charger. The constant voltage
source is energized from the 480 volt AC Emergency Bus, as is the
battery charger. With one inverter inoperable and its associated

O. AC Vital Bus energized from an alternate voltage source, the
remaining three AC Vital Buses are energized from their associated
inverters and DC Buses. Even with a total loss of AC power to the

The justificettens, road seps, and specific changes associated with this change matier can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 s@mittel entitled "Mttif 5 Program, Current korth Ame Technical SpecifIcetions
* Justifications and Road Mapea.
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LCO 3.8.2.1. AC Distribution Operating. |

| l

Change Number 4* (continued) I

,

unit the necessary safety functions fed by the AC Vital Buses are
covered by the inherent design redundancy provided by the remaining
three AC Vital Buses powered from their inverters connected to their
associated DC Buses".

.

(4) Finally, Condition D requires shutdown if any of the Required Actions
of Conditions A, B, or C are not met within the required Completion
Times.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards I

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences -

of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.1, AC Distribution Operating,
which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made to

l Technical Specification 3.8.2.1 remain consistent with the accidents

analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not
increase the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been tsade
to Technical Specification 3.8.2.1, AC Distribution - Operating,
which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made to
Technical Specification 3.8.2.1 remain consistent with the accident
analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not
create the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.1, AC
Distribution Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.1 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the :

margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
q involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes estaciated with this change ruuber can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 s@mittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current korth Ame Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Neps".

__ . . ~ . _ .__ _ _ . . _ _
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LCO 3.8.2.2, AC Distribution - Shutdown.
,

Change Number 1*

'Description:

The LCO was renamed, " Distribution Systems Shutdown." This is in the
MERITS format, consistent with the current Standard Technical
Specifications, in that both the AC and DC power distribution systems are
included in the Distribution Systems LCOs 3.7.5 and 3.7.6 for operating
and shutdown conditions, respectively. This includes both the AC and DC
buses for each train that are associated with unit safety or emergency
operations.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

,

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been '

made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.2, AC Distribution Shutdown,,

which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made to;
Technical Specification 3.8.2.2 remain consistent with the accident*

analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not
increase the probability of occurrence or conscquences of an accident ;

i previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.2.2 AC Distribution Shutdown, which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the

! current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
| Specification 3.8.2.2 remain consistent with the accident analysis
| assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
' the possibility of an accident of a different type than any

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
| changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.2, AC
'

Distribution Shutdown, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.2 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification has not been reduced.

( Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes estocleted with this change rustier can be foed*

in the October 16, 1999 submittet entitled "MER118 Program, Current North Ame Technicet Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

--_ __ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ . _ . _ _ _ __ __ _ _ _ . _ _- -
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LCO 3.8.2.2, AC Distribution . Shutdown. j

1

Change Number 2* '

Description:

The specific buses required within and to be aligned for each distribution
system train are defined in the MERITS format as Table 3.7.51 of LCO
3.7.5. Distribution Systems Operating. This is consistent with the human
factors approach incorporated into MERITS. The operator is provided with
a consolidated list of the buses contained in each AC and DC distribution
system segregated by train.

{
The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not: !

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.2, AC Distribution Shutdown, t

which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made to
Technical Specification 3.8.2.2 remain consistent with the accident

O' analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not
increase the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made '

to Technical Specification 3.8.2.2, AC Distribution - Shutdown, which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the

*

current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.2.2 ren'ain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility of an accident of a different type than any *

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.2, AC
Distribution - Shutdown, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.2 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification has not been reduced. !

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rusher can be foed*

in the october 16, 1999 sJuelttel entitled 'mEtif t Program, current horth Anne fechnicet Specifications
* Justifications and Road maps".
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()
LCO 3.8.2.2, AC Distribution Shutdown.

Change Number 3*

Description:
1

These additions extend the APPLICABILITY to be consistent with the Required
Actions for suspension of movement of irradiated fuel and during crane
operation over irradiated fuel assemblies. The definition of MODE 6
includes the statement, " fuel in the reactor vessel", but movement of
irradiated fuel or crane operation over irradiated fuel assemblies present
the potential for a fuel handling accident with or with out the presence
of fuel in the reactor vessel. To cover this possibility, these additions
excend the APPLICABILITY beyond MODE 6 if these activities are underway
with no fuel in the reactor vessel. *

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been ,

made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.2, AC Distribution Shutdown,
which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses

O' of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made to
Technical Specification 3.8.2.2 remain consistent with the accident
analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not
increase the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.2.2, AC Distribution Shutdown, which;

alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.2.2 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

| (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
| changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.2, AC
| Distribution Shutdown, which alter the conditions or assumptions

of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.2 remain consistent-

with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification has not been reduced. |

O Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

* The justifications, road maps, and specific chenpes associated with this change raaber can be foed !
in the October 16, 1999 sJunittet entitled "NERITS Program, Current korth Ama Technical SpecifIcetions
* Justiffestione and Road Mape". ;

1

|
-

1
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LCO 3.8.2.2, AC Distribution Shutdown.

Change Number 4*
4

1Description: |

l

The Action statement has been rewritten to cover Condition A. No power
distribution system train energized. The Required Actions for this

,condition were written to suspend all operations that could lead to a fuel -

handling accident, rather than the current requirement to establish
;

CONTAINMENT INTEGRITY. This change focuses on prevention of a radioactive
release rather than mitigation (i.e. , CONTAINMENT INTECRITY). This change
in the thrust of the requirements is currently licensed at North Anna for
LCO 3.8.1.2 AC Sources Shutdown, but not for LCO 3.8.2.2, AC Distribution

Shutdown, nor for LCO 3.8.2.4 DC SourcesSystems Shutdown.-
-

Incorporating this change will make the new MERITS Technical Specifications
for the sutdown conditions consistent with each other, and consistent with
the current Standard Technical Specifications and the MERITS

'

specifications. This change is also currently licensed at Callaway, Diablo
Canyon, McGuire, and Vogtle.

An additional requirement was added to suspend any operation which may
result in draining the reactor vessel. With no safety grade power

O available, this action is warranted to prevent inadvertent uncovering the
; fuel assemblies.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10Cnt50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.2, AC Distribution Shutdown,
which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made to
Technical Specification 3.8.2.2 remain consistent with the accident
analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not
increase the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.2.2, AC Distribution Shutdown, which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.2.2 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

* The justifications, road seps, and specific chenpes associated with this change ramber can be found
in the October 16, 1999 semittet entitled antRift Program, current North Arine fechnicet Specifications

Justificettens and Road Nepe ,n
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LCO 3.8.2.2 AC Distribution Shutdown.

Change Number 4* (continued)

,

!(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.2, AC
Distribution Shutdown, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.2 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the

,'
margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification has not been reduced. ;

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a sigr.ificant hazards consideration.

;

,

O
The justificatione, road maps, and specific changes estaciated with this change ruiber can be fowai*

in the october 16, 1939 smittet entitled '9EERITS Program, Current borth Arne Technicet Specificatione
Justifications and Road mape".
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|

LCO 3.8.2.3, DC Distribution Operat'.ng. )
Change Number 1*

>

Description: '

The specification was renamed, "DC sources Operating", and includes the *

operability of the batteries and associated battery chargers. DC buses i

energized are now covered in North Anna MERITS LCO 3.7.5, Distribution
Systems Operating.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been ,

made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.3, DC Distribution Operating,
which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made to
Technical Specification 3.8.2.3 remain consistent with the accident '

analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not
increase the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident,

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

.

to Technical Specification 3.8.2.3, DC Distribution Operating,
which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current. Technical Specifications. The changes made to
Technical Specification 3.8.2.3 remain consistent with the accident
analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not
create the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3)- Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.3, DC
Distribution Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications,
he changes made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.3 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road maps, ard specific changes associated with this chanse msber can tie f ourd*

in the October 16, 1989 sanittet entitled " MERITS Progree, Current Worth Anne Technicet Specifications
* Justifications and Road maps".
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LCO 3.8.2.3, DC Distribution Operating.

Change Number 2*

Description:

The LCO was modified to convert to the MERITS format as follows:

LCO 3.7.3 Two trains of DC power sources shall be OPERABLE with the
train bus tie breakers open with each train comprised of
battery banks and associated full capacity chargers as
identified in Table 3.7.5 1. AND One battery bank and
associated charger shall be OPERABLE for each emergency diesel
generator.

The modified LCO covers the DC trains and batteries and associated
full capacity chargers. The requirements to energize DC buses have been
moved to MERITS LCO 3.7.5, Distribution Systems Operating,.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92tc) and it has been determined that operations in accordance >

with these changes would not: i

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.3, DC Distribution Operating, |

which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made to
Technical Specification 3.8.2.3 remain consistent with the accident
analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not
increase the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
Ito Technical Specification 3.8.2.3, DC Distribution Operating,

which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made to ',

l Technical Specification 3.8.2.3 remain consistent with the accident
analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not
create the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.3, DC l

Distribution Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions i

of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.3 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the j

,

margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical I

The justifications, road maps, and specific chenpes associated with this change rssener can be fourd I
*

in the octotier 16, 1999 sJalttet entitled "NEstil Frogram, Current Wor" Ama fechnicel Specifications I
* JustifIcetlens ard seed nape".
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!
LCO 3.8.2.3, DC Distribution . Operating.

Change Number 2* (continued)

i
Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes tbst this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

I

I
,

.

I

{

-

l

i

(.
|

l
i

~

O
* The justificatione, road maps, and specific changes associated with thle change matier can be fowrj

in the October 16,1989 sdimittet entitled MRITS Program, Current North Ame Technicet Specifications
* Justifications and Road Nape".
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V
LCO 3.8.2.3. DC Distribution Operating. !

Change Number 3*

Description:

I

The definition of the contents of each train has been moved to
Table 3.7.5 1 in North Anna MERITS LCO 3. 7. 5, Distribution Systems -
Operating. This table defines the full contents of each train, including
the DC buses and the DC power sources, batteries and associated

7full capacity chargers. This provides the definition of all trains in one
location.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

.

,

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences >

of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been '

made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.3, DC Distribution Operating,
which alter the conditiens or assureptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made to
Technical Specification 3.8.2.3 remain consistent with the accident
analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not '

,

( increase the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.2.3, DC Distribution . Operating, ;
which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made to
Technical Specification 3.8.2.3 remain consistent with the accident
analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not
create the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
j changes have been made to Technical Specification 3. 8. 2. 3, . DC
l Distribution . Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions

of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.3 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes estociated with this change rustier can be f ound

in the october 16, 1989 s@elttet entitled ''mELits Program, Current korth Anna fechnical Specifications
* Justifications and Reed Maps".
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LCO 3.8.2.3, DC Distribution Operating.

Change Number 4*

Description:
1

!The remainder of the Action statements was completely rewritten to '

accomplish the following:
5

(a) Condition B, two DC trains inoperable, was added. The Required Action '

is to restore one DC train to OPERABLE status within one hour or be in MODE
3 within 6 hours and in MODE 5 within the following 30 hours. This Action
is provided to account for a condition not previously defined and to '.
maintain consistency of Actiont with the AC sources Actions. '

(b) The Table 4.8 3 notes (1), (2), and (3) were incorporated into
Conditions C and D, with the corresponding Required Actions and
Surveillance Requirements. Accordingly, the notes were deleted from the ,

North Anna MERITS Table 3.7.3 1. This provides for the location of
Conditions, Required Actions, and Completion Times in the proper place for
operator visibility. The current " Allowable values" in Table 4.8 3 were
renamed " Category C" and their verification was incorporated in North Anna
MERITS surveillance SR 3.7.5.1 and directed to be performed by Required
Actions C.1 and D.1.

(c) Condition E was added to require shutdown if Required Actions of
Conditions A, B, C, or D for the DC trains or station batteries are not
met within the required Completion Times. This was to differentiate
between the station batteries and the diesel batteries, which have the same
surveillance requirements, but different Required Actions.

(d) Conditions F and G were added to specify the actions to be taken if
the diesel battery bank parameters are not within limits (Conditions C or
D), or a diesel battery charger is inoperable. (The diesel battery
surveillances were previously in North Anna LCO 3.8.1.1.)

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.3, DC Distribution Operating,
which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made to
Technical Specification 3.8.2.3 remain consistent with the accident,

analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change tuber can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 edsnittet entitled "M(tif t Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
Justificatione and Road Maps".a
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LCO 3.8.2.3, DC Distribution Operating.
|

Change Number 4* (continued)

i

I
increase the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident

apreviously evaluated in the UFSAR.
;

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.2.3, DC Distribution Operating,

)which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made to :
Technical Specification 3.8.2.3 remain consistent with the accident
analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not
create the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

'

:

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.3, DC
Distribution - Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.O; The changes made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.3 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the

,

margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

,

&

O
The justifications, road esps, and specific chanses associated with this chanse tsaber can be fcmd*

in the october 16,1999 edelttel entitled "NEstTS Prosrae, turrent sorth Anne Technical Speciflections
* Justifications and Reed Nepe". -
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V
LCO 3.8.2.3, DC Distribution - Operating.

Change Number 5* j

Description:

Surveillance 4.8.2.3.1 is relocated to MERITS LCO 3.7.5, DISTRI85UTION
sptems - Operating. Requirements for verifying that the bus is energized
are in SR 3.7.5.1.

,

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not: ,

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.3, DC Distribution - Operating,
which alter the conditions or assumptions of the acci4ent analyses
of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made ro
Technical Specification 3.8.2.3 remain consistent with the accident
analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes $c not
increase the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

, - (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
| any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
'

to Technical Specification 3.8.2.3, DC Distribution - Operating,
which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made to
Technical Specification 3.8.2.3 remain consistent with the accident
analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not
create the possibility of an accident of a different type than any

i previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.3, DC
Distribution - Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions

| of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.3 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore. Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a si nificant hazards consideration,6

nv
The justifications, road esos, and specific changes associated with this change matser can be foed'

in the october 16, 1989 sutaittal entitled "NERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Speelfleetions
* Justifications and Road Maps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
X

) Electrical Chapter

LCO 3.8.2.3, DC Distribution Operating.

Change Number 6*

Description:

SR 3.7.3.1 was added to require verification ol' the Category C allowable
limits for the battery parameters if the Category A or Category B
parameters are outside the allowable limits. The mechanism by which

,
'

SR 3.7.3.1 gets done is via the Required Actions for Condition C &nd
Condition D. For example, if a Category A parameter is outside limits
during the periodic performance of SR 3.7.3.2, then Condition C it ientered,
and Required Action C.1 is to perform SR 3.7.3.1. If the Category C
allowable values are outside limits, then Action C.1 has failed and

-

Condition E is entered (or Condition F if the battery is a diesel battery). -

1

i The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance '

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.3, DC Distribution - Operating,
which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analysesI

of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made tos

Technical Specification 3.8.2.3 remain consistent with the accident
analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not
increase the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident

-previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.2.3, DC Distribution Operating,
which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made to
Technical Specification 3.8.2.3 remain consistent with the accident
analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not
create the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.3, DC
Distribution - Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.3 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.v

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change esmeer can be fou1d"
i

in the October 16, 1989 semittel entitled "HERifS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications '

Justifications and Road Mape".

-______ - --_ - - _ _ - - _ _ _ _ .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Electrical Chapter

LCO 3.8.2.3, DC Distribution Operating,

Change Number 7*
!

Description.
i

The change from 7 days to 31 days is consistent with IEEE Working Group
recommendations (Reference 14tter, B.M. Radimer to S.K. Aggarwal, "IEEE
Battery Working Group Suggested Modifications to the Standard Technical
Specifications Covering Batteries", August 2, 1988).,

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
; of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been

made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.3, DC Distribution Operating,
which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made to

| Technical Specification 3.8.2.3 remain consistent with the accident
| analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not
I increase the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident -

- previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of s.cident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes _ have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.2.3, DC Distribution Operating,
which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made to
Technical Specification 3.8.2.3 remain consistent with the accident
analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not
create the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.3, DC

-Distribution - Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.

I The changes made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.3 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
margin of . safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
| involve a significant hazards consideration.

1

i O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rusher can be f ami*

in the October 16, 1989 sutunittel entitled "NERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

_
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS -

[ Electrical Chapter

LCO 3.8.2.3, DC Distribution Operating.
1

Change Number 8*
.

Description:
,

"during shutdown" was deleted. Per MERITS practice, it is not required '

to specify the plant condition required to perform a surveillance unless
it is a limiting condition for the performance of the surveillance. *

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences ,

of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.3, DC Distribution Operating,
which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made to
Technical Specification 3.8.2.3 remain cansistent with the e.ecident
analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not
increase the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated becau*e no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.2.3, DC Distribution - Operating,
which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical _ Specifications. The changes made to
Technical Specification 3' 8.2.3 remain consistent with the accident.

analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not
create the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.3, DC

,

Distribution - Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.3 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change rumtser can be fomd*

in the october 16, 1969 semittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Ame Technical SpeciflCations
JustifIcetione and Road Mape".

4.
__
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
O
( Electrical Chapter

LCO 3.8.2.3, DC Distribution Operating.

Change Number 9*

Description:
!

The definition of battery degradation is relocated to the Bases.
'1The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards' '

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

1

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.3, DC Distribution - Operating,
which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made to
Technical Specification 3.8.2.3 remain consistent with the' accident
analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.- Therefore, these changes do not
increase the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

, f (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
'

t any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made I
L to Technical Specification 3.8.2.3, DC Distribution - Operating,

which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made to
Technical Specification 3.8.2.3 remain consistent with the accident

analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not
create the possibility of an accident of a different type than any

.previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction'in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.3, DC
Distribution - Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.3 remain consistent

lwith the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|
'

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rumber can be fomd*

|In the October 16, 1999 sduelttal entitled " MERITS Program, Current teorth Ame Technical Specifications '

Justifications and Road Nape".
|

. _ _ . - . . .
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e NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Electrical Chapter

LCO 3.8.2.3, DC-Distribution Operating.

Change Number 10*
i

Description:

The Category B requirements in Table 4.8 2 were split into Category B,
" Limits" and Category C, " Allowable Values" to provide greater clarity in
stating the requirements and to prevent misinterpretation between
Category B Limits and Category B Allowable Values.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase'in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been

,made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.3, DC Distribution - Operating,
which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made to
Technical Specification 3.8.2.3 remain consistent with the accident
analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do notO'(d increase the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFS,AR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.2.3, DC Distribution - Operating,
which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made to
Technical' Specification 3.8.2.3 remain consistent with the accident -
analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not
create the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have' been made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.3, DC
Distribution - Operating, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.3 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification has not been reduced.

| Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
!. involve a significant hazards consideration.

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated whn this change mater can be fowid
in the October 16, 1999 semittet entitled "nERITS Program, Current Nor th Atina Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road maps".
_ _
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n NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANAINSIS
'v Electrical Chapter

LCO 3.8.2.4, DC Distribution Shutdown.

Change Number 1*

Description:

This LCO was-renamed, "DC Sources - Shutdown", and the DC buses are moved
to the North Anna LCO 3.7.6, Distribution Systems Shutdown. The new
LCO 3.7.4 was rewritten to cover both the station DC sources and the diesel
batteries and chargers as follows:

3.7.4 One train of DC power sources shall be OPERABLE with the train
comprised of battery banks and associated full-capacity chargers as
identified in Table 3.7.5-1. &HD The battery bank and associated
charger for one OPERABLE diesel generator shall be OPERABLE.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
' of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

.

'

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been

| made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.4, DC Distribution - Shutdown,
t which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses

of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made to
Technical Specification 3.8.2.4 remain consistent with the accident

analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not
increase the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) ' Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.2.4, DC Distribution Shutdown, which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.2.4 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.4, DC
Distribution Shutdown, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.4 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification has not been reduced.

A Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road aspe, and specific chenees associated with this change rumber can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 submittel entitled " MERITS Proeren, Current North Ama Technical Specificetf ore
______.______ ____________ EN IceQone endJood Maps?.

_ , ,,

*
- __ _ _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Electrical Chapter

LCO 3.8.2.4 DC Distribution Shutdown,
i

Change Number 2*

Description:

The trains of DC power sources, batteries and associated full capacity
chargers are defined in Table 3.7.5 1 as specified in the LCo. The
OPERABILITY requirements for DC buses in MODES 5 and 6 are moved to MERITS
LCO 3.7.6,' Distribution Systems Shutdown.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.4, DC Distribution Shutdown,
which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made to
Technical Specification 3.8.2.4 remain consistent with the accident
analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not

g increase the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
i previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.2.4, DC Distribution - Shutdown, which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current Technical - Specifications . The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.2.4 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility of an accident of a different- type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.4, DC .

Distribution - Shutdown, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.r

The changes made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.4 remain consistent
L with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the

margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

i '

The justifications, road esps, and specific changes associated with this change maher can tw foed*

in the October 16, 1999 semittel entitled "MEtifs Program, current North Amo fechnical Specif t:stions
Justifications and Road Mape".

_ _ _ _ _ , ._ . . - _ _ . .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS I
Electrical Chapter

LCO 3.8.2.4, DC Distribution - Shutdown.

Change Number 3*

[ Description:
|

'

These additions extend the APPLICABILITY to be consistent with the Required
Actions for suspension of movement of irradiated fuel and during crane

,operation over irradiated fuel assemblies. - The definition of MODE 6 )includes the statement, " fuel in the reactor vessel", but movement of !

irradiated fuel or crane operation over irradiated fuel assemblies present
the potential for a fuel handling accident with or with out the presence
of fuel in the reactor vessel. To cover this possibility, these additions
extend the APPLICABILITY beyond MODE 6 if these activities are underway
with no fuel in the reactor veseel.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.4. DC Distribution - Shutdown .
which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current . Technical Specifications. The changes made to,

\. Technical Specification 3.8.2.4 remain consistent with the accident
analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not
increase the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.2.4, DC Distribution - Shutdown, which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.2.4 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.4, DC
Distribution-- Shutdown, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.4 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power conc ^iudes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

.

* The Justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with thle change rumber can be fomd
in the October 4,1989 submittet entitled "sta!TS Program, Current North Anna Technical spectfications

Justificettons and Reed Mape".

-. -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
I

4- Electrical Chapter

LCO 3.8.2.4. DC Distribution - Shutdown.
)

Change Number 4*

Description:

The Action statement has been rewritten to cover the following conditions:

Condition A No DC train OPERABLE. The Required Actions for this-

condition were written to suspend all operations that could lead to a fuel
handling accident, rather than the current requirement to establish
CONTAINMENT INTEGRITY. This change focuses on prevention of a radioactive
release rather than mitigation (i.e. , CONTAINMENT INTEGRITY) . This change
in the thrust of the requirements is currently licensed at North Anna for
LCO 3.8.1.2, AC Sources Shutdown, but not for LCO 3.8.2.2, AC-

Distribution Systems Shutdown, nor for LCO 3.8.2.4, DC Sources- -

Shutdown. Incorporating this change will make the new MERITS Technical
Specifications for the shutdown conditions consistent with each other, and
consistent with the current Standard Technical Specifications - and the
MERITS specifications. This change is also currently licensed at Callaway,
Diablo Canyon, McGuire, and Vogtle.

O An additional requirement was added to suspend any operation which may
'

result in draining the reactor vessel. With no safety-grade power
available, this action is warranted to prevent inadvertent uncovering the
fuel assemblies.

Conditions B. C. Battery bank naramatar outside limit. Specifies the-

Required Actions and Completion. Times for this condition.
f-

Condition D - Raouired Actions not met for station batteries.

Conditions E and F - Diesel manerator battery or charmer inocerable.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.4 DC Distribution - Shutdown,,

I which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses
|~ of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made to

Technical Specification 3.8.2.4 remain consistent with the accident
analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not
increase the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident,

1- previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

The justif fcations, road amps, and specific changes associated with this chanse raster can be found*

in the October 16, 1909 semittat entitled."NERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical speelflections
- JustifIcetiens and Road Naps ,e

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ -_ _ _. _ -
--



. _ . _ . _ __- . _ _ . _ . _ . _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ . . _

|

Pags 5.of 6 I

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZAEDS ANALYSIS

Yr Electrical Chapterq)
LCO 3.8.2.4, DC Distribution Shutdown. I

)
Change Number 4* (continued)

:

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.2.4, DC Distribution - Shutdown, which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical'
Specification 3.8.2.4 remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create the
possibility of an accident of a different type than any previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the mar 5 n of safety because no1

changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.4, DC
Distribution - Shutdown, which alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications.
The changes made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.4 remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

i-

,

g
The justifications, road esps, and specific changes associated with this change resher can be fosed*

in the October 16, 1989 stenittel entitled "tERITS Progras, current North Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Naps". -

. - . .-. - - - .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
,

,

Electrical Chapter

LCO 3.8.2.4, DC Distribution Shutdown.

Change Number $*
,

Description:

Surveillance 4.8.2.4.1 is relocated to MERITS LCO 3.7.6, Distribution
Systems - Shutdown and identified as SR 3.7.6.1. '

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been
made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.4, DC Distribution - Shutdown,
which alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses
of the current Technical Specifications. The changes made to
Technical Specification 3.8.2.4 remain consistent with the accident
analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not
increase the probability of occurrence or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

A (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from'

| V any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to Technical Specification 3.8.2.4, DC Distribution - Shutdown, which
alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of the
current Technical Specifications. The changes made to Technical
Specification 3.8.2.4 remain consistent with the accident analysis

; assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, these changes do not create
the possibility of an accident of a different type than any'

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.4, DC
Distribution - Shutdown, which alter the conditions or assumptionu

|- of the accident analyses of the current Technical Specifications,
i The changes made to Technical Specification 3.8.2.4 remain consistent

with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the
margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any Technical
Specification has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
| involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

'O
* The justifications, road esos, and specific changes associated with this change matier een be found

in the October 16, 1999 sealttet entitled " MERITS Progras, Current sorth Anne Technical SpectfIcetions
JuntifIcet1ons and Road Maps".a

- _ .
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. /N NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

L)
Refueling Chapter

LCO 3.9.1, Boron Concentration

Change Number 1*

Description:

The requirement to maintain uniform boron concentration has been removed.
A uniform boron concentration is accomplished by the RHR system. Nothing
in this LCO measures or ensures a uniform boron concentration.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations !n accordance
with these changes would not:

| (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

11 assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
| not increase the probability or consequences of an accident

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
. /~m

O( (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from!
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

1 (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
| changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
! the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
|- made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the

accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a'significant hazards consideration,

l

l
|-

!
l

|

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change numer can be found*

in the october 16, 1969 submittet entitled aMERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifleations
Justifications and Road Maps''.
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Refueling Chapter

LCO 3.9.1, Boron Concentration

Change Number 2*
,

Description:

The LCO has been revised to also include the refueling cavity for clarity,
since the RCS, refueling canal and refueling cavity are all in
communication with each other when the reactor head is removed.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

O} (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from4
% any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
| assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
I not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than

.any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.o

(3)- Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no

! changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
| the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
| made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
' accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin

of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
j ' involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

I

f
U

|

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ru ter can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 submittal entitled " MERITS Program, turrent North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . -
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Refueling' Chapter
,

LCO 3.9.1, Boron Concentration

Change Number 3*

Description:

The LCO reactivity conditions (a and b) which specified k,,, less thanor
equal
to 0.95 and boron concentration greater than or equal to 2300 ppm have been
replaced by the reference to the Core Operating Limits Report. The
requirement to ensure that the "more restrictive" of two reactivity
conditions is met, was deleted. The COIA specifies a' minimum boron
concentration which is calculated in accordance with an approved
methodology. The methodology assures that k,,, is 0.95 or less.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

| (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
i-( of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and'
| surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
i relocates requirements and surveillances from the Technical
| Specifications to the UFSAR. These operability requirements and

surveillances will continue to be maintained pursuant to 10 CFR
50.59. !

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because adequate controls for the
relocated requirements exist under the provisions of 10 CFR 50.59.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.
For any future changes to the requirements, the provisions of 10 CFR

|- 50.59 and 50.71 will be upheld.

L Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
| involve a significant hazards consideration.

Ov

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rumber can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 sthnittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
- Justifications and Road Maps".
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Refueling Chapter

LCO 3.9.1, Boron Concentration

Change Number 4*

Description:

The footnote, "The reactor shall be maintained in MODE 6 when the reactor

vessel head is unbolted or removed," was deleted, since it repeats what-

is stated in the MERITS Section 1.1 definition of MODE.

The proposed change has been evcluated in accordance with the standards i

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance |
with these changes would not: |

!

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences ;

of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made 1
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or |
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do ;

not increase the probability or consequences of an accident !

n previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

Q (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of aceident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made '

to the Technical Specification which alter the - conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do i

not create the possibility of.an accident of a different type than
,

any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
]

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
1

changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced. |

!

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

,

fv

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 submittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technicst specifications
s-m.
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Refueling Chapter

LCO 3.9.1, Boron Concentration

Change Number 5*

Description:

Separate MODE 6 Applicability requirements for the RCS, Refueling Canal,
and Refueling Cavity have been specified. The Applicability is specified
as " MODE 6 with reactor head removed" for the Refueling Canal and the
Refueling Cavity. This clarification will allow unborated water to be used
in the Refueling Canal and Refueling Cavity prior to lifting the reactor

' head. The unborated water is used for Refueling transfer equipment
'

checkouts and decontamination. The addition of this clarification will
allow these activities to proceed in parallel with the unbolting of the
reactor head and save time. When the head is removed, and the cavity and
canal,are in communication with the RCS, borated water must be used to
fill the cavity and canal.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordancet

' O with these changes would not:
| 0

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes'have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical . Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety ha.s not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes essociated with this change nureer can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 selttet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".a
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Refueling Chapter

LCO 3.9.1, Boron Concentration

Change Number 6*

Description:

The term "immediately" is not a defined term, and has been replaced with
a completion time of 15 minutes. Fifteen minutes is considered to be an
adequate time to suspend all operations involving CORE ALTERATIONS or
positive reactivity changes and to initiate boration.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident

|. previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
- ,Q

U (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

l to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have beeh made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses, The changes.

|- made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
) accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin

I of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
;

involve a significant hazards consideration.'

1

I

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nacer can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 s@mittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
- Justifications and Road leaps".

I
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U
Refueling Chapter

LCO 3.9.1, Boron Concentration

Change Number 7*

Description:
1

Boration capability evaluations do not address the rate of borations, but
only that final F.CS concentrations are sufficient. As no safety analysis
relies on a rate of boration, the gpm and ppm requirements of the solution
used to restore the boron concentration have been deleted. The bases
recommends using a highly concentrated source to restore the boron

|- requirement as.soon as possible,
l The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

-assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes dop) not increase the probability or consequences of an accident(
| V previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
!

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions _in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

iV

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rusber can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 shittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical $pecifications
- Justifications and Road Maps".
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Refueling Chapter '

LCO 3.9.1, Boron Concentration

Change Number 8*

Description:

The original SR 4.9.1.1 has been deleted, since the new SR 3.8.1.1 must
'

be performed or it must be current prior to entering MODE 6 per SR 3.0.4. |

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not: ,

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the_ possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or;
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do'

not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification - remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

A|
'

f '

The justifications, road esps, and specific changes associated with this change nunber can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 submittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
- Justifications and Road Maps".

_______-_______ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _
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Refueling Chapter

LCO 3.9.1, Boron Concentration

Change Number 9'

Description: ,

The original SR 4.9.1.2, now SR 3.8.1.1, has been reworded to be consistent
with the LCo. It is not necessary for the specification to dictate how
the SR is to be performed, therefore the reference to chemical analysis
has been deleted.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

,

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in

(] the UFSAR.
| O'' ~

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does
it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these
changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

, (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
! reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to

existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

Ogi

|

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruber can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 submittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specif f eations
. Justifications and Road Maps".

- -



Page 1 of 5
.p
( NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

*

w

Refueling Chapter

-LCO 3.9.2, Instrumentation

Change Number 1*

Description:

The LCO has been rewritten. The words "As a minimum" have been deleted,
because, by definition, the LCO states minimum acceptable requirements.
"Each" has been deleted as superfluous. Additionally, the LCO has been
revised to require audible indication in the control room. This addition
is considered important, since prompt operator action is needed in response
to increasing neutron flux conditions.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences.
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

.

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
O(/ not increase the probability or consequences of an accident

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical- Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than

| any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
|

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes ;

made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
,

| involve a significant hazards consideration.
I

|

|
| n

( I
%/

|
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nu2er can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 s@mittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Maps".
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Refueling Chapter

LCO 3.9.2, Instrumentation

Change Number 2*

Description:-

The Action paragraph has been rewritten as Condition A to conform to the
new format. The - term "immediately" has been replaced with a completion
time of 15 minutes to provide a more specific requirement.

-

A new Condition, B, for two Neutron Flux Monitors inoperable has been
added. The associated Required Action requires determination of the boron
concentration in the Reactor Coolant System by performing SR 3.8.1.1 oncet

l' per 12 hours. The Required Action for one monitor inoperable assures that
core reactivity is not changed by fuel movements; however, with two
monitors inoperable additional action is required to verify that boron
dilution is not occurring. This assurance is provided by this new Required
Action. The Completion Time of once per 12 hours is considered to be
adequate to ensure that unplanned changes in boron concentration are not
occurring. The statement that Specification 3.0.3 is not applicable is

| unnecessary and has been deleted.

O The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance'

.

with these changes would not:

1 (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
I of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
i assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

not- increase the probability or consequences of an accident,

|- previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
|

| - (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from-

| any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

|

! (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

- [] Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
-V involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rueer can be found*

in the October 16, 1969 st&mittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Spectfleations
Justifications and Road Maps".

_ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ - . _ - _ - - _ - . - - - _
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Refueling Chapter
1

LCO-3.9.2, Instrumentation

Change Number 3*

Description: 1
1

The Surveillance Requirements paragraph a has been rewritten to conform
to the MERITS format and defined terms. No technical changes have been
made.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident fromm
I any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
\ rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does

it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these,

changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in-the margin of safety becaust the
reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

Ov

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nurter can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 sutaittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justificottons and Road Maps".
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Refueling Chapter

LCO 3.).2, Instrumentation

Change Number 4*

Description: '

The CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST Surveillance Requirement was deleted. Since
.'

the applicability of this LCO is MODE 6, the ANALOC CHANNEL OPERATIONAL
TEST (required by Change 3 above) will have been performed prior to
entering MODE 6 in accordance with SR 3.0.4. In addition, the surveillance
must be current during MODE 6. Considering that a 7 day surveillance
Frequency is adequate verification of the monitors' operability, once CORE
ALTERATIONS have started, an additional performance of this surveillance
is not necessary.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

,

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made!

l' t to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
k assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or diffe, rent kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification- which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter-

; the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
I made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the-

accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

| The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change tuber can be found*

I in the October 16, 1989 submittel entitled '' MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
| Justifications and Road Maps".
'

.
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Refueling Chapter

LCO 3.9.2, Instrumentation

Change Number $*

Description:

The phrase "during CORE ALTERATIONS" has been deleted, since this
instr 6 c.t cion is used to continuously detect a boron dilution accident
in addition to core reactivity changes due to fuel movements.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made -
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

L -(O)
(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
~

| to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not,

I. involve a significant hazards consideration.
|

'

l' The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ru eer can be found*

| in the October 16, 1969 sdalittat entitled aMERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".
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L Q' ' Refueling Chapter j

LCO 3,9.3, Decay Time

Change Number l'

Description:

The LCO and applicability have been reworded consistent with the MERITS
format and terminology. These changes are not technical. '

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not: |

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and )
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
|- any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and

rewording process introduces no new mode cf plant operation nor does
{ it require -physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these
N changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different,

L type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
| (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the

reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
existing Technical . Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety -
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

I-

l-
1'

|
!

_.

I

|

|c

Os iI

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rucer can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 submittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

j

, . _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - _ _ _ _ _ - - - _ _ _ _ - - _ - - - - . _ _ _ _ -
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Refueling Chapter

LCO 3.9.3, Decay Time

Change Number 2'
I

Description: I

The action statement has been simplified consistent with the MERITS format
and terminology. This change is not technical. The statement that
Specification 3.0.3 is not applicable is unnecessary and has been deleted.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

,

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated oecause no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UTSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made_

1 [} to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
| V assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
| not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than

any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR. '

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because nc-
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accidc.nt analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the -

accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the taargin
of safety has not been reduced. 1

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

b\
LU
!

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nJuber can be f ound*

in the october 16, 1989 sJimittel entitled ''MERl1$ Program, Current North Anna f echnical Specifications
Justifications and Road Mapa".a
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'' Refueling Chapter

;

LCO 3.9.3, Decay Time i

Change Number 3*
.

Description:

The Surveillance Requirement was simplified consistent with the MERITS
format and terminology. This change is not technical.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards ;

of 10CTR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance .

.

with these changes would not: ;

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and

*rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in 1

the UTSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of acciden'; from
,

any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does ,

! it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these
,

! ( changes do not create the possibility of an accident of .a different *

bj type than any accident previously evaluated in the UTSAR,

(3) Involve a sigr.ificant reduction in the margin of safety because the
reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced,

j

Therefo' e Virginia Power concludes that this proposed thange uoes not i

involve a signfficant hazards consideration.

,

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can De f ound*
in the october 16,1989 r@lttet entitled "MEkl1$ Program, Current korth Anna f echnical $pecifications
* Justifications and Road Maris".

. _ . . .. . ._,. --- - ._.
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Refueling Chapter

(O''') ' t

LCO 3.9.4, Containment Building Penetrations ,

Change Number l'
:

Description:
,

The LCO has been revised consistent with the MERITS format and terminology.
The words 'or equivalent" were added to LCO item c.1 to permit alternate
containment sealing methods, such as a silicone sealant, to be used to
isolate /close a containment penetration which provides direct access from
the containment atmosphere to the outside atmosphere. The use of temporary
alternate containment sealing methods during refueling operations is '

acceptable because fuel handling accidents will not result in olevated
reactor building pressure. Therefore, other types of leakage control

,

provide reliability equivalent to that of a closed or operable automatic
containment isolation valve.

The LCO ites c.2 requirement was slightly reworded to include the
requirements of LCO 3.9.9, Containment Purge and Exhaust Isolation System,

,

and to eliminate the need for an additional LCO. The OPERABILITY
requirements for the particulate radiation channel, gaseous radiation
channel, and the area radiation monitor channel have been added to LCO item

c.2 as follows: ,

'

(b 1 particulate radiation channel with trip setpoint 5 1E+5 cpm anda.

b. 1 gaseous radiation channel with trip setpoint s 3.6E+3 epm and ,

Ic. I containment area radiation monitor channel with trip setpoint s
50 mR/hr."

These requirements for the purge and exhaust isolation radiation monit.oring
instrumentation have been moved from the Radiation Instrumentaticn.
specification, 3.3.3.1. These are not technical changes.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

>

lv
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be f ound*

in the october 16, 1989 submittet entitled *Mitifs Program, turrent North Anne Technicel Specifications
* Justifications and Road Maps".

_ __
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' Refueling Chapter

LCO 3.9.4, Containment Building Penetrations

Change Number l' (continued) ,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does
it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these
changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different '

type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the,

! reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to ,

existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this propos i change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

l

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific chenpes associated with this change ruter can be f ound*

in the October 16, 1989 sutaittet entitled ''MERli$ Program, current Worth Anne Technical Specifications
Justiflections and Road Maps".

_ - _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ - - , . . _ . . _ ___ __ _ _ _ ..
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[Vh Refueling Chapter
!

LCO 3.9.4, Containment Building Penetrations .

Change Number 2*

Description:

" MODE 6" was added to the Applicability for clarification.

The proposed chan6e has been evaluated in accordance with the standards e

of 10CFR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do [
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

(^ not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than,

'
i any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin

i
of safety has not been reduced.

1

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not'

involve a significant hazards consideration,

l
*

|

|

|

|

The justificettons, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruber can be fouM*

in the october 16, 1989 SJunittet entitled "MERl1$ Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Maps".

. _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ - _ _ . _ _ . - . _ . __ .-



._. - __ .

|
,

P gs 4 of 9

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS
>

( ) Refueling Chapter
v

LCO 3.9.4, Containment Building Penetrations i

Change Number 3* '

Description:

A new Condition A has been added which specifies "One or more required
purge and exhaust isolation radiation channel setpoints outside limits".
The new Required Action A.1 specifies " Adjust setpoints to within limits."
The Completion Time specified is "4 hours". A Completion Time note has
been included which states that " Completion Time in on a per channel :
basis". These requirements have been moved from the Radiation Monitoring *

Instrumentation specification 3.3.3.1, Action a. These are not technical
changes.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
,

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance '

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
i of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
| to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or i

| assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

(]f not increase the probability or consequences of an accident

( previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
.

! (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
I any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any necident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

|

(3) Involve a significant reducticn in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions er assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the '

accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced,

| Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

l

L
i

|0
' V

The justifications, road seps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be f ound*

in the october 16, 1989 shittet entitled "MER115 Program, Current North Anne Technicel Specifications
* Justifications and Road Naps".

|
1'

_ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ,._. _
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Refueling Chapter

LCO 3.9.4, Containment Building Penetrations

Change Number 4*

Description:
{

The actions from LCOs 3.9.4, LCO 3.9.9 and LCO 3.3.3.1 have been combined
into one new Required Action, B.

The first Condition B item specifies "One or more containment building
penetrations not in required status". This condition covers the Action

,

requirements from specifications 3.9.4 and 3.9.9, since the new LCO
specifies the ' required status" from the two specifications. This Condition
is technically the same as the requirements from specifications 3.9.4 and
3.9.9.

The second and third items under Condition B specify "2 One or more -

required purge and exhaust isolation radiation channels inoperable for '

reasons other than Condition A 2 Required Action of Condition A not met
; within required Completion Time". These requirements have been moved from
| the Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation specification 3.3.3.1 Actions
| a. and b. These are not technical changes.

'The Required Actions (B.1, B.2.1 and B.2.2) specify placing the affected
\ penetration in its required status or suspending CORE ALTERATIONS and

movement of irradiated fuel within containment. The action to place the
affected penetration in its required status reestablishes compliance with
the LCO. The actions to suspend CORE ALTERATIONS and movement of
irradiated fuel within containment establish conditions for which the LCO
is no longer Applicable. These Required Actions combine the existing
requirements from LCO 3.9.4, LCO 3.9.9 and LCO 3.3.3.1. Since LCO 3.9.9
and LCO 3.3.3.1 did not specify a Completion Time for closing penetrations,
15 minutes was selected to be consistent with the time allowed for
suspending CORE ALTERATIONS and movement of irradiated fuel within
containment provided in specification 3.8.4 ("immediately").

The statement that Specification 3.0.3 is not applicable is unnecessary :

and has been deleted.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CTR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences .

of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made ,

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

The justificettons, road maps,'end specific chenpes associated with this change tuber can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 sJunittet entitled "HERITS Program, Current North Anne Technicel Speelfications
Justifications and Road Mape".

. _ _ . . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ - - -
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(J Refueling Chapter

.|
LCO 3.9.4, Containment Building Penetrations

Change Number 4* (continued)
.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been onde
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

';

not craate the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR. i

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no i

changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter ,

the conditions or assumptions of the accider.t analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

;

.

t

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter een be found*

in the october 16, 1999 ednittet entitled "MEtifS Program, Current korth Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road maps".

_. _ _ _ _
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1

LCO 3.9.4, Containment Building Penetrations

Change Number 5' |

Description:

The Surveillance Requirements for CHANNEL CHECK each 12 hours, ANAlhG
CHANNEL OPERATIONAL TEST each 31 days, and CHANNEL CALIBRATION each
18 months of each purge and exhaust isolation radiation channel have been
moved from LCO 3.3.3.1 and specified as North Anna MERITS Surveillance
Requirements SR 3. 8.4.1, 3.8.4.4, and 3. 8.4.5, respectively. These are ,

not technical changes.

| The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.i ,

\

| %
1 (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR. |

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the ,

accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced. ,

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road maps, and speclfic changes associated with this change ruter con be found*

in the October 16, 1999 sJnittet entitled " MERITS Program. Current korth Anne f echnicet Specifications
* Justifications and Road Maps". ,

- . _ . _ _ _ . - _. _ __-
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v Refueling Chapter

LCO 3.9.4, Containment Building Penetrations

Change Number 6*

Description: .

Surveillance Requirement 4.9.4 has been simplified to specify " Verify each
containment building penetration in required status" and specified as SR
3.8.4.2. The " required status" is specified by the LCO requirement. This
requirement is technically equivalent to the existing surveillance. The
7 day Frequency has been retained. The existing 4.9.4 Surveillance
Requirement specifies that the surveillance must be performed within 100
hours prior to entering the Applicability. Since North Anna MERITS SR
3.0.4 specifies that the Surveillance Requirements must be met prior to
entering the Applicability, the 100 hour requirement has been deleted.
Because the difference between 100 hours and 7 days is small, the SR 3.0.4
requirement is considered to be adequate to assure that the containment
building penetrations are in the required status prior to entering the
Applicability.

P

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards, '

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences ,

of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter t.he conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of ac.cident from .

ary accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

,

not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
I any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR. ,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analy.ses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the

I accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin,

of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

V

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be f ound*
in the October 16, 1989 semittet entitled amttl1$ Program. Current North Artis Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Haps".

_
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' Refueling Chapter

1.C0 3.9.4, Containment Building Penetrations

Change Number 7*

Description:

Surveillance Requirement 4.9.9 which specifies verification of containment ,

purge and exhaust isolation on manual initiation and on a high radiation
test signal from each radiation channel has been reworded and specified
as North Anna MERITS SR 3.8.4.3. This requirement is technically
equivalent to the existing surveillance. The 7 day Frequency has been
retained. The existing 4.9.9 Surveillance Requirement specifies that the
surveillance must be performed within 100 hours prior to entering the *

Applicability. Since MERITS SR 3.0.4 specifies that the Surveillance
Requirements must be met prior to entering the Applicability, the 100 hour
requirement has been deleted. Because the difference between 100 hours
and 7 days is small, the SR 3.0.4 requirement is considered to be adequate
to assure OPERABILITY of the containment purge and exhaust isolation
system.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CTR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

,

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical 'pecification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of &n accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

i
' (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident fron.

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technichl Specification which alter the conditions or

i assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than

,

j any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
|

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed chango does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruber can be f ound*

in the October 16,1969 s2mittel entitled aMERITS Program, Current korth Anna Technical Specif festions
* JustifIcatiens and Roed Maps".

.- - .
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Refueling Chapter

LCO 3.9.8.1, Residual Heat Removal and Coolant Circulation All Water Levels i

!

Change Number l' ,

Description:

Action b has been revised and specified as a LCO note. The time period
allowed for removal of the required RHR from operation was changed from ,

"I hour per 8 hour period" to *1 hour per 2 hour period". This change is
consistent with the availability of adequate heat sink and cooling with
2 23 feet of water above the reactor vessel flange. In conjunction with
the addition of the note to the LCO, the LCO has been revised to require
one RHR loop "0PERABLE and in operation". ' OPERABLE" has been added to
the LCO to require loop OPERABILITY during the periods that the loop may
be removed from service as permitted by the note.

The available heat sink can provide sufficient decay heat removal to ensure
that the MODE 6 temperature limit is not exceeded during the 1 hour period
that the RHR system is not in operation, provided the RCS temperature at
the start of the period is low enough to accommodate the expected
temperature increase while RHR is secured. Initially, af ter shutdown, the
temperature limit of MODE 6 may restrict the ramoval of RHR from service.r

( After the decay heat load is reduced suf ficient.ly , operation of ths
required RHR for 1 hour per 2 hour period with 2 23 feet of water above
the reactor vessel flange will provide adequate cooling for F.CS temperature
control and adequete mixing to prevent boron and therinal stratificatim.
This proposed change has been previously approved for the Shearon Harris
Plent' Technical Spec 3fications. >

,

The ptnposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance|

L with these changes would not:
l

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences :
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

|
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident

| previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

Ov

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be f ound*

in the octaber 16, 1999 s@mittal entitied " MERIT $ Pragram, Current horth Anne 1echnicaL SpecIfIcetIons
Justifications and Road Mape".a

_ . . _ - . - - - - - _ _ _ _ - .
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Refueling Chapter {

LCO 3.9.8.1, Residual Heat Removal and Coolant Circulation All Water Levels

Change Number l' (continued)

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to_the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

L

l

;

.

i

v

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with thle change ruter can be found*

in the October 16, 1909 submittet entitled * MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
,

| * Justificatione and sood Mope".
-- , .. .
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Refueling Chapter

LCO 3.9.8.1, Residual Heat Removal and Coolant Circulation All Water Levels

Change Number 2*
,

Description:

The APPLICABILITY statement was reworded consistent with the MERITS and
current W Standard version of the specification to apply only to the high
water level condition. The low water level (< 23 feet) operations are more
restrictive and are completely covered by the new North Anna MERITS LCO ;

3.8.6. The specification title has also been changed to reflect _ this
. . . All Water Levels" has been changed to *. . .High Water Level" .revision: *

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

I to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or '

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
[] not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
(f previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

| (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
L any accident previously evaluated because oo changes have been made
| to the Technical Specification wh!.ch alter the conditions or

asswrptiens of the accident analyses. Therefore, thewe changos do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR. *

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident a:4alyses. The changes

I a.ade to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|
|

|

Q\

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rut >er can be found*
'

I in the October 16, 1989 outaittel entitled "MER11$ Program, Current korth Anne Technical Speelf(cations
* Justifications and Road maps".

- - - -- - ,. -.
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Refueling Chapter )
|

LCO 3.9.8.1, Residual Heat Removal and Coolant Circulation All Water Levels ]

Change Number 3'

Description:

The Action Statement has been revised to specify *No RHR loop OPERABLE or
in operation". This change is required for consistency with the revised
LCO. The Required Actions for suspending operations involving an increase
in reactor decay heat load or a reduction in boron concentration of the -

RCS have been retained. A Completion Time of 15 minutes has been added
for these actions to assure that all steps required to control the water
temperature are completed as soon as possible. The Completion Time of 15
minutes is a reasonable time to complete these actions.

The Action requirement to close containment penetrations within 4 hours
has been deleted. NRC Ceneric Letter 88 17, October 17, 1988, identifies
requirements which must be specified in administrative procedures and
controls for closure of containment penetrations . These requirements were
specified for the more severe concerns of low water level. The same

(3 procedures include the high water level condition concerns to assure and
( maintain consistency in operating actions.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
|_ of 10CFR50.92(n) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

with these changer would not:'

(1) involve a significant increase in the probability or conrc@ences
of an accident previous'.y ovaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

,
'

assuoptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these chavges do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
prev 1cusly evaluated in the UFFAR,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
' any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

, not create the poscibility of an accident of a different type than
|- any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the

| r accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
I. of safety has not been reduced.

' Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific chenees associated with this change ruiber con te found*
in the October 16, 1999 esmittet entitled "MEtif t Program, current North Anne Technical SpecifIcetions

Justifications and Road asps".a
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Refueling Chapterx

i
LCO 3.9.8.1, Residual Heat Removal and Coolant Circulation All Water Levels ;

;

Change Number 4'

Description:

!
Required Actions (A.3.1 and A.3.2) have been added to require initiation
of action to restore of one RHR loop to OPERABLE status and operation
within 15 minutes and continuation of actions to restore the RHR loop to
OPERABLE status. This actions conform to rne MERITS and current W Standard
Technical Specifications and assure that the Condition will not continue
to exist, indefinitely.

The statement that Specification 3.0.3 is not applicable is unnecessary '

and has been deleted.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards s

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

(s to the Technical Specifice:Jon which alter the conditions or *

( assusptions of the accident analyses. Therefore. t aese change s do
l not increase the p ubcbility or contequences of an accidant

pre.riously evaluated in the Up$AR. '

(2) Create the possibility of c new or difiorent kind of accident from
any accident previcutly evaluated because no changes have been mace
to the Technical Specifzcation which satre the conditions or
aneumptions of the accident analyses. Theraforo, these changes so
not create the possibility of an accident cf s different type char
any accident previously e. valuated in the UFSAR.

,

|

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
chsnges have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced,

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does noti
; involve a significant hazards consideration.

p
t

C

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with thlt change ruter can be f ound*

In the october 16, 1989 sdalttel entitled "Mttit$ Program, Current North Anna Technicet specifications
* Justifications and Road Maps".

_ __ _
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Refueling Chapter

LCO 3.9.8.1, Residual Heat Removal and Coolant Circulation All Water Levels
|

Change Number 5' t

Description:

The identification of a specific RHR loop flow rate in the surveillance
has been deleted. Flow rate requirements are specified in operating
procedures in order to adequately and safely address RHR flow rate. The
proper flow rate depends upon several factors, such as time since shutdown
for decay heat, reactor coolant temperature rise through the core,
prevention of thermal and boron stratification, and protection of the RHR !

pumps from conditions at low water levels which could cause vortexing E

conditions and pump cavitation. The frequency change from 4 to 12 hours
is consistent with the Standard Technical Specifications and is considered
adequate for this surveillance.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
.

of 10C}R50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance t

with these changes would not:
,

[] (1) Involve a significant increase in the probnbility or consequences
[ V of an accident previously evaluated becar.se no changes have been made

to the Technical specification which alter the conditions or- ;,

l assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changea do
tot increaae che prehability or consequences of an accident
previoanly c. valuated in the UFSAR.

(2) Creatt; the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not cenere the possibility of an accidant of a different type than

,

any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR. ~

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific chenpes assoelated with this change rueer can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 submittet entitled "MERITC Program, current korth Anne technicet specifications
* Justificatione end Road Mape".

__
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

O
\' 'J Refueling Chapter

LCO 3.9.8.2, Low Water Level.

Change Number l' .

Description:
i
h

The LCO has been revised to additionally require continuous operation of
at least one RHR loop. This addition is required because of the change

,

in Applicability of North Anna specification 3.9.8.1 (MERITS 3.8.5) from
"all water levels" to "high water level" (water level 2: 23 feet above the
top of reactor vessel flange). The applicable low water level requirements
from LCO 3.9.8.1 have been added to this specification consistent with the
current W STS and MERITS. This requirement is important, since operation
of one RHR loop at low water levels is necessary to remove normal decay
heat and to meet the maximum allowed temperature for MODE 6.

The note at the bottom of the page has been moved up as a note in the LCO.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordanco with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has bun determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

,

l . f (1) Involva a significant increase in the probability or consequences
t of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been cade ;

| to the Technica? Specification which alter the conditions or
i assumptions of the accident ar.alyses. Therefore, these changes do
! not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
! p'reviously evaluated in the UFSAR.

'

(2) Crtnte the possibility of a new or different kind of accident frem

| any accident previously evaluated b6cause no changes havo boen made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter

| the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be f ound*

in the october 16, 1989 sdef ttel entitled "MERl15 Program, Current korth Anne Technicel Specifications
* Justifications and Road Mops".

- _ _
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Refueling Chapter

LCO 3.9.8.2 Low Vater Level.

Change Number 2*

Description:

Action a specifies requirements for "less than the required RHR loops
OPERABLE *, The new MERITS specification includes separate Conditions for
one RHR loop inoperable (Condition A) and for no RHR loops OPERABLE
(Condition B), Both of the new Required Actions include the current
requirement to initiate corrective action and have been expanded to require
that the corrective actions be continued to completion instead of only
" initiated".

A new requirement to " establish alternate decay heat removal capabilities"
has been added to the Required Actions of both the new Conditions A and
B. This change is consistent with the requirements of NRC Ceneric Letter
88 17, October 17, 1988, which requires the establishment of alternate
methods for providing reactor coolant etreulation under low water levelt

|' (p) conditions. Thu new Required Action A.2 requires that siternate decay heat
- renoval f.apebilities be established within 7 days, this Completion Time |~ -

is based en the rime experience has shown is necescary tc repair a GER pump '

and r#wrn it to service. This tiue is considared to be acceptable
consider?ng that one RHR loop is still available. The new Required
Actions, B 3.1 and B.3.2, require that action be initiated within 15 'jminutes to implement alternate decay heat removal capabilities, and
continued until completed. j

Condition B also includes a new Required Action B.1 to suspend operations
involving a reduction in RCS boron concentration within 15 minutes. The
additional action is consistent with the current H STS and MERITS. This
Required Action is important, because with no RRR loop in operation, there
is no forced circulation to provide the mixing necessary to establish
uniform boron concentrations. The Completion Time of 15 minutes is an
adequate time to suspend any dilution operationt,

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident

( previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

the Justifications, road maps, and specific chenees associated with this chenee ruitier con be found-*

t ontitted antants Proeren, current Worth Anne Technicet spectfications
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANAI.YSIS

Refueling Chapter

LCO 3.9.8.2, low Water Level.

Change Number 2* (continued)

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which niter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the ,

accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin ;
'

of safety has not been reduced.

: Therefoie, Virginia Pover r.oncludes tha.: this proposed chan,e d.nes note

|. 7 3 involva a significant hazards considerrtion.

V'

1

1

1

l

l

|
.

t'
l

'
/

|

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes eseccleted with this change ruter can be found*

in the October 16, 1999 selttet entitled am(tif t Program, Current North Anne Technical speelficatf ons
Justifications and Road Maps".
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b

,

Refueling Chapter j

'
LCO 3.9.8.2. Low Water Level

Change Number 3* |
'

Description:

The statement that Specification 3.0.3 is not applicable is unnecessary
and has been deleted. ,

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptior.s of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibf.11ty of'r. new or differont kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated becate.se no changes have been made

,= to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

|,. csstraptions of the accident, ar.elynes. Therefore, these changes do
/~' not create the possibiliiy of an accident of a different type than|.

()s any acciden' previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involvs a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no |

changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter ,

the conditionc or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the

|- accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin

of safety has not been reduced.
i

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
. involve a significant hazards consideration.

i

|

|-

|
|

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nater een be found*

in the october 16, 1989 s@mittet entitled "Mitif t Program, Current North Anne technicel Specifications
* Justifications and Road Maps".

. . _ . _. _ __ _ _. ~__ _ _ _ _ _
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Refueling Chapter

LCO 3.9.8.2. Low Water Level. |

Change Number 4*
Description:

i

Surveillance Requirement 4.9.8.2 specifies the requirements of ,

Specification 4.0.5, which in turn specifies the inspection and testing i

requirements of ASME Section XI for ASME Code Class 1, 2, and 3 components,
has been deleted. In the new North Anna MERITS Surveillance SR 3.0.5, the
requirements of ASME Section XI for ASME Code Class 1, 2, and 3 components,
are specified such that specific reference to SR 3.0.5 is not required to
assure that the surveillance is performed for all ASME Code Class
components. Therefore, this deletion is not technically a change.

Two new Surveillances Requirements have been added with specific
verifications to be performed on the operating and non operatirc RHR loops.
These surveillances me ennaistent with HER173 ard provide spetAfic
verifi u tions velat4d to the LCO.

New SR 3.8.6.1 tequires vari.4 cation that at least ons RHR loop is
operacing and circulatir.g reactor coolare; each 12 hours. '

N>w SR S.8.6.2 requirer. verificatica, by correct brnaker alig.eaent and
| indicated power availability, that the KHR loop, which is not ist operation,

is OPERABl.E each 7 e',tys -

The proposed change hes been evaluated in acco: dance wi':b the stendt.rds
of 10CFR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not: .

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

O
|'
,

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter con be f ound*

in the october 16, 1989 submittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
Justiflections and Road Naps".

- _ . __- _ ___ _ ______ _ ____ ___- _ -
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( NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANAINSIS
- %J

Refueling Chapter
iLCO 3.9.8.2, low Water level,

Change Number 4' (continued)

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the .

'accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant harards consideration. !

,

'

, .

|-

|

O
,

i

l-

I

.rh
\

The justifications, road maps, and specific chenpes associated with this change ruber can be found '*

in the october 16, 1969 sutuntttet entitled "MERif t Program, Current North Anne Technicet Specifiestions
Justifications and Road Maps".

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . _ . -- _-- -
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j

Refueling Chapter

LCO 3. 9. 8. 2, low Wa te r level .

Change Number $'

Description:

A Cross. Reference to LCO 3.8.5, Residual Heat Removal and Coolant
Circulation - High Water Level has been included, since increasing the
water level to 23 feet above the reactor vessel flange would change the
applicable LCO to 3.8.5.

,

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR$0.92(c) and it has been deteruined that operations in accordance
with thes e changes would not:

G) Invelvs a significant increase in the probability or consequences
uf an accident previourly evaluated because no changes ht.ve been made ,

to the Technical Specification which alter the cotiditions or
assumptior.s of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changea do
not increase the probebility or consequences of an accidert '

[7 previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
i

''

l (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of act ident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have bees. made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

I
\

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be found*
in the October 16, 1999 suhaittel entitled aMERITS Program, Current North Anna fechnical Specifications

Justifications and Road Mape''.
__ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .
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,

(D) Refueling Chapter

LCO 3.9.9, Containment Purge and Exhaust Isolation System.

Change Number 1*

Description: |

The LCO has been incorporated into new LCO 3.8.4 item c.2. j

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance ')

'with these changes would not:
.

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
esovos the squire'nent to a n6w Technical Specification.

(2) Creata the pos2ibility of .t new or different kind of accident irort
,

any s:cident previously evaluated because the same requite.nent will
exist in the new Technical Specification.

(1) Involve a significant reduction in the nargin of safety because the
( h affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and

1V surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

!

,

i

|

|

|

Ov
|

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 s@mittal entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Spect ficetlens
JustifIcetions and Roed Maps''.

.- -_
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(
'

Refueling Chapter

LCO 3.9.9, Containment Purge and Exhaust Isolation System.

Change Number 2*

Description: |
)

The Applicability has been further defined to only include " MODE 6 during 1

CORE ALTERATIONS or movement of irradiated fuel within containment". This I

revision is considered to be consistent with the function of the system ;

in MODE 6 which is to provide containment isolation in the event of a fuel
handling accident.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CTR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

,

(1) Involve a signiff cant incrcase in the probability or consequences |

cf an accident previously evaiusted because ne changes have been sade ,

to the Technical Specification which alter the condi.tions or
assumptions of the accider.t analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability ot consequences of an accidant
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

/9 (2) Create the posribility of a new or different kind of accident from!
'

(/ any accident previously esaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR. .

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Thetefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a si nificant hazards consideration.5

1

V
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be f ound"

in the october 16, 1989 sdimittet entitled "Mttit$ Program, Current North Anna technical specifications
Justifications and Road Mops".

._ _ _ __ _ . _ _ __
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

O-
Refueling Chapter

LCO 3.9.9, Containment Purge and Exhaust Isolation System.

Change Number 3*

Description:

The requirements of the Action have been incorporated into new Condition B
which specifies "One or more containment building penetrations not in
required status". The " required status" specified in the nu LCO requires
Containment Purge and Exhaust Systea OPEMBILITY. The associated Required +

Action specifies placing the af fected penetratiens in the required statur,
which allows either restoring OPERABILITY cr closing the affected
penetrations, reestablishing compliance with the LCO. Alternatively, the
nequired Action allows suspension of CORE ALTERATIONS and movement of
irradia,ted fuel withits containment which establisber conditions for which *

the LCO is no longer Applict.ble. These cl.nnsee are considered to be
technically equivalent to the existing requirements. ,

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordante with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accorde.nce
with these changes would not: :I

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
V

The justiflections, road maps, and specific chenpes associated with this change tuber con be found*

in the october 16, 1999 tutalttet entitled "Mittts Program, Current korth Anne Technical SpecifIcetions
* Justiflections and Road kaps".
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,

,,

Refueling Chapter

LCO 3.9.9, Containment Purge and Exhaust Isolation System. ;

Change Number 4*

Description: ,

!'
Surveillance Requirement 4.9.9 which specifies verification of containment
purge and exhaust isolation on manual initiation and on a high radiation :
test signal from each radiation channel has been reworded and specified :

as SR 3.8.4.3. This requirement is technically equivalent to the existing
,

surveillance. The 1 day Frequency has been retained. The existing 4.9.9 i

Surveillance Requirement specifies that the surveillance must be performed
'

within 100 hours prior to entering the Applicability. Since MERITS SR
3.0.4 specifies that the Surveillance Requirements must be met prior to i

entering the Applicability, the 100 hour requirement has beer, deleted.
'Because the difference between 100 heers and 7 days is sus 11, che SF 3,0.4

requirement is censidered to be adequate to assure OPERABILITV of the '

'
containment purge and exhaust isolation system.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFF50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance -

with these changen would not:

i [ (1) Involve a significant f,ncrease in the probability or consequences
% of an accident previo tsly evaluated because no changes have been made

'

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
iassumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

not increase the probability or consequences of an accident ,

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from ,

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.;

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been u.ade to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes

| made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the

L accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

f
o,

The justiflections, road maps, and specific changes associated with this chen0e ruter can be found*
in the October 16, 1999 shlttel entitled '' MERITS Program, Current North Ame Technical Specifications

JustIfIcetiens and Roed Mape''.

-__ -
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1

Refueling Chapter

LCO 3.9.10.1, Water Level - Reactor Vessel Fuel Assemblies.

Change Number l'
i

Description:.

The LCO has been reworded, consistent with MERITS; however, no technical
changes have been acde.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. _Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does

i

' e it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these

f('j changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different

| type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
1

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

l

|
l .

-

!

|

|

(D-(

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nueer can be found*

in the october 16, 1969 semittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
Justif{ cations and Road Maps".

|.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

n. Refueling Chapter

(') LCO 3.9.10.1, Water Level Reactor Vessel Fuel Assemblies.

Change Number 2*

Description:

The Applicability has been revised to delete " MODE 6" and to add "with
irradiated fuel in containment". These changes were made for consistency
with MERITS and do not technically change the Applicability.

'

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 20CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because - the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does

L ,A it require physical modification to the plant, Therefore, these
I h changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different

rypa than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

bi
[ V

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nsaber can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 stinittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
JustifIcetions and Roed Maps".

_______ - ___ _ _ _ - - - _ _ _ _ _ - - . - _ _ _ _ _ - - - - -
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.( V1
Refueling Chapter *

LCO 3.9.10.1, Water Level Reactor Vessel Fuel Assemblies.
,

Change Number 3*

Description:

Consistent with MERITS, the new Condition A has been revised to specify
" Refueling cavity water level outside limit" rather than "the requirements
of the above specification not satisfied". Technically this is the same.

The new Required Action statement includes the existing requirement and
has been expanded to also require suspension of RCCA movement. A note has
been added to allow for completion of movement of either a fuel assembly
or a RCCA to a - safe conservative position. This note is consistent with
the definition of CORE ALTERATIONS.

The statement that Specification 3.0.3 is not applicable is unnecessary
and has been deleted.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(''} (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences

( ,,/ of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or _ consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accf sent previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

n
f }

"' The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this*

change number can be found in the October 16, 1989 submittal entitled
" MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications -
Justifications and Road Maps".

. _ - - - _ - _ _ . . ____ ______ _ _ _ -__. __ _____.
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q Refueling Chapter

LCO 3.9.10.1, Water Level Reactor Vessel Fuel Assemblies.

Change Number 4*

Description:
.

The Surveillance Frequency of 24 hours has been retained, however, the
requirement to perform the surveillance within 2 hours prior to the start
of fuel movement has been deleted. Since LCO 3.0.4 requires that the LCO
must be met prior to entering the Applicability of that LCO, then this
Surveillance must be performed within 24 hours prior to the start of fuel
movement. This relaxation is based on the acceptability of the 24 hour
frequency after the start of fuel movement. This frequency is considered
to be equally acceptable prior to the start of fuel movement.

.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance wit.h the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

1

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made:

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident

/O previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
g

(2) Create the possibility of a new or v. fA c kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated :. m- changes have been made.2

to the Technical Specification wD . d ter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do,

l not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than

i
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.-

|=

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes

; made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the

!' accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
'- of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant-hazards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this*

change number can be found in the October 16, 1989 submittal entitled

" MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications -

Justifications and Road Maps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS,f3 -

Refueling Chapter

|
LCO 3.9.10.2, Water Level - Reactor Vessel Control Rods.

Change Number l'

Description:

The LCO has been reworded, consistent with MERITS; however, no technical
'changes have been made. The water level of 212.6 feet above the reactor

vessel flange is the same water level as 223 feet above the top of the fuel'
assemblies within the reactor vessel. The reference point (reactor vessel
flange) has been changed for consistency with LCO 3.8.7 and MERITS. t

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in

O the UFSAR.
V

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does
it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these

changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

d
V

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nJber can be found*

in the october 16, 1969 shittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

1
-

- Refueling Chapter
;

LCO 3.9.10.2, Water Level Reactor Vessel Control Rods.

Change Number 2*

Description:

The Applicability has been revised to delete " MODE 6" and to add "with
irradiated fuel in the reactor vessel". The term " control rods" has been
replaced with " Rod Cluster Control Assemblies (RCCAs)". These changes were
made for consistency with MERITS and do not technically change the
Applicability.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
L of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
' with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

.Ot

'v (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does
it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these
changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

- (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to,

| existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
'- has not been reduced.

; Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
j involve a significant hazards consideration.

1

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes sesociated with this change ruber can be found*

in the October 16, 1969 shittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical $pecifications
Justificatione and Road Maps".

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
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Refueling Chapter

LCO 3,9,10.2, Water Level Reactor Vessel Control Rods.

Change Number 3*

Description:

Consistent _with MERITS, the new Condition A has been revised to specify
" Refueling cavity water level outside limit" rather than "the requirements
of the above specification not satisfied". Technically, this is the saue
Condition.

The new Required Action statement has been reworded consistent with MERITS,
but is technically the same. A note has been added to allow for completion

| of movement of either a fuel assembly or a RCCA to a safe conservative

L position. This note is consistent with the definition of CORE ALTERATIONS.

The existing Action does not specify a Completion Time. Consistent with
MERITS, a Completion Time of 15 minutes has been specified to assure that
steps required to minimize the likelihood of a fuel handling accident are
completed as soon as possible. Fifteen minutes is considered to be an
adequate time to suspend movement of fuel assemblies and RCCAs. -

( The statement that Specification 3.0.3 is not applicable is unnecessary
V and has been deleted.

,

l| The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
(. of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

with these changes-would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

-(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

| to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

| assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
| not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than

! any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changas
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the

- [] accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
V of safety has not been reduced.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rueer can be found"

in the october 16, 1989 eL&mittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
f

",m '.
'{ Refueling Chapter

LCO 3.9.10.2, Water Level - Reactor Vessel Control Rods.

Change Number 3* (continued)

!

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration. '

|
|

,

|

|. V>
!

I

:.

l

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change number can be found|
*

in the October 16, 1969 submittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT' HAZARDS ANALYSIS

M/ ,

Re. fueling Chapter -

LCO 3.9.10.2, Water Level - Reactor Vessel Control Rods.

Change Number 4*

'

Description:

;. The Surveillance Frequency of 24 hours has been retained; however, the

L requirement to perform the surveillance within 2 hours prior to the start 1

L of fuel movement has been deleted. Since LCO 3.0.4 requires that the LCO
| aust be met prior to entering the Applicability of that LCO, then this

Surveillance must be performed within 24 hours prior to the start of fuel
movement. This relaxation is based on the acceptability of the 24 hour
frequency after the start of fuel movement. This frequency is considered
to be equally acceptable prior to the start of fuel movement.

|

! The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards -

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or,

( assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
.

a not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
L previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not crente the possibility of an accident of a different type than

i.
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.L

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. -Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

L

|- Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

(

|
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change tsaber een be found~

*

in the October 16,1969 submittel entitled "MER!TS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ - - _ _ _ _ - _ - _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ --
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

~

Plant Systems Chapter
i

LCO 3.9.11, Spent Fuel Pit Water Level.

Change Number 1*
l

Description

This specification has been moved from the Refueling Chapter to this Plant
Systems Chapter because the requirements are not unique to refueling
operations. These requirements apply whenever irradiated fuel is in the
storage pool.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
moves the requirement to another new Technical Specification.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement wille

-( exist in the alternate new Technical Specification.,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

bv

The justifications, road maps, atul specific changes associated with this change nueer can be found*

in the October 16, 1969 shittal entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

_ _ - ____ _ _ --__ _ __ ___ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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. No SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS.
C.
U

, Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.9.11, Spent Fuel Pit Water Level. '

Change Number 2*

Description:

The LCO is reworded to provide a clear positive statement of the Limiting
Condition for Operation.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the - reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

p any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
(' rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does

it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these

| changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

'(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

i

,

|

W|)
|

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this chenee number can be found*

in the October 16, 1969 sdaittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technleal Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

I
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Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.9.11, Spent Fuel Pit Water Level.

Chany Number 3*

Description:

The qualifying term "with loads" was deleted from the requirement to
nuspent crane operations. This recognizes the crane lifting mechanism-
t:self as an appreciable load and potential threat to the irradiated fuel.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability.or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.i

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

!

I' (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin

of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change numoer can be f ound*

in the October 16, 1989 s@mittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

-_ _
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;-Q-
Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.9.12, Fuel Building Ventilation Systen. ]

Change Number 1*

Description:

The LCO has been moved from the Refueling Chapter to the Plant Systems
Chapter. The LCO has been revised to specify one system with two trains.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFRSO.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

|

| (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
|-

of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
i surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change

. moves the requirement to another new Technical Specification.

| (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
|~ any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will
| exist in the alternate new Technical Specification,

. s

t
- (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the

affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

|

f )
L'

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nuter can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 sutalttel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Ama Technical $pecifications
Justifications and Road Mape".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

h'd
Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.9.12, Fuel Building Ventilation System.
i

Change Number 2*

Description:

The Applicability has been revised to specify standard wording: "During -

movement of loads over irradiated fuel in the fuel building, during
movement of irradiated fuel in the fuel building" . This change is '

consistent with the purpose of the system which is to ensure that
radioactive materials in the fuel building atmosphere following a. fuel
handling accident are filtered and adsorbed prior to reaching the
environment. Therefore, the LCO is not applicable unless the potential
for a fuel handling accident exists. .

Action c. which specified that Specifications 3.0.3, 3.0.4, and 4.0.4 are
not applicable has been incorporated- into a note following the
Applicability. The note states that LCO 3.0.3 in not applicable. The
3.0.4 and 4.0.4 requirements are considered to be applicable to the revised
Applicability statement and would prevent movement of loads over fuel or
movement of fuel, if the LCO were not met.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFRSO.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

| (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
' of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
.

assumptions of the-accident analyses. Therefore, these changes dol

L not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assutoptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to ' the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin

of safety has not been reduced.
O
(j - Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not

involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change numer can be found*

in the October %,1989 sutunittel entitled " MERITS Prograsi, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

. - _ . - - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - _ - _ _ _ - - _ _ .
_ - --
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.

Plant Systems Chapter j
| |
| LCO 3.9.12, Fuel Building Ventilation System. ;

I

! Change Number 3*

Description:

Action a. has been rewritten as new Condition A. Required Actions A.l.1
and A.1.2 will require that the train in operation must be capable of being

. powered from an emergency power source. This requirement has been added
for clarity, since the Technical Specification OPERABILITY requirements
of the emergency power source are reduced during MODE 5 and 6 operations.
Required Action A.2 requires that action be initiated to restore the
inoperable train. An alternate Required Action, A 3 requires that movement
of loads over fuel or movement of fuel be suspended within 15 minutes.
The note before Action A 3 permits movement of fuel or loads to a safe and
conservative position prior to suspension of operations as specified by
Required Action A.3. Fifteen minute completion times have been specified
for the Required Actions (Completion Times were not specified in North
Anna specification).

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
O, of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

with these changes would not:
"

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions-of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does notO involve a significant hazards consideration.
V

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated n#lth this change numer can be found*

in the October 16, 1969 s@mittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

o
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L/

Plant Systems Chapter

LCO 3.9.12, Fuel Building Ventilation System.

Change Number 4*

Description:

A new Required Action B.1 specifies the requirements from Action b for
two trains inoperable. A Completion Time of 15 minutes has been specified,
since operations should be suspended as soon as possible (a Completion Time
was not specified in the North Anna specification).

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

_

'

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
. assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
l not increase the probability or consequences of an accident

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.n
(U) (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident fromI

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

l (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
|- changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
l the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes

made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

,

t

L.)
|

L

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change numer can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 sutalttet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
* Justif fcetions and Roed Maps".
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Plant Systems Chapter I

|

LCO 3.9.12, Fuel Building Ventilation System.

Change Number 5* 1

Description:
,

Surveillance ''a" has been revised to specify "At least 10 continuous hours
,

with heaters on." This requirement was previously included in the '

Safeguards Area Ventilation System surveillance. All surveillances which
verify function of the iodine filter banks, which are shared with the
Safeguards Area Ventilation System have been specified in the Fuel Building
Ventilation System specification, since this will impose the highest flow

i

| rate.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and

L surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
- moves the requirement to this Technical Specification from another.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from.
any accident previously evaluated because the requirement from
another Technical Specification will exist in this Technical
Specification.

! (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
| affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and

surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

|

| Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
| involve a significant hazards consideration.

..

v

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rueer can be found*

in the October 16, 1969 semittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications.
Justifications and Road Maps".
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Plant Systems Chapter
I

LCO 3.9.12, Fuel Building Ventilation System, q

Change Number 6*

Description:

The surveillance b. requirement has been revised to include MERITS
terminology for vacuum: "a pressure equal to or more negative than 0.125
inches water gauge".

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance t

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of-an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated inI

the UFSAR.
i

~ (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does-
it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these

changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

C\
(

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change numer con be found*

in the october 16,1969 sutalttel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Ame Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

- -
- _ _ _ - _ _ . _ _ _ - - _ . - _ _ _
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- NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Plant Systems Chapter
,

LCO 3.9.12, Fuel Building Ventilation System.

Change Number 7*

Description:

This specification has been revised to include Surveillance Requirements
applicable to the iodine filter banks which were previously in 4.7.8.1.
These Surveillance Requirements are referenced in specification 3.6.12

,

which has replaced 4.7.8.1. The following surveillances have been added
to this specification:

SR 3.6.14.2, DOP Test
| SR 3.6.14.3, Hydrocarbon Refrigerant Gas Test
| SR 3.6.14.4, Charcoal Sample Test

SR 3.6.14.5, Flow Rate and Pressure Drop Test.

| The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
I of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

with these changes would not:

'h (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previcusly evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

! not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

| . .

|- (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because'no
| changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
j the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
| made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the

,

accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin,

L of safety has not been reduced.
1

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

[)
|V
|

The Justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruber can be found*

| -in the october 16, 1989 sdelttel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
j JustifIcetIons and Road Maps"_.

_ _ _ _ __.__ _ _ _ _ ___. _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ .
_
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANAI.YSIS

i
Plant Systems Chapter-

LCO 3.9.12, Fuel Building Ventilation System.

Change Number 8*
1
1Description:

Surveillance Requirement 3.6.14.7 has been included to verify the ability 1

of the operator to reposition the filter bypass dampers which allows
bypassin5 the iodine filter banks.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
. f^g any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
V to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
| not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
| any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes

! made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
| accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
| of safety has not been reduced.
1

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this. proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

|

1.

. o

Vt

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes estociated with this change nusber con be found*

in the october 16, 1989 s@mittel entitled " MERITS Program, current North Anne Technical Specifications
Justificatiens and Road Maps".

- - - - - _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYGIS
/

i
Plant Systems Chapterx

LCO 3.9.12, Fuel Building Ventilation System.

Change Number 9'

Description:

Surveillance Requirement 3.6.14.8 has been included to verify the
performance of the iodine filter banks.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

f to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
' assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin

| of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.,

1

L

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nwber con be found I*

in the october 16, 1989 shittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications,

j

| * JustifIcetions and Road Maps".

l

-
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
( ,

- Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.10.2, Mode 1 Physics Test Exceptions

Change Number 1*

Description:

This plant specific exception may not be necessary at North Anna but has
been retained to cover future possibilities.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the proposed changes.do
not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of
the current technical specifications. The Requirements on THERMAL
POWER and on core peaking factors remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this change
does not increase the probability of occurance or consequences of
an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
/% any accident previously evaluated because the proposed changes doi

| V not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of
the current technical specifications. The Requirements on THERMAL
POWER and on core peaking factors remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this changet

'

does not increase the probability of an accident of a different type
-than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the

y accident analyses of the current technical specifications. The
'

Requirements on THERMAL POWER and on core peaking' factors remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
Therefore, this change does not reduce the margin of safety as

L defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

1

O
* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change numer can be foW

in the october 16, 1989 submittet entitled " MERITS Program Current North Anna Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Mape''.

_ - ,_ - . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . . _ _ - _ _ _ - - . _ . _ _ . - _-_
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

U Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.10.2, Mode 1 Physics Test Exceptions

Change Number 2*

Description: >

An additional requirement, which is standard practice in the industry, has
been added to current North Anna Specification 3.10.2. This additional
requirement specifies that the Power Range Neutron Flux High trip
setpoint during PHYSIC TESTS has to be 510% of RATED THERMAL POWER (RTP)
above the THERMAL POWER at which the test is performed, with a maximum
setting of.90% of RTP. This additional requirement was added because it
was considered as prudent practice to limit THERMAL POWER during
performance of PHYSICS TESTS.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve'a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the proposed changes do

, not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of
| f the current technical specifications. The Requirements on THERMAL

.
' ( POWER and on core peaking factors remain consistent with the

'

accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this change
does not increase the probability of occurence or consequences of
an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

l-
| (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

|' any accident previously evaluated.because the proposed changes do
not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of
the current technical specifications. The Requirements on THERMAL

| POWER and on core peaking factors remain consistent with the
|- accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this change
| does not increase the probability of an accident of a different type
| than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specifications. The
Requirements on THERMAL POWER and on coro peaking factors remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
Therefore, this change does not reduce the margin of safety as
defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nussier can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 submittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Ama Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps",

t ._ -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
-

C Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.10.2, Mode 1 Physics Test Exceptions

Change Number 3*

|
Description- 1

The current North Anna Requirements 3.10.2.b, in reality Surveillance |Requirements for the Hot Channel Factors, are included in the Surveillance 1

Requirements-section instead of in the LCO.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase.in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the proposed changes do
not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of
the current technical specifications. The Requirements on THERMAL

* POWER and on core peaking factors remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this change
does not increase the probability of occurence or consequences of
an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

| (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

L any accident previously evaluated because the proposed changes do
' not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of
j. the current technical specifications. The Requirements on THERMAL

-POWER and on core peaking factors remain consistent with the
| accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this change

does not increase the probability of an accident of a different type,

L than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR..
,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
| . proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
L accident analyses of the current technical specifications. The

Requirements on THERMAL POWER and on core peaking factors remain,

L
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
Therefore, this change does not reduce the margin of safety as
defined in the BASES for any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

I'

1

LO

The justifications, road mops, and specific changes associated with this change maher can be f omd*

| In the october 16, 1989 submittel entitled '' MERITS Program, Current North Arne Technical Specifications
| * JustifIcetione and 8oed Maps".
1'

._______ _____ . - _ - - - _ _ - _ - -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

(W) Reactor Chapter Iw

LCO 3.10.2, Mode 1 Physics Test Exceptions

Change Number 4*

Description: I

The words "when performing PHYSICS TESTS" have been added to specify more
accurately that the LCO is applicable only during the performance of
PHYSICS TESTS, even if it is implied in the LCO itself.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated because the
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Requirements on THERMAL POWER and on core
peaking factors remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not
increase the probability of occurence or consequences of an

[. accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
! O
d (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident

from any accident previously evaluated because the proposed
changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specifications.
The Requirements on THERMAL POWER and on core peaking factors
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions'in
the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not increase the
probability of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety
because the proposed changes do not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Requirements on THERMAL POWER and on core
peaking factors remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does-not
reduce the margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any
Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruutzer can be fouid

in the October 16, 1989 submittel entitled " MERITS Program, current North Anna Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Maps".

_ -



. . . _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ . . _ _

Page 5 of 9

:q' NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
t i
V Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.10.2, Mode 1 Physics Test Exceptions

Change Number 5*

Description:

This requirement is implied by requiring the performance of these Hot
Channel Factors related surveillances. If any of these surveillances
reveals an LCO violation, their Required Actions must be completed since
those LCOs are not excepted by North Anna MERITS Specification LCO 3.1.12.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

; (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated because the
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Requirements on THERMAL POWER and on core
peaking factors remain consistent with the accident analysis

| assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not
I increase the probability of occurence or consequences of an

- accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

c (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
| from any accident previously evaluated because the proposed

changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of. the
accident analyses of the current technical specifications.
The Requirements on THERMAL POWER and on core peaking factors
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in
the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not increase the

! probability of an accident of a different type than any
| previouely evaluated in the UFSAR. '

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety
because the proposed changes do not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Requirements on THERMAL POWER and on core
peaking factors remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this- change does not
reduce the margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any
Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
i involve a significant hazards consideration.

~

| The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change matier can be foW*

in the October 16, 1989 sutnittal entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Ama Technical Specifications'

Justifications and Road Maps".

.- ._. - _ --_- - - _ ____-_-_- _ ___-____ _ -_____--___-_-___________-
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.10.2, Mode 1 Physics Test Exceptions

Change Number 6*

Description:

An additional action has been added to address the situation where THERMAL
POWER is > 85% of RTP, The Required Action is to lower THERMAL POWER to
s 85%- of RTP or to suspend PHYSICS TESTS within 1 hour. This better
defines the Required Actions if the requirements of the LCO are not met.
Suspending PHYSICS TESTS makes applicable the requirements of the
previously excepted LCOs, since these test exceptions can no longer be
claimed. If these actions are not completed, these actions will require
entering MODE 2, which 'is outside the applicability of the LCOs on core
peaking factors.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated because the
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions

=f of the accident analyses of the current technical
'l specifications. The Requirements on THERMAL POWER 'and on core

peaking factors remain consistent with the accident analysis
l' assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not

increase the probability of occurence or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any accident previously evaluated because the proposed!

I changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the -
L accident analyses of the current technical specifications.

The Requirements on THERMAL POWER and on core peaking factors
i remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in

the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not increase the
- i

probability of an accident of a different type than any ipreviously evaluated in the UFSAR.
i
1

(3) Involve a - significant reduction in the margin of safety
because the proposed changes do not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Requirements on THERMAL POWER and on core
peaking factors remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not
reduce the margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any
Technical Specification.

p Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does noth involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road mens, and specific changes associated with this change fumber can be found
I

*

in the october 16, 1989 submittal entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Ame Technical Specifications '

JustifIcet1one and Roed Maps''. |
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.10.2, Mode 1 Physics Test Exceptions

Change Number 7*

Description:

An additional action has been added to address the situation where the
Power Range Neutron Flux..High trip setpoint does not meet the
requirements of the LCO. The Required Action is to restore the trip
setpoint to within the LCO limits, or to suspend PHYSICS TESTS within one
hour. This helps to better define the Required Actions if the LCO is not 1

met.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CTR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance |

with these changes would not: )
i

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated because the ,

proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current technical j

specifications. The Requirements on THERMAL POWER and on core
,

peaking factors remain consistent with the accident analysis i

assumptions in the UTSAR. Therefore, this change does not

(' increase the probability of occurence or consequences of an
j accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any accident previously evaluated because the proposed

I changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specifications.,

| The Requirements on THERMAL POWER and on core peaking factors
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in
the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not increase the
probability of an accident of a different type than any

! previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
l

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety !

because the proposed changes do not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Requirements on THERMAL POWER and on core
peaking factors remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UTSAR. Therefore, this change does not
reduce the margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any
Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
* The justifications, road maps, and specific chances essecleted with thle thenge rumber can be found

in the october 16, 1989 autaittel entitled "mEtif t Prostas, Current North Ame Technlcel $pecifications
* Justifications and seed maps''.

- -- . -- .- -- - .-. - - - - , ,. .- - - -. . . . ., , -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.10.2, Mode 1 Physics Test Exceptions

Change Number 8*

Description:

The associated Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor and Nuclear Enthalpy Rise Hot
Channel Factor Surveillance Requirements have been identified by their
surveillance number.

The proposed change has been evalut.ted in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated because the
proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Requirements on THERMAL POWER and on core
peaking factors remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not
increase the probability of occurence or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any accident previously evaluated because the proposed
changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specifications.
The Requirements on THERMAL POWER and on core peaking factors
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in
the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not increase the
prob.sbility of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety
because the proposed changes do not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident anahses of the current technical
specifications. The Requirements on THERMAL POWER and on core
peaking factors remain consistent with the accident ar.alysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not
reduce the margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any
Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this chenee tastier con he found*

in the october 16, 1999 sutsmittet entitled 'auttitt Progree, Current sorth Anne Techalcel Specifications
Justifications and Road maps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS '

Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.10.2, Mode 1 Physics Test Exceptions
i
'Change Number 9*

Description:

An additional Surveillance Requirement has been added to verify the
,setting of the Power Range Neutron Flux..High trip setpoints within 12 i

hours prior to initiating PHYSICS TESTS. This is also standard industry
practice. Each LCO requirement must have a Surveillance Requirement to ,

verify that it is being met. !

i
The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards ;

of 10CTR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated because the

, proposed changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions
of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Requirements on THERMAL POWER and on core

,

peaking factors remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not

O increase the probability of occurence or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any accident previously evaluated because the proposed
changes do not alter the conditions or assumptions of the
accident analyses of the current technical specifications.
The Requirements on THERMAL POWER and on core peaking factors
remain consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in
the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not increase the
probability of an accident of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety,

| because the proposed changes do not alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses of the current technical
specifications. The Requirements on THERMAL POWER and on core
peaking factors remain consistent with the accident analysis
assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this change does not
reduce the margin of safety as defined in the BASES for any
Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O '

the justificesions, road maps, and specific chenpes associated with this change tusser can to fourus*

in the October 16, 1989 sutnittet entitled "mEtits Program, Current North Ama technicet Specifications
Justifications and sood maps".

|
'

- _ - _ _ _ _ .- .-- . . .- - --. - - - - - . - . - . -.-.- .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.10.3. Physics Tests

Change Number 1*

Deseription:

i North Anna Specification 3.10.3 for Unit 2 provides exception for
Specification 3.1.1.5, Minimum Temperature For Criticality. This exception
is not provided for Unit 1. This exception is also provided in the generic
MERITS version of this Specification. Virginia Power elected to also
include this exception to Minimun Temperature For Criticality for Unit 1.

Tht - proposed chango has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CTR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

,
' with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Requirements on
THERMAL POWER and on RCS minimum temperature are unchanged. This
change does not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current technical specifications. The Requirements
on THERMAL POWER Limit value and on RCS minimum temperature remain

O consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of occurence
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Requirements on THERMAL
POWER and on RCS minimum temperature are unchanged. This change does
not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of
the current technical specifications. The Requirements on THERMAL
POWER Limit value and on RCS minimum temperature remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because this
change does not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current technical specifications. The Requirements
on THERMAL POWER and on RCS minimum temperature remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not reduce the margin of safety as defined in the BASES
for any Technical Specification.

Therefore. Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O

.The justifications, road asps, eM specific changes estocleted with this change rmadme can be foed '
'

in the october 16, 1989 s#elttet entitled **mitlTS Progree, current seeth Arme technicet specifications
* Justifications and Reed Mou".

__
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS i

Reactor Chapter !
!

LCO 3.10.3, Physics Tests I

!
Change Number 2*

I
Description: ;

In the MERITS version, this requirement is already located in Chapter 3.2, !
Instrumentation. Normal settings for both the Intermediate Range Neutron
Flux and the Power Range Neutron Flux.. Low trip setpoints are s 25% of ,

RATED THERMAL POWER.

'The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

i

>

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Requirements on
THERMAL POWER and on RCS minimum temperature are unchanged. This
change does not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current technical specifications. The Requirements
on THERMAL POWER Limit value and on RCS minimum temperature remain,

i
' consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.

Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of occurence
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Requirements on THERMAL
POWER and on RCS minimum temperature are unchanged. This change does
not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of
the current technical specifications. The Requirements on THERMAL
POWER Limit value and'on RCS minimum temperature remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different

| type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because this
change does not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident

l analyses of the current technical specifications. The Requirements
on THERMAL POWER and on RCS minimum temperature remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this

|. change does not reduce the margin of safety as defined in the BASES
'

for any Technical Specification.
.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

|

|~ The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rutier can be f ound*

| In the october 16, 1989 submittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current sorth Anne technicet Specifications
. Justifications and Road Maps".

. - - - _ __ __ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . . _ . ___ _ _ _ . ,



_ . . _

i

Pcgs 3 of 6

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.10.3, Physics Tests

Change Number 3*

Description:

The LCO requirement associated to current North Anna Specification 3.1.1.5
has been added (See item 2). In North Anna MERITS LCO 3.1.13, this
corresponds to item b, of the LCO.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance '

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences '

of an accident previously evaluated because the Requirements on
THERMAL POWER and on RCS ainiaua temperature are unchanged. This
change does not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current technical specifications. The Requirements
on THERMAL POWER Limit value and on RCS minimum temperature remain
consistent with the accident analysis a.asumptions in the UFSAk.i '

Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of occurencei

or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Requirements on THERMAL
POWER and on RCS ainiaua temperature are unchanged. This change does
not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of
the current technical specifications. The Requirements on THERMAL

| POWER Limit value and on RCS minimum temperature remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this

I change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different
'

type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

| (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because this
change does not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current technical specifications. The Requirements
on THERMAL POWER and on RCS miniaua temperature remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not reduce the margin of safety as defined in the BASES
for any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this charge maker con be fowai*
in the october 16, 1969 submittel entitled "m(Rif S Program, Current North Ame fechnicet Specifications
* Justificatirww and Road Maps". '

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ____ _.. -. _. -- _ __ . . . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ ,_ _-- -
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Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.10.3, Physics Tests

Change Number 4*

Description:

The words "when performing PHYSICS TESTS * have been added to specify more
accurately that the LCO is applicable only during the performance of
PHYSICS TESTS, even if it is ireplied in the LCO itself.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Requirements on
THERMAL POWER and on RCS minimum temperature are unchanged. This
change does not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current technical specifications. The Requirements
on THERMAL POWER Limit value **.d on RCS ainimum temperature remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of occurence
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Requirements on THERMAL
POWER and on RCS minimum temperature are unchanged. This change does
not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of
the current technical specifications. The Requirements on THERMAL
POWER Limit value and on RCS sinious temperature remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because this
change does not alter t.he conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current technical specifications. The Requirements
on THERMAL POWER and on RCS minimum temperature remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not reduce the margin of safety as defined in the BASES
for any Technical Specification.

Therefor 4, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
:

The justifications, road maps, and specific chanses associated with this charge raaber can be found*

in the october 16,1999 edmittet entitled "ntalis Progres, current morth Anne technleet Specifications
* JustifIcettens and Road Neps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.10.3, Physics Tests

Change Number $*

Description:

An ACTION statement associated to current North Anna Specification 3.1.1.5
has been added (See ites 2). In North Anna MERITS LCO 3.1.13, this
corresponds to Condition B.

The proposed change nas been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the Requirements on
THERMAL POWER and on RCS ainimum temperature are unchanged. This
change does not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current technical specifications. The Requirements
on THERMAL POWER Limit value and on RCS ainiaua temperature remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.

O Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of occurence
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Requirements on THERMAL
POWER and on RCS minimum temperature are unchanged. This change does
not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of
the current technical specifications. The Requirements on THERMAL
POWER Limit value and on RCS miniaua temperature remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because this
change does not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current technical specifications. The Requirements
on THERMAL POWER and on RCS sininua temperatura remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not reduce the margin of safety as defined in the BASES
for any Technical Specification.

Therefore. Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O

|
* The justifications, road aspe, and specific chen0es estocleted with this change manner can tue found

in the Octatier 16,1999 subunittel entitled "mtblit Program, current morth Arme technical Specifications
| * Justificetters and Road Naps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Chapter

LCO 3.10.3, Physics Tests

Change Number 6*

Description: I

A Surveillance Requirement associated to current North Anna Specification
3.1.1.5 has been added (See ites 2) . In North Anna MERITS LCO 3.1.13, this
corresponds to SR 3.1.13.2.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

!with these changes would not: |

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences '

of an accident previously evaluated because the Requirements on
3

THERMAL POWER and on RCS minimum temperature are unchanged. This
change does not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident

, analyses of the current technical specifications. The Requirements
on THERMAL POWER Limit value and on RCS mininua temperature remain
consistent with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR.
Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of occurence
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

O F

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the Requirements on THERMAL
POWER and on RCS minimum temperature are unchanged. This change does
not alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses of
the current technical specifications. The Requirements on THERMAL
POWER Limit value and on RCS minimum temperature remain consistent ;

with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not create the possibility on an accident of a different
type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because this
change does not; alter the conditions or assumptions of the accident
analyses of the current technical specifications. The Requirements
on THERMAL POWER and on RCS ainiaua temperature remain consistent
with the accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, this
change does not reduce the margin of safety as defined in the BASES
for any Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

l

|O
The justifications, raad maps, and specific changes associated with thle change fester can be found*

,

in the octater 16, 1999 autnittet entitled "uttif t Proeram, current morth Anne Technical Specifications'

Justifications and Road maps".a

. _ - . _ _ _ _ . .. _ _. . . _ _ - - _ _ . - . - _ . - - - . .. . - _ - ,-
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O
Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.10.4, Special Test Exceptions Reactor Coolant Loops

Change Number 1*

Description:

LCO part b, Reactor Trip Setpoints, were deleted since they are satisfied
by the North Anna MERITS LCO 3.2.1, RTS Instrumentation.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CTR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of on accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be af fected. The proposed change
moves the requirement to another location in the Technical
Specifications.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will
exist in the alternate location.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does noe
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O -

1The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change numer can be f ound*
;

in the October 16, 1989 submittet entitled "Mttif S Program, Current North Anna f echnicet Specifications
* Justifications and Road Maps".

-
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.10.4, Special Test Exceptions Reactor Coolant Loops
|

Change Number 2*

Description:

In the surveillance 4.10.4.2 the CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TESTS has been replaced
by the equivalent ANALOG CHANNEL OPERATIONAL TEST.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the atandards
,

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do ,

not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

[V] to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. "'herefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

|

|

|

^

l'

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rueber can be f ound*

I in the october 16, 1989 sdalttel entitled 'HEUTS Program, Current North Anna fechnical Specifications
.

Justifications and Road Maps".

- - ---
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NO SIGNIFICANT llAZARDS ANALYSIS

Epecification 5.0, Design Features

Change Number 1*

Description:

In paragraphs 5.1 and 5.1.1, the heading and the sentence have been
modified to specify " site and exclusion boundary area" for consistency with
the 5.1 paragraph heading " SITE".

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect
any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the
consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,
have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazarde consideration.

O
1
1

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nunter can be f ound*

in the october 16, 1989 subalttet entitled " MERITS Program, current North Anna Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Maps".

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Specification 5.0, Design Teatures

Change Number 2*

Description:

Containment leak test parameters were added to Section 5.2 The program
requirements of the Containment Leakage specification, 3.6.1.2, have been
relocated to Administrative controls section 5.9.11 Containment Leak Rate
Test Program, in accordance with the NRC letter, T. E. Murley to W. S.
Wilgus, "NRC Staff Review of Nuclear Steam Supply System Vendor Owners
Groups' Application of the Commission's Interia Policy Statement criteria
to Standard Technical Specification", May 1988. The associated
specification test parameters have been retained by adding them to the
North Anna MERITS Design Teatures section, 4.2.3, in compliance with the
NRC letter.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CTR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect
any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the
consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UTSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,
have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
|

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rueer can be f ound*

in the October 16, 1989 submittet entitled "m(RITS Program, Current korth Anna Technical Specifications
* = Justifications and Road Maps''.

. . , . . . . . , , ,
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSISo
! Specification 5.0, Design Features

Change Number 3*

Description:

In Section 5.6.1.1 the phrase "less than or equal to" has been replaced
with "5" for consistency with the WOG MERITS format requirements.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect
any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the
consequences of any accident.

(m
\ (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,
have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
b '

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 s@mittel entitled ''MEtlTS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

:
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(w) Specification 5.0, Design Features
i
'

Change Number 4* |

Description:

Paragraph 5.6.1.3 has been deleted, since the requirements for storage of
the first core's new fuel are no longer applicable to North Anna Units 1

,or 2.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability '

of structures, equiptsent, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect
any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the
consequences of any accident. .

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from I

any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

l
'

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,

,

construction practices, setpoints,- response times or service
' conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,

have no impact on the margin of safety.
!

| Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
'

involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

O)q. '

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rutier can be f ound*

in the October 16, 1989 sutaittel entitled "sef t|TS Program, turrent North Anne Technicet Specifications
Justifications and Road Mops".

-- . - _ . -
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C Specification 6.0, Administrativo Controls.

Change Number 1*

Descriptior,:

The repetitive title has been deleted.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CTR50,92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the Mrformance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of the radioloS cal consequences of an accident, or do not affecti

any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the
consequences of any accident,

| (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modifyw

the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the desi n criteria, performance capabilities,8
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,
have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
| involve a significant hazards consideration.
|

|

|
i * The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be f ound
I in the october 16,1909 64alttel entitled " MERITS Program, Current Worth Anne Technical Specifications i
: Justificatione and Road Mape''.
|

|
__
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Specification 6.0, Administrative Controls.

Change Number 2*

Description:

Consistent with WOG MERITS format, the first use of an acronym has been
accompanied by the complete spelling.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CTR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect
any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the
consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,
have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific chews associated with this change ruter can be f ound*

in the october 16,1989 s2mittel entitled '' MERITS Program, Current worth Anna technical specifications
Justificatione and Road Maps".
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Specification 6.0, Administrative Controls.

Change Number 3*

Description:

All footnotes have been inserted above the related text as notes,
consistent with the WOG MERITS format.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CTR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, 6quipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect
any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the
consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,

'

have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore. Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
i

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rutier can be f ound*

in the october 16, 1989 shittat entitled amtelis Program, Current NCfth Anne Technical Specifications 4

Justifications and Road Maps".

.._m .. .
. . . . -
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'U Specification 6.0, Administrative Controls.

Change Number 4*

Description:

This paragraph has been revised to specify the staff requirements which
are applicable to both units (versus one unit only).

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

|with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident

,

evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect
any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the
consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,
have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

rs

* The justifications, road maps, and speelfic changes associated with this change ruit.or can be found
in the october 16,1989 smittel entitled "MEtlTS Program, current Worth Anna fechnical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Mape''.
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C]/ Specification 6.0, Administrative Controls.

Change Number 5*
'

Description:

This note is not required; new Table 5.2-1 will apply to both Units 1 and
2. '

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences i
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems, or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the

'

probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect

.

any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the
consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident fromb
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,
have no impact on the margin of safety.

| Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
l involve a significant hazards consideration.

i
|

O'

V

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with thls change nJueer can be f ound*

in the october 16,1999 s@mittet entitled "MEtifS Program, Current korth Anna fechnical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".
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NO SICNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
( .

' {) Specification 6.0, Administrative Controls.

Change Number 6*

Description:

This page from the Unit 2 Administrative Controls Section was not
previously part of Unit 1 Administrative Controls. It has been included
in the combined Administrative Control Section because the last paragraph
addresses concerns stated in the NRC Ceneric Letter 8212 " Nuclear PowerPlant Staff Working Hours".

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the

j radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation/' N of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affecti

(
. any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the

consequences of any accident.
|
l (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation

! and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service

; conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,
have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
L involve a significant hazards consideration.

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruiber can be f omd
in the october 16, 1999 s@mittel entitled "MEtif s Program, Current Worth Anne Technicel Specifications
* JustifIcetiens and Road Mape".

~ , - . _ _ _ - _ _. ._. .-
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Specification 6.0, Administrative Controls.

Change Number 7*

Description:

License requirements for SS and SRO have been modified for the combined
Administrative Controls Section to show applicability to both Unit 1 and
Unit 2.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect
any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the
consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,
have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
t

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruear can be f ound f
*

in the October 16, 1989 sutalttet entitled "MEtlTS Program, Current North Anna technicet Specifications I

JustifIcetione and Roed Maps''.

. . . _ . . . . . . . , . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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m
i Specification 6.0, Administrative Controls.

Change Number 8*
!

Description:

iThe list of Station Nuclear Safety and Operating Committee members has i

been expanded to include the Superintendent of Engineering. This addition
is due to organizational changes at North Anna. This change was submitted
to the NRC for license amendment by Virginia Power letter, serial number
89457, dated July 24, 1989.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance ;

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation '

e of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect ,

! any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the
consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a

j different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,
have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|
|

O
* The justifications, road neps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can t>e f ound

in the october 16, 1989 semittel entitled "MERIis Program, Current Worth Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Mape".

. . ._ _.
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NO SICNIFICANT HAZARDS ANA1.YSIS

/" Specification 6.0, Administrative Controls.
I
k

Change Number 9*

Description:

The Program section of Administrative Controls has been changed from 6.8.4
to 5.9. Due to the number and complexity of programs, a new major
subsection (5.9) was created for programs. This separates Procedures and
Programs and simplifies the numbering system.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CTR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect
any fission product barriere and, therefore, do not increase the
consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant redu.ction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,
have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O -

The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change rusber can be fourd'

| In the october 16, 1989 sJnittet entitled "MEtif S Program, current sorth Anna f echnical Specifications
i Justifications and Road Maps".
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() Specification 6.0, Administrative Controls.

Change Number 10*
'l

1.escription:

For clarification, "of the operating license" was added to identify the
source of the appendices specified.

The proposed change has been eveluated in accordance with the standards
,

of 10CTR$0.92(c) and it his been determined that operations in accordance )with these changes would not:
.

1

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect
any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the
consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify|

:
'

the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,
have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

|

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes estociated with this change ruter can be f ound*

in the october 16, 1989 sutnittel entitled "MEtif$ Program, Currer.t North Anna Technical Specifications
+ Justifications and Road Maps".

- . . - .
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NO SICNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

b(N
Specification 6.0, Administrative Controls.

-
'

Change Number 11*

Description:

Item m has been added to require SNSOC and independent / operational event
!

(offsite management) review of the Fire Protection Program and implementing |

procedures. This addition has been made in order to comply with NRC
Generic Letters 8812 and 8610, " Removal of Fire Protection Requirements
From Technical Specifications". The independent / operational event (offsite

!
management) review has been included to meet the Generic Letter requirement !for a " Company Nuclear Review and Audit Group" review. This line item and

;

item 6.8.lf (current Administrative Controls) or $.8.lf (North Anna MERITS '

version of Administrative Controls) complete the Generic Letter 8812
requirements regarding the Administrative Controls Section.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability

! of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; the re fore , the

V) probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the:

changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of the radiological consequen:os of an accident, or do not affect
any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the
consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify

!
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a

| different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
|

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,

| construction practices, setpoints, response times or service'

conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,
have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
V

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rueber can be f ound
in the october 16, 1989 sutmittel entitled "MEtlis Program, Current North Arne Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Neps".

.- . -. _ . . . . - - _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ ._
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

f Specification 6.0,-Administrative Controls.

Change Number 12*

Description:

The current North Anna Unit 1 Admiaistrative Controls section specifies
" Company Files" and the Unit 2 Administrative Controls section specifies
" Department Files". The North Anna MERITS version retains the morespecific " Department Files".

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify

,

[ factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability *

|- of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
! conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the!

probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation

'

of the radiological consequences of an accident,-or do not affect
any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the! -

s
i consequences of any accident.Q

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or. service conditions of any structures,
systems or components-or the method and manner of plant operation

I, and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR..

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,
have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The' justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nueer can be found*

in the October 16, 1939 submittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - -.-- -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Specification 6.0, Administrative Controls.
,

Change Number 13*

Description:

Due to the number and complexity of godrams, a new major subsection 5.9
was created for Programs. This separates Procedures and Programs and
clarifies the Administrative Controls Section by simplifying the numbering

i e,ystem.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect

9 any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the
consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,
have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ni.neer can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 sutaittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

. -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS I
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[ Specification 6.0, Administrative Controls.
' '

s
Change Number 14*

Description:

A sentence was added to specify the method of Review and Approval for Fire
Protection procedures which are required by 5.8.lf. Generic Letter 88 12,
" Removal of Fire Protection Requirements From Technical Specifications",
requires reviews in addition to the SNSOC review. (See paragraph 5.5.1.6m '

of North Anna MERITS Administrative Controls and item 11 of this
justification for additional information.)

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance witit the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operar. ions in accordance
with these changes would not:

,

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or syste as; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore,- the-
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the -

,

radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
O1 of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect

-

any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the
consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modity
the* performance capabilities or service conditions of any structuren,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,
have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

..

-

\}

The justifications, road esps, and specific changes associated with this change nueer can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 s@mittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
JustifIcatione and Road Maps".

--_a_-__ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - . ... - _ .
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Specification 6.0, Administrative Controls.

Change Number 15*

Description:

Addition of the Radioactive Ef fluent Controls Program to the Administrative
. Controls Section of the Technical Specifications is required by NRC Ceneric

Letter 89-01 " Implementation of Programmatic Controls for Radiological
.

Effluent Technical Specifications"
;

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

. _ .

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the ch:.nges do not modify--'

R~ factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect
any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the
consequences of ar.y accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures ,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities ,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,
have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road mope, ard specific changes associated with this change nunter can be f ound*

in the October 16, 1989 s@mittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Mape".

_ _ _ _ . . - - . . .
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k Specification 6.0, Administrative Controls.

Change Number 16*
l

Description:
,

e

The Radiological Environmental Monitoring Program has been added in
accordance with NRC Generic Letter 89 01. ,

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards '

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(
(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences

of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the '

probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect
any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the
consequences of any accident.

U (2) ' Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction-in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,

'

construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,
have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
V

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 sutnittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical specifications
* Justifications and Road Maps''.



_ _ _ . ._

l

Page 17 of 37 J

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

fY-(y - Specification 6.0, Administrative Controls. I

Change Number 17*

Description:

The Radiation Protection Program was moved (current paragraphs 6.11 and
6.12) within the Administrative Controls Section. This program is now
located in the Programs section of Administrative Controls. This change
was made for format consistency.

;

i

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance '

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences *

of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the ;

changes . do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
;

; evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident .do not affect mitigation
of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect.

(O
any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the

) consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of. accident from.

any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a

-different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify tne design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,
have no spect on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

DQ -

.

The justifications, road seps, and specific changes associated with this change nu@er can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 siJnittal entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Spect fications
Justifications and Road Maps".

_.__ _.-._________ - ___ .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Specification 6.0, Administrative Controls.

i
'

Change Number 18*

Description:

The Process- Control Program was moved (current paragraph 6.13) within the
Administrative Controls Section. This program is now located in the
Programs section of Administrative Controls. This change was made for
format consistency.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes - do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do_not affect

_9 any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the
consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems-or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,
have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nureer can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 submittat entitled " MERITS Program, turrent North Anna Technical Specifications
JustifIcetione and Road Maps''.

. . . . _ . . . . . . . _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS *

r
,{ Specification 6.0, Administrative Controls,

s

Change Number 19*

Description:

The Offsite Dose Calculation Manual (ODCM) was moved (current paragraph
6.14) within the Administrative Controls Section. This program is now-
located in the Programs section of the Administrative Controls. This '

change was made for format consistency.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify-
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability *

of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect

. A any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase . the

[V consequences of any accident.

(2)_ Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
- any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.,

|
!. -(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the

changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,
have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

/
g

j. -A
i

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be f ound*

in the october 16, 1989 sutnittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Mapa''.

_ - _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS-

Specification 6.0, Administrative Controls.
N_

Change Number 20*

Description:

The Steam Generator Tube Inspection Program is a new program created by
WOG MERITS to contain the relocated Surveillance Requirements of the
current North Anna Specification 3.4.5, Steam Generators.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
;

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance -
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the

~

probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes da not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation

L of the radiological consequences of an accident,'or do not affect
I

any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the
consequences of any accident.

;

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the-possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,
have no impact on the margin of safety.

'

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not '

involve a significant hazards consideration.i

!

!

>

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change numer can be found*

in the October 16, 1969 st&mittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technicet Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps''.

..
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Specification 6.0, Administrative Controls,
m

Change Number 21*

Description:

!

The Containment Leak Rate Test Program is a new program created by WOG
MERITS to contain the relocated Leakage Surveillance requirements of the ,

icurrent North Anna Specifications 3.6.1.2, Containment Leakage, and i3.6.1.3, Containment Air Locks,
i

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
!of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability j
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service !

conditions which could lead to an accident; there fore , the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the i

,

changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident 1evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
!

-

radiological consequences of an accident, do not-affect mitigation
|' of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect
! any fission product barriers and, therefore, - do not increase the
I consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of.a now or different kind of accident'from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create che possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR. )

(3) Involve a significant reduction. in the margin of safety because the >

changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,

-have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not i

involve a significant hazards consideration. !

.

O
t )v

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nur@er can be f ound*

in the October 16,1989 st2mittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna fechnical Specifications
Justifications and Road Mapa".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

(/ - ' Specification 6.0, Administrative. Controls.
1

|

Change Number 22* I

lDescription

l
The Reactor Coolant Pump Flywheel Inspection Program is a new program ;

created by WOG MERITS to contain the relocated Surveillance Requirement
(pertaining to RCS Pump Flywheel Inspection) of the current North Anna
Specification 3.4.10.1, RCS Structural Integrity.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

-(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or- prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect-b any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the-,

| V consequences of any accident.

(2) Create.the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because the changes do.not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner-of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a

,

different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,
have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Pover concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.-

'O
D.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change number can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 sutalttet entitled " MERITS Program, current North Anna fechnical Specifications
- JustifIcetione and Roed Maps".

.



. _ - - .- - .- . .

|
.

l

|
Page 23 of 37 '

1

, .q NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS,

! t

V Specification 6.0, Administrative Controls.

Change Number 23*

Description:
.

The Monthly Operating Report has been renumbered and sequenced after the
Semiannual Radioactive Effluent Release Report.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability

|- of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
l conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the

probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not - degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of-the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect-
any fission product barriers' and, therefore, do not increase the
consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures, ,

systems or components or.the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,
have no impact on the margin of safety.

L Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
|- involve a significant hazards consideration.

i

..

*

|'

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be f ound*

in the october 16, 1989 sutalttel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Specification 6.0, Administrative Controls.

Change Number 24*

Description:

The Annual Radiological Environmental Operating Report has been renumbered
and sequenced after Annual Reports. In addition, this report has been
simplified in accordance with NRC Ceneric Letter 89 01 RETS, (See North
Anna MERITS paragraph 5.10.4. ) The requirement . for the initial report
following initial criticality has been deleted, since it is no longer
applicable.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which .could lead to an accident; therefore, the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the

9-' radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect
any fission product barriers and, therefore, _do not increase the
consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,
have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

.

I

the justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nurcer can be f ound*

in the October 16, 1989 sutaittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".



Page 25 of 37

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

- Specification 6.0, Administrative Controls.

Change Number 25*

Description:

The Semiannual Radioactive Effluent Release Report has been renumbered
and simplified in accordance with NRC Generic Letter 89-01 RETS. (See
North Anna MERITS paragraph 5.10.5.) The note has been revised to be
consistent with the actual reportin5 Practices at North Anna.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of the radiological consequencee of an accident, or do not affect
any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the
consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,
'have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nueer can be f ound*

in the October 16, 1989 sutznittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Mapa".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANAIJSIS
Specification 6.0, Administrative Controls.,.

Change Number 26*

1
Description:

The Special Reports pertaining to relocated specifications have been
deleted from this document. These reporting requirements are to be
relocated with their associated specifications. The remaining Special
Report descriptions have been expanded to include the requirements of the
report (see North Anna MERITS paragraph 5.10.7). The reporting
requirements were previously located in the body of the associated
Specifications. The North Anna MERITS versions of the retained
specifications have Cross References to these Special Reports.

A new item c has been added to address the Special Reports requirement
referenced by LCO 3.2.3, Accident Monitoring Instrumentation, for
containment area radiation channels. The Special Report for LCO 3.2.3 is-
an existing requirement which has been moved to the Administrative Controls

|_ section for format consistency.

'

The proposed change has been evaluated in-accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

| with these changes would not,
l. 4

(1) ' Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
o of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify'j factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability.t

of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the -
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect
any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the

,

consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operationo

L and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a |
| different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR. '

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, periormance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,
have no impact on the margin of safety.

| q Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.''

|. The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nuter can be fourd*

in the october 16, 1989 st&mittal entitled '' MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

L.

|-
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

. Specification 6.0, Administrative Controls.

Change Number 27*

Description:

The Core Surveillance Report has been replaced by the Core operating Limits
Report (COIR) (see North Anna MERITS paragraph 5.10.8). The ColR is now
numbered 5.10.8. This revision conforms to requirements of NRC Ceneric
Letter 88 16 and the addition of the ColR reference in North Anna MERITS
LCOs. This paragraph requires compliance with NRC approved methodology.
The approved methodology documents have been listed in the COLR to permit
updating of the approved document list without a license amendment.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of theG radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of the-radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect
any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the
consequences of any accident.

(2). Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,

,

construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,
have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
|

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nuter t an be found*

in the October 16, 1989 subalttel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna fechnical Specifications
Justifications and Roed Maps''.

_ . ._
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
t i

O Specification 6.0, Administrative Controls.
,

'

Change Number 28*
,

Description:

Specifications 6.9.2 and 6.10 on page 6-18a are incomplete and appear to
be editorial errors and; therefore, have been deleted. These sections
are repeated later in the Administrative Controls Section.

<

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service

;

conditions which could lead to an accident; the re fore , the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect

L any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the

b)
'

consequences of any accident.%
(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

| any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
| the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,'

systems or-components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of'a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

|

'

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures,. systems, or components and, therefore,
have no impact on.the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nuter can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 submittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Mape".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANA1.YSIS

Specification 6.0, Administrative Controls.
:

Change Number 29*

Description:

The RCS Specific Activity Special Report was deleted because the associated-
specification (current specification 3.4.8) has no requirement for a
Special Report.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect
any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the
consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,_
have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a signif want hazards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nueer can be found |
*

in the October 16, 1989 smittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technicat specifications '

Justifications and Road Maps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Specification 6.0, Administrative Controls,

!

Change Number 30*

Description:

The Core Operating Limits Report was added in compliance with NRC Generic
Letter 88 16 and WOG MERITS. This report replaces the Core Surveillance
Report. (See North Anna MERITS Administrative Controls 5,10,8).

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50,92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve-a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect
any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the
consequences of any accident.

(2). Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from.

any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,
have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

1

|
|
|

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nunter can be found*

in the October 16, 1999 sutaittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Spect fIcations
JustifIcetions and Road Maps".
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Specification 6.0, Administrative Controls.

Change Number 31*

Description:

-The RCS Pressure / Temperature Limits Report was created by WOC MERITS based
on NRC Ceneric Letter 88-16. This report extends the removal of cycle
specific parameters from the technical specifications to include the RCS
Pressure / Temperature Limits. Although the RCS Pressure / Temperature Limits
were not specifically covered by Generic Letter 8816, this report conforms
to the purpose and method stated in the Generic Letter. (See the North
Anna MERITS paragraph 5.10.9.)

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the

O- radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect
any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the
consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,
have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change number can be found*

in the october 16, 1969 submittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Spect fIcations
JustifIcatione and Road Maps".a

.

.. . . . ..
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-Specification 6.0. Administrative Controls.

Change Number 32*

Description:

The record retention requirement for snubbers (paragraph k) will be
relocated with the relocated Technical Specification 3.7.10

The retention requirement for Environmental Qualification records
(paragraph p) has been deleted. Paragraph 2.C(4)(e) of License NPF 7-
which is referenced by paragraph p was deleted by Amendment 90. Similarly,
the corresponding Unit 1 paragraph references Technical Specification
paragraph 6.13 which was deleted by Amendment 103.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would nor:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures , equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the

9 changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of'the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect
any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the
consequences of any accident.

.(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve _ a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,
have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rueer can be fourd |

in the october 16, 1989 submittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current W0rth Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps''.
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V Specification 6.0, Administrative Controls.

Change Number 33*

Description:

Record retention requirements for the ODCM and PCP were added to the
Administrative Controls in accordance with NRC Ceneric Letter 89 01.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

|

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
; of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
L factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability ;

of structures, equipment, or systems;' or which alter the service
!- conditions which could lead to an- accident; therefore,- the
L' probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
E changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
j evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
; radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation

of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect
any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the

- consequences of any accident.p) .-t
'V (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or_ components or the method and manner of plant operation

|: and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
| different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
|

L' (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
; changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,

7~

construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
L conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,
O have no impact on the margin of safety.
!

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not.
involve a significant hazards consideration.

1

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change tu ber can be found*
,

in the Octcber 16, 1969 s@mittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specificatiens
Justifications and Road Maps".

__
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,m

Specification 6.0, Administrative Controls.

Change Number 34*

Description:

.

The Radiation Protection Program has been moved to the Program section
(5.9)_ of Administrative Controls. This change was made for format
consistency.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the. probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the

. probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the

i radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect taitigation'

of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect'

any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the '

Q consequences of any accident.
L/

(2) Create the possibility'of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

l (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,
have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|
,

.

'

s

G

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nu@er can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 sutaittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current Worth Anne Technical Specifications
JustifIcetione and Roed Mape".

___o_2______________
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Specification 6.0, Administrative Controls.
.

Change Number 35*

Description:

The PCP has been moved to the Program section (5.9) of' Administrative
Controls for format consistency. In addition, the Administrative Controls
paragraph was rewritten in accordance with NRC Generic Letter 89 01 (see
North Anna MERITS paragraph 5.9.8).

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; the re fore , the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect
any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the-
consequences of any accident.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type-than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

-(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,
have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
1

|
The justificatione, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ramber can be found !*

In the October 16, 1989 sutunittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current leorth Anne Technical Specifications
- Justifications and Road Mape".

f
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Specification 6.0, Administrative Controls,
t

Change Number 36*

Description:

The ODCM has been moved to the program section (5.9) of the Administrative
Controls for format consistency. In addition, the Administrative Controls
paragraph was rewritten in accordance with NRC Generic Letter 89 01 and
to include information previously contained in the Section 1.0 definitioni

of ODCM (see North Anna MERITS paragraph 5.9.9).

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50,92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed in accident
evaluations, do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect

. any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the
consequences of any accident,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or se rvice
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,
have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

*;
.

!
1

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change numer can be found I
*

in the October 16, 1989 s@nittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".
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A

- Specification 6.0, Administrative Controls.,

Change Number 37*

Description:
,

The requirements of the Radioactive Solid Waste Treatment Systems program
will be included in the PCP or ODCM, as appropriate, in accordance with
NRC Generic Letter 89 01. Therefore, this paragraph is no longer necessary '

,
'

in Administrative Controls and has been deleted.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify -

L factors which could reduce the performance capability or reliability
of structures, equipment, or systems; or which alter the service
conditions which could lead to an accident; therefore, the
probability of occurrence of an accident is not increased. Also, the
changes do not degrade or prevent actions assumed - in accident
evaluations,- do not alter any assumptions made in evaluations of the
radiological consequences of an accident, do not affect mitigation
of the radiological consequences of an accident, or do not affect

A} any fission product barriers and, therefore, do not increase the
/_ consequences of any accident.

(2)- Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the changes do not modify
the performance capabilities or service conditions of any structures,
systems or components or the method and manner of plant operation
and, therefore, can not create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(3)- . Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the-
changes do not modify the design criteria, performance capabilities,
construction practices, setpoints, response times or service
conditions for any structures, systems, or components and, therefore,
have no impact on the margin of safety.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nueer can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 st&mittal entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
JustIfIcetione and Roed Mape''.

_ _ _ . ._. _ _ _. ._ .
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,
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'
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Mod) 1 Physics Tests Exceptions !
3.1.12 |

ACTIONS (continued) {s.

i ) t

'x / CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
'

A. Power Renge Nuetron B.1 Restore Power Range 1 hour
Flux High trip Neutron Flux High trip isetpoints > 10% of RTP setpoints to s 10% above
above the PHYSICS TESTS the PHYSICS TESTS power
power level. level or to s 90% of RTP,

whichever is lower. j

E E
!Power Range Neutron B.2 Suspend PHYSICS TESTS. I hour '

Flux. High trip
setpoints > 90% of RIP.

.

I

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

SURVEILIANCE FREQUENCY
/~'';

\
SR 3.1.12.1 Verify THERMAL POWER within limit. I hour

l

.

SR 3.1.12.2 Verify Power Range Neutron Flux High trip Within 12
setpoints with limit, hours prior to

initiation of
PHYSICS TESTS ,

6HD

12 hours

C NSR 3.1.12.3 Perform Fq (Z) and Fag 12 hours
verification per SR 3.1.7.1 and SR 3.1.8.1.

_

,

(%
()

North Anna Units 1 & 2 3.1 36 Amendment Nos. xxx & yyy
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Mod) 1 Physics Tests Exceptiots
B 3.1.12

|
!

[' ) BASES (continued) j
\_s

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.1.12.1 |
REQUIREMENTS I

Verification that the power level is s 85% of RTP will |
i

ensure that the required core protection is provided during '

the performance of PHYSICS TESTS. Control of the reactor
power level is a vital parameter and is closely monitored
during the performance of PHYSICS TESTS. A surveillance
frequencies of 1 hour is sufficient to ensure that the power

'

level does not exceed the limit.

SR 3.1.12.2
.

Verification of the Power Range Neutron Flux High trip
setpoints within 12 hours prior to initiation of the PHYSICS

,

TESTS will ensure that the Reactor Trip System (RTS) is *

properly set to perform PHYSICS TESTS, Verifying the trip
setpoint at a frequency of 12 hours during the performance
of the PHYSICS TESTS ensures that the RTS will provided the
required core protection.

SR 3.1.12.3

|

| ,3 The performance of SR 3.1.7.1 and SR 3.1.8.1 measures the

J*') core Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor and the Nucleer Enthalpy
Rise Hot Channel Factor. If the requirements of these LCOs
are met, the core has adequate protection from exceeding its
design limits while other LCO requirements are suspended.
The frequency of 12 hours is based on engineering judgement
and the practical amount of time that it may take to run an
incore flux map and calculate the hot channel factors.

,

REFERENCES 1. Title 10 Code of Federal Regulations (10CFR), Part 50,
Appendix B, Quality Assurance Criteria for Nuclear Power
Plants and Fuel Reprocessing Plants, 1988.

,

2 Title 10 code of Federal Regulations (10CFR), Part 50 i
Appendix A, Ceneral Design Criteria for Nuclear Power'

Plants, 1988.

3. ANSI /ANS 19.6.1 1985, Reload Startup Physics Tests for
Pressurized Water Reactors, American National Standards
Institute, December 13, 1985.

(continued)
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RHR System
3.3.9

,

('') 3.3 REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM (RCS)
v

3.3.9 Residual Heat Removal System (RHR) I

LCO 3.3.9 Two Residual Heat Removal (RHR) loops shall be OPERABLE.
t

:

APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, and 3. .

ACTIONS

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
<

A. One RHR loop A.1 Restore the inoperable 7 days
inoperable. RKR loop to OPERABLE

status, i

B. Required Actions not B.1 Be in MODE 4 24 hours
met within required
Completion Time.

,

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY
l

r

SR 3.3.9.1 Verify each RRR pump's developed head at 18 months
the flow test point isjt the required
developed head.

L
*

' (continued)

,G
(._-) t
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CCW
3.6.8

3.6 PLANT SYSTEMS
*

,

'N ,j)
'

3.6.8 Component Coolina Vater System

i LCO 3.6.8 Three of the four Component Cooling Water (CCW)
subsystems, shared between Units, shall be OPERABLE.

APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6.

ACTIONS

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

A. Two CCW subsystems A.1 Restore one CCW 7 DAYS
inoperable, subsystem to OPERABLE

status.

B. Required Action of B.1 Be in MODE 3. 6 hours
Condition A not met

| within required 6ED.

[ Completion Time.
\~ l ? Be in MODE 5. 36 hours

C. Three CCW subsystems C.1 Be in MODE 4. 12 hours
inoperable.

6ED

C.2.1 Initiate action to 13 hours
place unit in MODE 5.

6HD

C.2.2 continue action as Until unit
required in C.2.1. in MODE 5

1

1

''
/N

N_

North Anna Units 1 & 2 3.6 16 Amendment Nos. xxx & yyy
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C C'.'

3.6.8

. SURVEILIANCE REQUIREMENTS-m
,

-

SURVEILIANCE FREQUENCY j

SR '3.6.8.1 Verify each CCW manual, power operated, 31 days
and automatic valve (excluding check l
valves) in the flow path servicing safety. )

.

related equipment, that is not locked,
i

sealed, or otherwise secured in position, '

j
is in its correct position.

i

.

.

t CROSS. REFERENCES
'

.

TITLE NUMBER
-

,

Containment Integrity 3.5.1

<

!

!

i

s i

e

>

r

P

?

t

o

w

t

1 :.

ij:
:

,

LO
i
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B 3,6.8

8 3.6 PLANT SYSTEMS

)
' _/ B 3.6.8 Component Cooline Vater Systems

BASES

BACKCROUND The Component Cooling Water (CCW) System provides a
continuous supply of cooling water to unit components which
handle potentially radioactive fluids. The CCW System is a

*

closed system which forms an intermediate barrier between
potentially radioactive systems and the Service Water System
(SWS) to reduce the possibility of releasing fission product
radioactivity to the environment.

CCW must be supplied to Nuclear Steam Supply System (NSSS)
components as required to accomplish the following unit
functions:

a. Removal of residual and sensible heat from the Reactor
Coolant System through the Residual Heat Removal (RHR)
System during unit cool down,

b. Cooling of letdown flow to the Chemical and Volume
Control System during power generation, and

O* /
) c. Removal of heat from various NSSS components during-'

power generation and normal unit cooldown.

The CCW System consists of four parallel subsystems, a CCW
surge tank, the Unit I header, the Unit 2 header, a common
load header, and the associated piping, valves, and
instrumentation. Each parallel subsystem consists of a CCW
pump capable of supplying the required CCW flow rate for one
operating reactor, and a heat exhanger. Each subsystem is
powered from a separate ESF bus. These subsystems are
normally cross connected to supply the two unit specific
headers. Each cross connection is provided with an
isolation valve to allow a separate supply of CCW to each
unit. In addition to the two headers supplying cooling
water to unit specific equipment, the common load header may
be manually isolated if required. In case of an accident,
the CCW to the affected unit may be shut down.

(continued)
-

----
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CCW
, B 3.6.8
L

L BASES
!

{ ') '
t/ i

,

3

BACKCROUND Each CCW subsystem provides separate cooling to duplicate I
(continued) components which are considered essential to unit cool down

or for cooling requirements to support recovery following
transient conditions.

'

The CCW System, except for certain loads which are subject
to isolation, is designed to meet Class I requirements for

1

structural integrity and reliability required by 10 CFR 50. 1
1i' During power generation, one CCW train is normally operating |

to supply one unit's loads and the common nonsafety related i
cooling loads shared between the two units. On teceipt of a . 1

Containment Depressurization Signal, the two CCW pumps
controlled from the affected unit are automatically tripped.

.

|

In addition, the affected unit's subsystem heat exhangers
are automatically isolated. The CCW System is used for both
unit cool down and unit shutdown to provide cooling water to
the RHR heat exhangers in MODES 5 and 6. Spent fuel cooling
is provided by CCW and SW.

.

The CCW System is designed to supply cooling water at a
temperature of 105'F. With two CCW pumps and two heat
exchangers in operation for the unit being cooled down, CCW

| ,. is designed to reduce reactor coolant from 350'F to 140'F
i ( within 16 hours. This assumes a service water temperature\ of 95'F (Ref.1) . '

The design basis for the CCW system is a fast cooldown of
one unit while maintaining normal loads on the other unit.
This basis requires three CCW subsystems because:

1. This system performs no accident mitigation
functions and

2. With only two CCW subsystems a slow cooldown on one -

unit while maintaing normal loads on the opposite
unit can be accomplished,

Only three CCW subsystems need to be operable and the fourthi- >

subsystem is a spare and may be out of service for
maintenance activities indefinately. The system can supply
essential cooling with only two subsystems.

(continued)
|
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CCu
.6.B

BASES

-7 ^3 APPLICABLE The OPERABILITY of the CCW System ensures that sufficient
(\ ') SAFETY ANALYSES cooling capacity is available for continued operation of

various equipment during normal unit cool down. The CCW
System performs no DBA accident mitigation function. This
is exemplified by the isolation of CCW from the affected
unit by a Containment Isolation Phase b signal. The
redundant cooling capacity of this system and each of the
systems which is serves, assuming a single failure
coincident with the loss of offsite power, is consistent
with CDC 44 (REF. 2). All vital power can be supplied from
either onsite or offsite power systems. The CCW is not a
system which functions to mitigate the failure of or
presents a challenge to the integrity of a fission product
barrier. As such, the CCW System does not satisfy the
Criterion 3 requirements of the NRC Interim Policy Statement

,

'

(Ref 3). However, this system supports operation of the
Residual Heat Removal System. The Redidual Heat Removal
System does not satisfy Criterian 3 and performs no DBA )
accident mitigation function.

;

LCOs The CCW subsystems are independent of each other to the
degree that each has separate controls, power supplies, and
the opeartion of one does not depend on the other. Two CCW

'

subsystems provide the minimum heat removal capability to
(''} simultaneously cool down the two units. To ensure this .

(,,/ requirement is met, three subsystems of CCW must be
OPERABLE.

.

APPLICABILITY The CCW System ensures that sufficient ecoling capacity is
available for continued operation of essential equipment
during normal operations and during and unit cool down. The
RER system requires service supported by CCW.

| (continued)
-

'

|
|

!

~'~
|

v
,
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CCW
B 3.6.8

BASES (continued)

(\/ <

ACTIONS JLl

With two CCW subsystems inoperable, one inoperable CCW !
- subsystem must be restored to OPERABLE status within the I

Completion Time of 7 days before action must be taken to
.!reduce power. The specified Completion Time is consistent

with the RRR system for the loss of one train of an RHR ;

system. The Completion Time of 7 days is based on !industry. accepted practice, and engineering judgment, 1

considering the number of available systems and the time
required to reasonably complete the Required Action.

B.1 and B.2

If the inoperable CCW System train cannot be restored in the
!

required Completion Time, both units must be placed in a ]
MODE in which the risk to the unit is minimized. This is
done by placing both units in MODE 3 in 6 hours and in MODE |
5 in the next 30 hours. The Completion Time of 6 hours is a
reasonable time, based on operating experience, to reach
MODE 3 from full power without challenging safety systems or '

operators. Similarly, the Completion Time of 36 hours to
. reach MODE 5 is reasonable considering that a unit can cool
| 7-w down in such a time frame on one subsystem.

*- C.1 C.2.1 and C.2.2

With three CCW subsystems inoperable, both units must be
placed in a MODE in which the risk to the units is
minimizod. The units should be placed in MODE 4, a
condition where decay heat can be removed by the steam

| generators. Twelve hours is a reasonable time, based on
I operating experience, to place the unit in MODE 4 from full

power conditions without challenging safety systems or
operators.

Without CCW being supplied to the Reactor Coolant Pumps
(RCPs), the units will not continue power operation and
will, by procedure, be brought to MODE 3 quickly to prevent
damage to the RCPs and then cooldown will continue to MODE 4

| using available means of decay heat removal. If the CCW
System is not operating at all, the unit may remain in MODE
4 until alternate means of decay heat removal can be
implemented. If CCW flow is available and the CCW equipment
in operation is in good operations condition to supply the
RHR heat exchangers to further cool the units, unit cool|

| down should continue until MODE 5 is achieved.

7
- (continued)

.
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CCW
B 3,6,8

BASES i

[) ,

\_ /
SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.8.1

'

REQUIREMENTS
,

Verifying the correct alignment of manual, power operated,
and automatic valves in the CCW System provides assurance
that the proper flow path exists for CCW operation. This

,

surveillance requirement does not apply to valves which are
locked, sealed, or otherwise secured in position or to check
valves. The surveillance interval of 31 days is based on

.

,

;

engineering judgment. This frequency has been shown to be '

acceptable through operating experience.

REFERENCES 1. North Anna UFSAR, Section 9.2.2.2.1. ;

,

2. Title 10 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 50, Appendix
A, General Design Criterion 44, " Cooling Water."

3. 52FR3788, " Interim Policy Statement on Technical
Specification Improvements for Nuclear Power Reactors",
United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
February 6, 1987.

~s*
--

. . . . . . - .

|

,

(h
\~ /
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Control Room Emergency Habitability system
3.6.11

3.6 PLANT SYSTEMS

3.6.11 Control Room Emeroenev Habitability System-Ventilation and Battled Air

LCO 3.6.11 ilation and Bottled Air System shall be OPERABLE as

Three emergency ventilation fan / filter units shared with
Unit 2 shall be OPERABLE, and

A Bottled Air System censisting of two Bottled Air
pressurization banks shall be OPERABLE, one per unit.

APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, 3, and 4.
During movement of loads over irradiated fuel,
During movement of irradiated fuel.

ACTIONS

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

A. One required bottled air ----------NOTE-- -------
pressurization bank Suspension of activities
inoperable, shall not preclude

completion of actions
to establish a safe,-
conservative condition.
...-.--.................

A.1 Suspend movement of loads I hour
over irradiated fuel.

AND

A.2 Suspend movement of 1 hour
irradiated fuel.

6!fD

A.3 Restore bottled air 7 days
pressurization bank to

OPERABLE status.

(continued)

North Anna Units 1 & 2 3.6 Amendment xxx & yyy
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Control Roon Emergency Habitability System
3.6.11-

ACTIONS (continued)
'

CONDITION
REQUIRED ACTION _ COMPLETION TIME

B. No Bottled Air
---------- NOTE----- ---Pressurization Banks Suspension of activitiesOPERABLE, shall not preclude
completion of actions to ;

establish a safe. '
,

conservative condition.
........................

I

B.1 Suspend movement of loads I hour
over irradiated fuel.

AliQ

B.2 Suspend movement of I hour
irradiated fuel.

AllQ

B.3 Restore one Bottled Air 24 hours
Pressurization Bank to
OPERABLE status.

|
'

C. One required emer ency C.1 Restore eme ency 7 daysventilation fan ventilation an/ filterunit inoperable /f lter
'

unit to OPERABLE,

status.

(continued)

O
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Control Rooa Emergency Habitability System
3.6.11

ACTIONS (continued)

CON 0! TION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

D. Two required emergency ---------- NOTE ----- --
ventilation fan / filter Suspension of activitiesunits inoperable. shall not preclude

completion of actions to
establish a safe,
conservative condition.
........................

0.1 Suspend movement of loads 1 hour
over irradiated fuel.

AND

D.2 Suspend movement of I hour
irradiated fuel.

ANQ

D.3 Restore at least one 24 hours
emergency ventilation
fan /"ilter unit to
OPERABLE status.

E. Required Actions E.1 Place both Units in 6 hoursnot met within MODE 3.
required Completion
Times. gg

E.2 Place both Units in 36 hours
MODE 5.

O
i

North Anna Units 1 & 2 3.6 Amendment xxx & yyy !
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Control Roo2 Emergency Habitability System
3.6.11

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

SURVEILLANCE
FREQUENCY

SR 3.6.11.1 Verify each control room emergency 31 days on a
ventilation fan / filter unit actuates from STAGGEREDthe control room pressure envelope and TEST BASISoperates for 210 continuous hours with
the heaters operating. ;

SR 3.6.11.2 Verify Bottled Air Pressurization System 31 dayshas 1 84 air bottles, pressurized to
2 2300 psig. i

'

SR 3.6.11.3 -------------------NOTE-------------------
iIn-place dioctyl phthalate (DOP) test in '

accordance with ANSI N510 1975.
..........................................

Verify in-place penetration and bypass D0P 18 monthstest leakage of each control roon
emergency ventilation fan / filter unit is

AliQ
j

O < 0.05% at a flow rate 2 900 and
|

i

s 1100 cfm. Within 7 days
following
painting,
fire, or

chemical
release which
could have
unacceptably
loaded the
train's High
Efficiency
Particulate
Air (HEPA)
filters

(continued) .

O
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Control Rtta Emergency Habitability System
, 3.6.11

I
SURVEILLANCE REQUIRENENTS (continued)

'

;cs SURVEILLANCE
FREQUENCYt

SR 3.6.11.3
(continued) m

|

Prior to I
declaring !
OPERABLE, i
following
replacement of
any HEPA i
filter
element

|
|
'

SR 3.6.11.4 -------------------NOTE----------- -------
,

In place hydrocarbon refrigerant gas test
in accordance with ANSI N510-1975. '

..........................................
,

Verify.in-place penetration and bypass 18 months
halogenated hydrocarbon refrigerant gas 1

test leakage of each control room Memergency ventilation fan / filter unit isO < 0.055 at a flow rate 1900 and Within 7 days
t

,

*

1 1100 cfm. following
painting,i

fire, or

chemical
release which '

could have
unacceptably-

' loaded the i

train's char-
coal adsorbers

Mi

Prior to
declaring
OPERABLE,
following
replacement
of any char-
coal adsorber
element

(continued)
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Control R:om Emergency Habitability System [
3.6.11 :

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued)

SURVEILLANCE
FREQUENCY ,

SR 3.6.11.S ---. ---- -- - ----NOTES ~~~--- ---------- ,

1. Charcoal adsorber sampling and
testing in accordance with Position
C.6.a and C.6.b of Regulatory Guide :1.52, Rev. 2.

2. Testing to be completed within 31 days
of sampling.

.......................................... '

Verify methyl iodide penetration of a 18 monthscharcoal sample is < 0.175%.

ale
^

720 hours
of charcoal

.'adsorber
operation

'

ale

Within 7 days
following

,

t painting,
fire, or

chemical
release which
could have
unacceptably
loaded the .

train's
charcoal
adsorbers

(continued)

(
,

,
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!Control Room Emergency Habitability System
!

3.6.11 ;

i'

SURVE!LLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued) !

sr'
SURVEILLANCE

FREQUENCY !
;

SR 3.6.11.6 !
........

--........N0TE....................
Flow rate testing in accordance with ,

ANS1 N510 1975. !

.......................................... '

6

Verify each control room emergency 18 months
ventilation fan / filter unit flow rate

4

ik 900 and s 1100 cfe, with a pressure drop 851 |of < 6 inches water gauge across the
combined profilters HEPA filters, and Within 7 days
charcoal adsorber banks. following

painting, '

fire, or

chemical
release which !
could have '

unacceptably
,

loaded the '

train's
>filters or '

charcoal
adsorbers

O
SR 3.6.11.7 Verify each control room emergency 18 months

ventilation fan / filter unit automatically!.

switches into the emergency mode of
,

operation on a Safety injection Actuation
Test Signal,

'
t

l

\ SR 3.6.11.8 --- --------------.HOTE-------- ----------

| Test in accordance with AN!! iv510-1975.
...........................................

Verify heaters for each control room 18 months
emergency ventilation fan / filter unit draw
h 1.8 and s 4.0 kW.

(continued)
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Control Rooa Emergency Habitability Systea
3.6.11

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued)
,

SURVEILLANCE
FREQUENCY

SR 3.6.11.9 Verify each control room emergency 18 motahsventilation fanpositive pressu/ filter unit produces a
.re 2 0.04 incies water '

gauge in the control room when operated at .

a flow rate of n 900 and s 1100 cfm.

SR 3.G.11.10 Verify Bottled Air Pressurization System 14 monthssupplies t 340 cfm on average of air and
produces a positive pressure of 1 0.05 ;

inches water gauge in the control room
-

for n 60 minutes.

CROSS-REFERENCES

TITLE
NUMBER

.

Control Room Habitability System - Air0 Conditioning 3*6*12,

,

.

l

!

|o
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;

. - . - -. -



. . . _ - - - . - _ - .. - . - - _ - -

',

Control Room Habitability Systea !
B 3.6.11 '

)

|

B 3.6 PLANT SYSTEMS -

B 3.6.11 Control Room Habitability System - Ventilation and Bpttled Air
!

BASES

;

|

See Bases for Specification 3.6.12
j

I

l

,

O |
P

,

'.

c

F

i -

O
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Control Room Habitability Systea
| 3.6.12

3.6 PLANT SYSTEMS

3.6.12 Control Room Habitability System - Air conditionina

LCO 3.6.12 Two Air Conditioning Systems per Unit shall be OPERABLE.
t

APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, 3, and 4
During movement of loads over irradiated fuel, and
During movement of irradiated fuel.

ACTIONS

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

A. One Air Conditioning A.1 Restore Air Conditioning 7 daysSystem inoperable. System to OPERABLE
status.

B. Two Air Conditionin
Systems inoperable.g

------- NOTE------ ---
Suspension of activities >

shall not preclude,
,

'

completion of actions to
establish a safe,
conservative position. ,

............r........... >

r

B.1 Suspend movement of load I hour
over irradiated fuel. -

M '

B.2 Suspend movement of I hour
irradiated fuel.

M
B.3 Restore one Air 24 hours ,

Conditioning System to.
OPERABLE status.

(continued)
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Control Room Habitability System
3.6.12

ACTIONS (continued)

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

C. Required Actions not met C.1 Place affected Unit in 6 hourswithin required MODE 3*Completion Time.
.SQ

C.2 Place affected Unit in 36 hours
MODE 5

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

SURVEILLANCE
FREQUENCY

SR 3.6.12.1 Verify 12 hourss 120 , control room air temperatureF.

O
CROSS REFERENCES

TITLE NUMBER

C t 1 m rgency Habitability System - Ventilation 3.6.11

O
North Anna Units 1 & 2 3.6-28 Amendment Nos, xxx & yyy

Rev. A
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Control Room Habitability System
B 3.6.11
B 3.6.12 |

8 3.6 PLANT SYSTEMS

B 3.6.11 and B 3.6.12 control Room Habitability System
!

!
BASES ;

BACKGROUND This Bases covers LCO 3.6.11 and LCO 3.6.12.
:

The Control Room Habitability System provides the control '

room with a conditioned atmosphere following various Design '

Basis Accidents (DBAs) such as Loss of Coolant Accident '

break)and steam generator tube rupture.(LOCA , fuel handling accident, rod ejection, main steamlineThis system ensures
that the instrumentation and equipment located in the
control room will be maintained within their design r
temperatures and that the control room will remain
habitable.

Control Room Habitability System consists of two Emergency
Ventilation Systems and two Control Room Air Conditioning
Systems per unit. The Emergency Ventilation System includes |.an outside air intake (from the turbine building), a !

.. desister, an electric heater, a High Efficiency Particulate
Air (HEPA) filter, an activated charcoal adsorber section

,
'

for removal of gaseous activity, and a 1000 cfm fan.
Ductwork
of the sy, stem. valves, dampers and instrumentation also form partThe efficiency of HEPA filter and the ,

charcoal adsorber is rated at 99% for removal of elemental-'

iodines and 99% for removal of methyl iodines. The system
!

supplies filtered outside air from the turbine building for
pressurization of the control room. The addition of outside
air pressurizes the control room to a minimum of 0.04 inches

|water gauge. Pressurization of the control room prevents
infiltration of unfiltered air from surrounding areas of the
buildin The demister is included for moisture (freewater) g. removal from the gas stream.The heater is used to
heat the gas stream, which lowers the relative humidity.
Continuous operation of each unit for at least 10 hours per
month with the heaters on reduces moisture buildup on (drys)
the HEPA filters and adsorbers. Both the desister and
heater are important to the effectiveness of the charcoal
adsorbers.

(continued)

0 -

North Anna Units 1 & 2 B 3.6-52 Revision Nos. xxx 1 yyy
Rev. A

|-

. . - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - -- - , _ -- . -. .- .



- . - . -- . . - . - . - - - - . . _ - . - _ . _ - . _ - . . . . -

Control Roon Habitability System

B3.6.11}B 3.6.12

BASES

BACKGROUND The Control Room Air Conditioning Systems each include a
(continued) particulate filter a cooling unit, and a 12,500 cfm fan.

During normal opera, tion, outside air is supplied to the
control room by a 2800 cfm fan and exhausted by a 2500 cfm

'

fan. Both the normal intake and exhaust are isolated by I

redundant dampers in the event of an accident,
i

During both normal and emergency modes of operation, the
control room temperature is maintained to less than 120'F by
the air conditioning capabilities of the Control Room Air
Conditioning System.

The Control Room Bcttled Air System for each unit consists
of a 51 bottle primary bank and a 51 bottle redundant bank

|(four banks total). During the post Design Casis Accident '

(DBA) period of time (t 60 minutes
returning to a subatmospheric press)urethat the containment is
dry air is used to provide an emergency, bottled compressedsupply of breathing
quality air. This air also pressurizes the control room to t

-

t 0.05 inches water gauge. Pressurization of the control ;

room minimizes infiltration of unfiltered air from '

surrounding areas of the building. The bottled air is used
to pressurize the control room instead of the filtered

O' outside air due to the high level of airborne radioactivity
;

on site postulated for the post DBA period.

Upon receipt of a Safety injection Signal, the normal *

outside air supply and exhaust are automatically shut down,
thus isolating the control room space, the bottled air
supply system is automatically initiated and the

:
recirculation of control room air is manually initiated. In
the event of a fuel handling accident, the normal outside

'

air supply and exhaust are manually shut down, thus i

isolating the control room space, and the bottled air supply'

system is initiated. During the first hour of an' accident,
l. a minimum of one emergency fan / filter unit is required to

operate in recirculation mode coincident with bottled air
system operation. Recirculation operation is required for
air clean-up needed to mitigate effects of Control Room
entrance / egress. Following the first hour after an
accident, one Fan / Filter Unit of the Control Room Emergency
Ventilation System is placed into service. The system
supplies filtered outside air from the turbine building for

,pressurization of the control room'2 0.04 inches water -

gauge, indefinitely.
'

(continued)
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Control Rotm Habitability System
B 3.6.11
B 3.6.12 |

,

BASES

BACKGROUND The system design complies with 10 CFR 50, Appendix A,
,

'

(continued) General Design Criteria (GDC) 4. " Environmental and Dynamic
Effects Design Bases", GDC 19. " Control Room", Ref.1), and

:

Regulatory Guide 1.78 (Ref. 2) requirements for(control room
'

-

habitability systems and is described in UFSAR Sections 6.4 l

and 9.4.1 (Ref. 3).

OPERABILITY of the Control Room Habitability System assures
that the control room will be maintained in a safe and i

habitable condition under accident conditions by providing i
protection against radiation in accordance with GDC 4 and 19 l
(Ref. 1). Additionally, the OPERABILITY of the Control Room
Habitability System assures that the maximum acceptable
temperature, established by environmental qualification of
the safety-related equipment, will not be exceeded.

-~

AFPLICABLE The Control Room Habitability System design basis was
SAFETY ANALYSES

.
established by the consequences of the DBA LOCA in MODES 1, !
2, 3 and 4 and a fuel handling accident in MDDES 5 and 6.

i
'

The LOCA analysis (UFSAR Chapter 15. Ref. 4) assumes that
!

(3 only one Control Room Habitablility System is functional due
to a single failure which disables the other system. The
accident analysis accounts for the reduction in radioactive
material provided by the remaining system. The amount of i
fission products released from containment is determined for
a LOCA. The calculated control room dose meets the
guideline values of GDC 19 (Ref.1),

In the Control Room Habitability dose calculations,
f

actuation of the Control Room Habitability System is modeled
as occurring virtually simultaneously with initiation of the
Safety Injection Signal for reactor related accidents. This
reflects a total response time of < 10 seconds (0.003 hour)
from exceeding the initiating signal setpoint to generating
the Safety Injection Signal which actuates the Control Room
Habitability System. This time response includes both!

signal delay and diesel generator startup and sequencing
| (loss of offsite power). Surveillance of the Safety

Injection Signal response time associated with actuation of
this system is specified by Surveillance Requirement

i 3.2.2.11 of LCO 3.2.2, Engineered Safety Features System'

Instrumentation.

(continued)

.
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Control Room Habitability System |
B 3.6.11 l

B 3.6.12 | !

BASES

APPLICABLE For the fuel handling accident, where no Safety injection
SAFETY ANALYSES Signal is generated, the Control Room Habitability

(continued) evaluation models isolation of the Control Room occurring
virtually simultaneously with the release from the damaged
fuel. This again reflects a time of only a few seconds (0.0
hour) between exceeding the high high radiation setpoint on
the Fuel Building radiation monitor and automatic isolation '

,

of the Control Room. The bottled air supply and
recirculation fans are manually activated. The Control Room |Habitability System is effectively considered to be in

!operation before activity released from the damaged fuel '

assembly reaches the Control Room ventilation intake.
!

The Control Room Habitability System is part of the primary
success path which functions or actuates to mitigate a
Design Basis Accident or transient that either assumes the
failure of or presents a challenge to the integrity of a '

fission product barrier. As such, it satisfies the
requirements of Selection Criterion 3 of the NRC Interim -

Policy Statement (Ref. 5). ;

.

LCOs The Control Room Habitability Systems have separate
controls, power supplies, and the operation of one does not

idepend on the other. In the event of a DBA, the Control
Room Habitability System is required to provide the minimum ,

!

fission product removal assumed in the safety analysis.
Additionally, the Control Room Habitability System is
required to control the temperature to within
environmentally qualified limits of safety related equipment
operation. Sufficient Control Room Habitability Systems
must be OPERABLE to ensure that these minimum requirements
are met. This will ensure that at least the minimum

| required equipment will operate, assuming that other
'

equipment is disabled by a single failure.
i

f

APPLICABILITY LCOs 3.6.11 and 3.6.12 require the Control Room Habitability
L System to be OPERABLE in MODES 1, 2, 3 and 4; and during

4

movement of loads over irradiated fuel or during movement of
irradiated fuel because of the potential for a fission
product release following a DBA.

(continued)
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i

Control Room Habitability System
B 3.6.11
B 3.6.12 | ,

!
BASES

APPLICABILITY The Control Room Habitability Systems are required to be
OPERABLE in MODES 1, 2, 3, and 4 to provide isolation from ((continued)
and removal of fission products to assure that the control
room remains habitable following a LOCA. ;

t

The Control Room Habitability Systems are required to be |OPERABLE during movement of loads over irradiated fuel or
during movement of irradiated fuel to assure that the i

control room remains habitable following a fuel handlingaccident,

i

ACTIONS
A.1. A.2. and A.3 LC0 3.6.11. Ventilation and Battled Air

if one required Bottled Air Pressurization Bank is i

inoperable during movement of loads over irradiated fuel or '

during movement of irradiated fuel, then all operations
involving CORE ALTERATIONS, positive reactivity changes, the
movement of loads over irradiated fuel, and the movement of
irradiated fuel must be suspended within a Completion Time
of I hour and, the Bank must be restored to OPERABLE status'

within a Completion Time of 7 days. This time limit is'. considered to be acceptable considering that the s|

most likely to be substantially operational (e.g.,ystem isthe
number of bottles, bottle pressure, air flow, or control ;

room pressure do not meet surveillance criteria, but will ,

provide partial operation.

B.1. B.2. and B.3 LCD 3.6.11. Ventilation and Bottled Air

If no Bottled Air Pressurization Banks are determined to be 1

operable during movement of loads over irradiated fuel or
during movement of irradiated fuel, then all operations
involving CORE ALTERATIONS, positive reactivity changes, the

,

movement of loads over irradiated fuel, and the movement of
irradiated fuel must be suspended within a Completion Time
of I hour and, restoration of at least one Bank is required
within the Completion Time of 24 hours. This time limit is '

considered to be acceptable considering that there are a
total of four(4) Bottled Air Pressurization Banks, two (2)
per Unit, available and that through administrative controls
there would be Bottled Air Pressurization available. Also,
if an SI Signal was received during this time the control
room ventilation duct work would be isolated from outside i

(continued)
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|
Control Roc:2 Habitability System

B 3.6.11"

B 3.6.12 | ;

. /" BASES

!ACTIONS B.1. B.2. and B.3 LC0 3.6.11. Ventilation and Battled Air !(continued)
j

air and the recirculation fans could manually be started
which would produce a positive pressure h 0.04 inches water
gauge in the control room.

C.1 LCO 3.6.11. Ventilation and Bottled Air I
'

When one train of the Control Room Emergency Ventilation
Fan / Filter Units is determined to be inoperable, action is
required to restore the train to OPERABLE status. A
Completion Time of 7 days is permitted to restore the system
to OPERABLE status before action must be taken to reduce
power. This Completion Time of 7 days is based on
engineering judgment, considering that the remaining train
can provide all the required capabilities and provides
adequate time to make most repairs. |

D.I. 0.2. and D.3 LC0 3.6.11. Ventilation and Bottled Air |

:

If two required (2) Control Room Emergency Ventilation
Fan / Filter Units are determined to be inoperable duringO movement of loads over irradiated fuel or during movement of,

irradiated fuel, then all operations involving CORE
ALTERATIONS, positive reactivity changes, the movement of '

loads over irradiated fuel, and the movement of irradiated,

fuel must be suspended within a Completion Time of I hour
and , restoration of at least one unit is required within
the Completion Time of 24 hours. This minimizes the time
that the control room atmosphere is unprotected. It is

,

:

! unlikely that an accident w)ich would require operation of '

the Control Room Emerg ncy Ventilation System will occur
; during this time period.

E.1 and E.2 LCD 3.6.11. Ventilation and Battled Air
'

If the inoperable Bottled Air Pressurization Banks or the
Emergency Ventilation Fan / Filter Units cannot be restored in
the required Completion Times, the unit must be placed in a
MODE where a DBA is not credible. This is done by placing 1

the unit in MODE 3 in 6 hours and in MODE 5 in the next 30
hours. The Completion Time of 6 hours is a reasonable time,
based on operating experience, to reach MODE 3 from full

(continued)
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Control Roca Habitability System
B 3.6.11
8 3.6.12 |

BASES

,

ACTIONS
E.1 and E.2 tc0 3.6.11. Ventilation and Battled Air

4

(continued)

power without challenging safety systems or operators. '

Similarly, the 30 hours allowed for reaching MODE 5 is based
on normal cooldown rates.

.

A.1 LC0 3.6.12. Air Conditionina

When one Air Conditioning System is determined to be |
inoperable, action is required to restore the system to
OPERABLE status. A Completion Time of 7 days is pemitted _'

to restore the system to OPERABLE status before action must
be taken to reduce power. This Completion Time of 7 days is
based on engineering judgment, considering that the,

'

remaining train can provide all the required capabilities
and provides adequate time to make most repairs.

B.1. B.2. and B.3 LCO 3.6.12. Air Conditionina

If two Air Conditioning Systems are detemined to be
inoperable during movement of loads over irradiated fuel or

.

during movement of irradiated fuel, then all operations '

involving CORE ALTERATIONS, positive reactivity changes, the
,

'' '

movement of loads over irradiated fuel, and the movement of
irradiated fuel must be suspended within a Completion Time
of I hour and, restoration of at least one system is .

'

required within the Completion Time of 24 nours. This
minimizes the time that the control room atmosphere is
unprotected. It is unlikely that an accident which would i

require operation of the Control Room Air Conditioning
System will occur durina this time perind.

C.1 and C.2 LC0 3.6.12. Air Conditioning

If the inoperable Air Conditioning Systems cannot be
restored in the required Completion Time, the unit must be
placed in a MODE where a DBA is not credible. This is done ,

i by placing the unit in MODE 3 in 6 hours and in MODE 5 in
.

| the next 30 hours. The Completion Time of 6 hours is a
reasonable time, based on operating experience, to reach
MODE 3 from full power twthout challenging safety systms or

|. operators. Similarly, the 30 additional hours allowed for -
'

reaching MODE 5 is based on normal cooldown rates.

(continued)
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C
Control Room Habitability System'

B 3.6.11 J
^

B 3.6.12 - { -
,

,

:,

BASES
.

SURVEILLANCE LL,6.11.1
~ REQUIREMENTS

This test provides periodic confirmation of the OPERABILITY
of each unit of the Control Room Ventilation System.
Additionally, continuous operation of the system for 10 !

hours with the heaters on assures that the< filters and'
charcoal adsorbers are dry for maximum effectiveness. The
frequency of 31 days is based on engineering judgment taking '!
into account the normally mild environment and operating '

conditions and the low likelihood of failure on demand.
Additionally, this frequency has been shown to be acceptable

.

through operating experience.

SR 3.6.11.2

The number of available bottles of air and their pressure is
verified on a 31 day surveillance frequency. This check
assures than an adequate supply of air is available to
provide a minimum of I hour of control room pressurization.
The' frequency of 31 days is based on engineering judgment
and has been shown to be acceptable through operating

,

| experience.
~

SR 3.6.11.3

The in-place penetration and bypass, dioctyl phthalate (D0P)
test provides a periodic verification that the particulatec

'

removal capabilities of the system meet the test criteria.
Prior to installation, the HEPA elements are individually 3

bench tested using hot DOP.. The hot DOP test produces a '

droplet size of approximately 0.3 microns, used to determine
the minimum efficiency of the filters. In-place field tests,

'

of.HEPA filters are performed in accordance with ANSI
H510-1975, Section 5, sped Ties visual inspections required
prior to testing and Section 10 specifies the HEPA filter
test r%uirements. The cold DOP produces a polydisperse
(nonuniform) challenge aerosol which does not measure the
efficiency of the filter, but confirms the validity of the
original test as well as the installed conditions. While
the measured penetration with hot D0P is an efficiency test,.

the penetration with cold DOP is simply a leak test from
which proper filter performance can be inferred."

The test is performed at the system's design or analysis
flow rate, and serves to confirm that a proper flow is

(continued)
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Control Room Habitability System

$a B 3.6.11
B3.6.12|_

,, ,

BASES,

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.11.3 (continued)
REQUIREMENTS

i

maintained. A frequency of 18 months is specified
consistent with the requirement in Regulatory Guide 1.52
(Ref 7 .
replacem)ent of any element prior to declaring the systemThe filter banks must also be tested following

.

'

OPERABLE. Additionally, testing is required within 7 days
following painting, fire, or a chemical release in the
filter service area which could unacceptably load the filter

s

surfaces, increasing the pressure drop and reducing theefficiency. The evaluation of the loading on the filter may
be based- on empirical data and' experience. If the system
was not operated or aligned to the filter during the
painting,- fire or chemical release, then loading of the

,

'

filter would not occur and testing is not required.

The 00P penetration and bypass leakage acceptance criteria
for field tests is 0.05% for 995 efficient HEPA filters. If
the HEPA filter efficiency is different from the charcoal >

adsorber efficiency, then the value assumed for the charcoal
adsorber is applicable to the HEPA filter (Ref. 8).

-

SR 3.6.11.4 ",

The in-place penetration and bypass, halogenated hydrocarbon
refrigerant gas test provides a periodic verification that
the system meets the test criteria. The field test is
performed periodically to ensure that the charcoal adsorber
is capable of performing as designed.

Testing using a halogenated hydrocarbon (such as Freon) is
specified by Regulatory Guide 1.52 (Ref. 7) and performed in
accordancewithANSIN510-1975(Ref.6). ANSI N510-1975,
Section 5, specifies visual inspections required prior to
testing and Section 12 specifies the charcoal adsorber test
requirements. The-test simulates the operation of the
adsorber in removing halogens such as gaseous iodine (which
includes elemental iodine and organic iodides). Efficiency
of the adsorber cannot be inferred from the field test;
rather it is simply a test to determine that no bypass paths
through or around the adsorber bed exist.

The test is conducted at the system's design flow rate, and
serves to confirm that a proper flow is maintained. The
frequency of 18 months provides periodic verification of the

(continued)
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~ Control Room Habitability System I<.

l

B3.6.ll|B 3.6.12
r .

\
BASES 'l

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.11.4 (continued) !
.

REQUIREMENTS

charcoal adsorber function, consistent with the guidance in
Regulatory Guide 1.52 (Ref. 7). The activated charcoal must
also be tested following replacement of any adsorber element-
and prior to declaring the system OPERA 8LE. Additionally,
testing is required within- 7 days following painting, fire, '

or chemical release in the system's service area which could
unacceptably load or deteriorate the adsorber, reducing the
efficiency and increasing the pressure drop. The evaluation
of the loading on the filter may be based on empirical data
and experience. If the system was not operated or aligned
to the charcoal adsorber during the painting, fire or ,

chemical release, then loading or deterioration of the +

adsorber would not occur and testing is not required.
;

The halogenated hydrocarbon penetration and bypass leakage
acceptance criteria for field tests is 0.05% for 99%
efficient charcoal adsorbers (Ref. 8).
SR 3.6.11.5

New (unused) activated charcoal is laboratory tested.in
accordance with Regulatory Guide 1.52, Position C.6.a.2'

s (Ref. 7). The sample of new charcoal adsorber is evaluated
for the performance requirements and' physical properties
specified in ANSI N509-1976, Table 5-1 (Ref. 9). These
requirements for new adsorber are specified in purchasing -

specifications and verified prior to-use by the North Anna
quality assurance program.

This Surveillance Requirement requires that used activated
.

charcoal adsorber be periodically tested to ensure that the
adsorber can perform as designed. Used activated charcoal
adsorber is sampled and laboratory tested as specified in'
Regulatory Guide 1.52 Position C.6 (Ref. 7) and ANSI
H509-1976 (Ref. 9). The sample of used charcoal adsorber is-
evaluated for methyl iodide penetration at 80*C and 70% RH.
The methyl iodide penetration acceptance criteria for
laboratory tests is 0.175% for charcoal adsorber with an
efficiency of 99%-(Ref. 8).

. -

A frequency of 18 months is specified for a system in the
standby mode, consistent with the requirement in Regulatory
Guide 1.52 (Ref. 7). If the system is operated, a charcoal

i
(continued)
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Control Roon Habitability System-
B 3.6.11
B 3 4 6.12 -- |-

i
BASES

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.11.5 (continued)
REQUIREMENTS

sample must be tested after 720 hours of operation (which is
,

equivalent to 30 days of continuous operation). The
frequency of 720 hours is adequate since there is a very
low level of gaseous halogens prese,nt during normal
operations. Additionally, testing is required within 7 days

,

following painting, fire, or a chemical release in the
filter service area which could unacceptabl
deteriorate the charcoal adsorber surfaces,y load or

>

increasing the
pressure drop and reducing the efficiency. The evaluation
of the loading on the filter may be based on empirical data
and experience. If the system was not operated or aligned
to the charcoal adsorber during the painting, fire or ,

chemical release, then loading or deterioration of the
charcoal adsorber would not occur and testing is notrequired.

SR 3.6.11.6

The flow rate and pressure drop tests are perfo;1ned to
verify proper function of the fan and the acceptability of
the filter and adsorber flow resistances. Both trains which

iO recirculate air from the control room and both trains of
filtered outside air (four flow paths) must be separately
tested. The flow rate acceptance criteria.is specified perflow path. The system is designed with sufficient air flow
velocity to transport' particulate contaminants. The number

1

of HEPA filter elements is based on a flow limit of 1100 cfmthrough each individual filter element.

The number and depth of the charcoal adsorber elements
ensures that-the residence time of the air stream in the

. charcoal exceeds the minimum allowable residence time, at
the maximum flow rate. The residence time must be-
sufficient to achieve the desired adsorption rate (e.g., at-
least a 0.25 second residence time is assumed for 995efficiency). '

The pressure drop across the filters and adsorbers in the
system increases as they become loaded and may also provide
an indication of other system problems.

(continued)
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Control Room Habitability System
8 3.6.11
B 3.6.12 |g-

BASES

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.11.6 (continued)
-REQUIREMENTS

The frequency of 18 months provides periodic verification of
the flow rate and pressure drop, consistent with the
Regulatory Guide 1.52 (Ref 7) guidance for filter and
adsorber
testing. penetration and bypass testing and for OPERASILITYAdditionally, testing is required within 7 days

,

following painting, fire, or chemical release in the
system's service area which could unacceptably load or

.

deteriorate the filters and charcoal adsorber, reducing the
efficiency and increasing the pressure drop.

The evaluation of the loading on the filter may be-based on
empirical data and experience. If the system was not
operated or aligned to the filters and charcoal adsorber
during the painting, fire or chemical release, then loading
or deterioration of the filters and charcoal adsorber wouldnot occur and testing is not required.

SR 3.6.11.7

The automatic startup test verifies that both trains of
equipment start on receipt of a Safety Injection actuationO test signal. The frequency of 18 months is considered to be-
adequate considering the high reliability of electronic
actuation systems.

SR 3.6.11.8

Proper function of the heaters is periodically verified by
measuring the power drawn by the heaters in accordance with

-the test requirements of ANSI N510-1975 (Ref. 6). Theheater
drawn, performance is indirectly measured by the powersince tests based on temperature and relative
humidity are impractical. The frequency of 18 months is
consistent with Regulatory Guide 1.52 (Ref. 7), guidance.

SR 3.8.11.9

The control room positive pressure is periodically tested to
verify proper function of the Control Room Emergency
Ventilation System and to verify the integrity of the
control room enclosure. The frequency of 18 months is
consistent with the guidance provided in NUREG 0800,
Section 6.4 (Ref. 10).

(continued)
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Control Room Habitability System
.B 3.6.11
B 3.6.12 |

BASES

'

. SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.11.10 |
REQUIREMENTS

A functional test is required to verify that the Bottled Air
Pressurization System can su
pressurize the control room.pply the air flow required toThe frequency of 18 months is
based on engineering judgment and has been shown to be
acceptable through operating experience.

SR 3.6.12.1

The control room air temperature is checked at a frequency
of 12 hours to verify that the air conditioning equipment is
performing as required to assure that the equipment
qualification maximum. temperature is not exceeded. The 12
hour frequency is considered to be acceptable considering
that'any approach to this temperature would be sensed-
immediately by the control room personnel.

REFERENCES 1. Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 50,
Appendix A, General Design Criteria for Nuclear Power

O Plants;
Criterion 4, " Environmental and Dynamic Effects
Design Bases", and.
Criterion 19, " Control Room."

2. Regulatory Guide 1.78, " Assumptions for Evaluating the
Habitability of a Nuclear Power Plant Control Room
During a Postulated Hazardous Chemical Release."

3. North Anna Units 1 and 2 UFSAR, Section 6.4,,

" Habitability Systems" and Section 9.4.1 " Main control
Room and Relay Rooms".

4. North Anna Units 1 & 2 UFSAR, Chapter 15 " Accident.
Analyses".

5. NRC Interim Policy Statement, 52FR3788, " Technical.
Specification Improvements For Nuclear Power Reactors",
February 6, 1987.

6. ANSI /ASME N510-1975 " Testing of Nuclear Air Cleaning
' Systems".

(continued)
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Control Rocm Habitability System
'

,

B 3.6.11
B 3.6.12 ],

BASES-

REFERENCES 7. Regulatory Guide _l.52, Rev. 2 " Design, Testing and
(continued) Maintenance Criteria for Post Accident

Engineered-Safety-Feature Atmospheric Cleanup System Air
Filtration and Adsorption Units of Light-Water Cooled,

Nuclear Power Plants".

8. NRC Generic Letter 83-13, " Clarification of Surveillance-
Requirements for HEPA Filters and Charcoal Adsorber
Units in Standard Technical Specifications of ESF
Cleanup Systems", March 2, 1983.

9. ANSI /ASME-N5091976, " Nuclear Power Platit Air Cleaning
Units and Components"

10. NUREG 0800, " Standard Review Plan", Section 6.4, Rev. 2*
July 1981, " Control- Room Habitability System".

O
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Safeguards Area Ventilation System
3.6.13 (-

' i,

3.6 PLANT.-SYSTEMS

L' 3.6.13 Safeauards Area Ventilation System
| -

LCO 3.6.13 Two Safeguards Area Ventilation System trains shall be
-|

'

OPERABLE.

!

APPLICABillTY: MODES 1, 2, 3, and 4. I

ACTIONS

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
,

A. One Safeguards Area A.1 Restore Safeguards Area 7 daysVentilation System Ventilation System
train inoperable. train to OPERABLE

status.

B. Two Safeguards Area B.1 Restore one Safeguards 24 hoursVentilation System Area Ventilation System
trains inoperable. train to OPERABLE,

1-_
status. -

C. Required Actions not C.1 Be in MODE 3. 6 hoursmet within required 1

Completion Times, &!iQ

C.2 Be in MODE 5. 36 hours

O -
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Safeguards Area Ventilation System
-3.6.13 |-

1
-

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
.

(} SURVEILLANCE
FREQUENCY

SR 3.6.13.1 Verify each Safeguards Area Ventilation- 31 days on a |-System train actuates from the control
STAGGEREDroom and operates for t 15 minutes. TEST BASIS

,

SR 3.6.13.2 ---------- --------NOTE---- --------------
Flow rate testing in accordance with |
ANSI N510 1975.
..........................................

t

Verify each Safeguards Area Ventilation 18 monthstrain flow rate 2 5,670 and s 6,930 cfm.

|.

SR 3.6.13.3 Verify each Safeguards Area Ventilation 18 monthsSystem train actuates on a Hi-Hi
Containment Pressure Signal,

i

SR 3.6.13.4 Verify each Safeguards Area Ventilation 18 months '|
~ System train produces a pressure equal to
,

or more negative than - 0.125 inches
water gauge in the safeguards area.

i

SR 3.6.13.5 Verify each Safeguards Area Ventilation 18 monthsSystem filter bypass damper can be
repositioned by operator action. 4

SR 3.6.13.6 Perform As specified
SR 3.6.15.1 by applicable|

. SR 3.6.15.2 SRs
SR 3.6.15.3

:! SR 3.6.15.4
|SR 3.6.15.5-

SR 3.6.15.8
|

,

1

( |

-t '
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3.6.13 |
.-

:

CROSS REFERENCES

O TITLE
NUMBER

Fuel Building Ventilation System 3.6.15 |

0

.

!
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Safeguards Area Ventilation System
B-3.6.13 |''

B 3.6 Pl. ANT SYSTEMS

B 3.6.13 Safeauards-Area Ventilation System

BASES

BACKGROUND The Safeguards Area Ventilation System ensures that
radioactive materials leaking from ECCS equipment in the,

safeguards area following a Design Basis Accident (DBA) are
. filtered and adsorbed prior to exhausting to the environment.
This system reduces the potential release of radioactive
material, principally iodine, to within values specified in 10
CFR 100,. paragraph 100,11 (Ref. 1).

The Safeguards Area Ventilation System consists of two
parallel exhaust fans, two parallel lodine Filter Banks, and
shared ductwork and dampers. When required, the safeguards
area exhaust is filtered and adsorbed by the Iodine Filter
Banks. A train is defined as one exhaust fan, one Iodine
Filter Bank and associated dampers powered from the same bus.
Each Iodine Filter Bank includes a heater, a High Efficiency
Particulate Air (HEPA) filter, and an activated charcoal
adsorber section for removal of gaseous activity, principally
iodines. Ductwork, valves and/or dampers and instrumentation
also form part of the system.. A second bank of HEPA filters
follows the adsorber section to collect carbon fines and
provide backup in case of failure of the main HEPA filter

O bank. Only the upstream HEPA filter and the charcoal adsorber
section are credited in the analysis. The lodine Filter Banks
are shared with the Fuel Building Ventilation System. The
system initiates filtered ventilation of the safeguards area
following receipt of a Containment Pressure Hi-Hi signal. The
system design complies with the 10 CFR 50, Appendix A, General
Design Criteria (GDC) 41, 42, and 43 requiremetns for
containment cleanup systems (Ref. 2) and is described in UFSAR
Section 9.4.6 (Ref 3).

The heaters are used to heat the gas stream which lowers the
relative humidity. Continuous operation of each train for at
least 10 hours per month with the heaters on reduces moisture
buildup on (drys) the HEPA filters and adsorbers. The heater
is important to the effectiveness of the charcoal adsorbers.

During normal operation the Safeguards Area Ventilation System
is aligned to bypass the Iodine Filter Bank's HEPA filters and
charcoal adsorbers.

(continued)
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Safeguards Area Ventilation System
B-3.6.13

BASES

h BACKGROUND
,

d However, for Safeguards Area Ventilation System operation(continued) following a DBA, the bypass dampers automatically reposition
to draw the air through the filters and adsorbers.

The Safeguards Area Ventilation System reduces the radioactive
content of safeguards area exhaust to the atmosphere followinga DBA. Loss of the Safeguards Area Ventilation System could
cause SITE BOUNDARY doses, in the event of a DBA, to exceed
the values given in 10 CFR 100.(Ref.1).

APPLICABLE The Safeguards Area Ventilation System design basis is-
SAFETY ANALYSES established by the consequences of the limiting DBA which is a

loss of Coolant Accident
Chapter 15, Ref. 4) assume (LOCA). The accident analysis (UFSARs that only one train of the
Safeguards-Area Ventilation System is functional due to a
single failure which disables the other train. The accident

.

analysis accounts for the reduction in airborne radioactive
material provided by the remaining one train of this
filtration system. The amount of fission products available
for release from ECCS equipment in the safeguards area is
determined for a LOCA.,

The modeled Safeguards Area Ventilation System actuation in
the safety analysis is based upon a worse case response time;

! associated with the Containment Pressure Hi Hi initiating
signal setpoint, 27.75 psia. The total response time froml

reaching the signal setpoint to-actuation of the Safeguards
Area Ventilation System is 60 seconds. Surveillance of the
RESPONSE TIME associated with actuation of this system is
specified by Surveillance Requirements 3.2.2.11 of LCO 3.2.2,
Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Instrumentation.

The Safeguards Area Ventilation System-is part of the
primary success path which functions or actuates to mitigate a
Design Basis Accident or transient that either assumes the
failure of or presents a challenge to the integrity of a
fission product barrier. As such, it satisfies the
requirements of Selection Criterion 3 of the NRC Interim

, Policy Statement (Ref. 5).

(continued)

,

O
North Anna Units 1 & 2 B 3.6-68 Revision Nos. xxx & yyy

Rev. A

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _
- _.- _ -



_ _ __. . . .

Safeguards Area Ventilation System
B 3.6.13- |

BASES (continued)

O- LCOs The Safeguards Area Ventilation System trains have separate
controls, power supplies, and the operation of one 'does notdepend on the other. In the event of a DBA, one train of the
Safeguards Area Ventilation System is required to provide the
minimum fission product removal assumed in the safety
analysis. - Two trains of the Safeguards Area Ventilation
System must be OPERABLE to ensure that these minimum
requirements are met. This will ensure that at least one
train will operate, assuming that one train is disabled by asingle failure.

APPLICABILITY LC0 3.6.13 requires the Safeguards-Area Ventilation System to |be OPERABLE in MODES 1, 2, 3, and 4 because of the potential
for a fission product release following a DBA.

The design of the Safeguards Area Ventilation System is based
on a MODE 1 LOCA. Less severe LOCAs and leaks also requiro
OPERABILITY of the Safeguards Area Ventilation System in MODES
1, 2, 3, and 4. In MODES 5 and 6, the probability and
consequences of a DBA are low due to the pressure and -
temperature limitations of these MODES. As such, the
Safeguards Area Ventilation System is not required to be
OPERABLE in MODES 5 and 6.

ACTIONS Ad

When one train of the Safeguards Area Ventilation System is
determined to be inoperable, action is required to restore the
system to OPERABLE status. A Completion Time of 7 days is
pemitted to restore the system to OPERABLE status before
action must be taken to reduce power. This Completion Time is
based on engineering judgement, considering that the remaining.
train can provide all-of the required air cleanup capability.
Also, the Completion Time is adequate to make most repairs.

(continued)
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Safeguards Area Ventilation. System
B 3.6.13 |

p BASES

I
I

ACTIONS B.d
(continued)

If both trains of the Safeguards Area Ventilation System are
determined to be inoperable, restoration of at least one train
is required within 24 hours. This time limit is considered to
be acceptable in terms of the likelihood of an accident
occurring during the time interval-which would require
operation of the system. The potential release of radioactive
materials due to the inoperability of both trains of the
system is only significant relative to the worst case DBA.
All other accidents which assume less fuel failure or more
OPERABLE ECCS equipment have sufficient margin that the
paragraph 100.11 criteria of 10 CFR 100 can be met without the
contribution of either train of the Safeguards Area
Ventilation System. Considering the extremely low probability
of the worst case DBA, a Completion Time of 24 hours for
restoration of one train is acceptable.-

C.1 and C.2

If the inoperable train.of the Safeguards Area Ventilation
System cannot be restored in the required Completion Time the
unit must be placed in a MODE in which a DBA is not credible.
This is done by placing the unit in MODE 3 in 6 hours and in
MODE 5 in the next 30 hours. The 6 hours allowed is-a
reasonable time, based on operating experience, to reach MODE

1
. 3 from full power without challenging unit systems or

operators. Similarly, the 30 hours allowed for reaching MODE
5 is reasonable considering that a unit can cooldown in such a
time frame on one safety system train. In Mode-5 the
Safeguards Area Ventilation System is no longer required to be
OPERABLE to limit the release of radioactive material due to
the pressure and temperature limitations of the MODE.

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.8.13.1 |
REQUIREMENTS

This test provides periodic confirmation of the remoto
(control room) OPERABILITY of each train of the Safeguards
Area Ventilation System. The system need only be operated for
15 minutes to demonstrate the function of the system. The
frequency of 31 days is based on engineering judgment taking
into account the importance of the system, the normally mild
environment and operating conditions and the low likelihood of
failure on demand. Additionally, this frequency has been
shown to be acceptable through operating experience. -

(continued)
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Safeguards Area Ventilation System' ;

8 3.6.13 |{
BASES

,

.

S8:dVEILLANCE SR 3.6.13.1
i<EQUIREMENTS (continued) 8

I

Monthly operation of the system for 10 hours with the heaters
on to assure the Iodine Filter Bank's filters and charcoal
adsorbers are dry is accomplished by Surveillance Requirement
3.6.15.1 of LCO 3.6.15, Fuel Building Ventilation System to
assure OPERABILITY of the lodine Filter Banks. |'

SR 3.6.13.2
|

The flow rate tests are performed to verify the ability of the ,
Safeguards Area Ventilation System fans to provide the
required flow of 6,300 cfm.

The frequency of 18 months provides periodic verification of
the flow rate, consistent with the Regulatory Guide 1.52
(Ref. 6) guidance for filter and adsorber penetration and
bypass testing and for OPERABILITY testing.

-

,.

SR 3.6.13.3-,

.

The automatic startup test verifies that both trains of
equipment start on receipt of a Containment Pressure Hi-Hi
actuation signal. The frequency of 18 months is considered to
be adequate fonsidering the reliability of electronic
actuation systems. Additionally, this-frequency has been

,

'

shown to be acceptable through operating experience.

SR :3.6.13.4
i

The safeguards area negative pressure is periodically tested
to verify proper performance of the Safeguards Area
Ventilation System-and to verify that the safeguards area
enclosure is maintained at.a ne
out-leakage to the atmosphere. gative pressure to preventThe frequency of 18 months is
consistent with the Regulatory Guide 1.52 (Ref. 7) guidance.
SR 3.6.13.5

The filter bypass dampers ar tested to verify OPERABILITY.
The filter bypass dampers are in the bypass position during

i notinal operation and must reposition for accident operation to|

draw air through the Iodine Filter Banks. The surveillance'

frequency of 18 months is considered to be acceptable based on
the damper reliability and design. Additionally, this
frequency has been shown to be acceptable through operating

L experience.

(continued)
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Safeguards Area Ventilation System. }
B 3.6.13 l

|

BASES'
,

1

ISFUEILLANCE
RLtIREMENTS SR 3.6.13.6
(continued)- i

'

Fuel Building Ventilation System Surveillance Requirements
3.6.15.1 through 3.6.15.5 and 3.6.15.8 are specified to assure |,,
OPERABILITY of the lodine Filter Banks which are shared with ithe Safeguards Area Ventilation System.

.,

REFERENCES 1. Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations Part 100, 100,11
" Determination of Exclusion Area, Low Population Zone, andPopulation Center Distance".

2. Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 50 Appendix
A, General Design Criteria for Nuclear Power Plants;

Criterion 41, " Containment atmosphere cleanup",
Criterion 42, " Inspection of containment atmosphere
cleanup systems", and
Criterion 43, " Testing of containment atmosphere cleanupsystems".-

3. North-Anna UFSAR, Section 9.4.6, " Engineered Safety
Features Areas".

4. North Anna UFSAR, Chapter 15. " Accident Analyses".

5. 52FR3788, " Interim Policy Statement on Technical
Specification Improvements for Nuclear Power Reactors",
United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission,

i February 6, 1987.

6. Regulatory Guide 1.52, Rev. 2, " Design, Testing and
Ma'ntenance Criteria for Post Accident
Engineered-Safety-Feature Atmospheric Cleanup System Air
Filtration and Adsorption Units of Light-Water Cooled,

L Nuclear Power Plants".

7. NRC Generic Letter 83-13. " Clarification of Surveillance
Requirements for HEPA Filters and Charcoal Adsorber Units
in Standard Technical Specifications of ESF Cleanup
Systems", March 2, 1983.
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)
Fuel Storage Pool Water Level l

3.6.14 |

3.6 PLANT SYSTEMS

3.6.14 Fuel Storaan Pool Water Level _'b |LCO 3.6.14
The fuel storage pool water level shall be 123 feet above
the top of irradiated fuel assemblies seated in storage ||racks.

APPLICABILITY: When irradiated fuel is in fuel storage pool.

ACTIONS
i

CONDITION
REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

A. Fuel storage pool water
level outside limit. ---- ----NOTES----- ----

1. LC0 3.0.3 is not 'applicable.

2. Required Actions
*

A.1, A.2, and A 3
shall not preclude
completion of
actions to
establish a safe,
conservative
condition.

........................

A.1 Suspend movement of fuel 15 minutesin fuel storage pool.
4

AtlQ

A.2 Suspend crane operations 15 minutes
over fuel storage pool.

AlfD

A.3 Restore fuel storage 4 hourspool water level to
within limit.

h

l

'

O -
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,

Fuel Storage Pool Water level
3.6.14 |-

SURVEllLANCE-REQUIREMENTS
.

.

SURVEllLANCE
FREQUENCY_

SR 3.6.14.1 Verify fuel storage pocl water level 7 dayswithin limit.

CROSS-REFERENCES

TITLE
NUMBER

Refueling Cavity Water Level High 3.8.7
-

I
Refueling Cavity Water Level Low-

3.8.8

i

LO
5

i

~

!O
-
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Fuel Storage Pool !!ater Level
,'

8 3.6.14~'8 3.6- PLANT' SYSTEMS
'

B 3.6.14 Fuel Storaos Pool Water level i
'

BASES

BACKGROUND
,

The minimum water level in the fuel storage pool is
required to meet the lodine decontamination factor

,

assumptions following a fuel handling accident. The
specified water level provides shielding to minimize the
general area dose with the fuel storage racks filled totheir maximum capacity.
during the movement of spent fuel.The water also provides shielding
lost, the water provides sufficient heat capacity thatShould normal cooling be
boiling will_not occur for approximately 10 hours.

A general description of the fuel storage pool design is
provided in the Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR) Section9.1 (Ref. 1 .
Guide-(RG) ).13 (Ref. 2).This design is in accordance with Regulatory1 The assumptions of the fuel
handling-accident are found in FSAR Section 15.4.5 (Ref. 3
These assumptions are in agreement with RG 1.25 (Ref. 4). ).

.

-APPLICABLE
The assumption of RG 1.25, preserved by this specification,

J - - SAFETY ANALYSES
is that there is h 23 feet of water between the top of the
damaged. fuel bund'e and the fuel pool surface.

-

| _ With 23
feet, the assumption of RG 1.25 can be used directly.

' -

In
practice, this LC0 preserves this assumption for the bulk of
the fuel in the storage racks. However, the applicable
accident analysis is based on dropping one spent-fue1~
assembly onto the spent-fuel' pit floor, resulting in the t

rupture of the cladding of all the fuel rods in the-assembly. The method of analysis and all assumptions are
outlined in the Ref. 3. The integrated M ole cody dose and
the integrated thyro'id dose are both well below those
suggested in 10 CFR 100.

The minimum fuel storage pool water level is a process
.

variable that is an initial condition of a Design Basis
Accident (D8A) or transient analyses that either assumes the
failure of or presents a challenge to the integrity of a
fission barrier. -As~such, it satisfies the requirements of
Criterion 2 of the NRC Interim Policy Statement (Ref. 6).

:

(continued)
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Fuel Storage Pool Water Level
; B 3.6.14

BASES (continued) 1

1

. .LCOs
The specified water level is the minimum level required to9
meet the assumptions of the fuel handling accident.

APPLICABILITY
This LCO is only applicable when irradiated fuel is present|

in the fuel storage pool since the potential for a
significant release of fission products can only exist with ,

irradiated fuel in the pool. |
>

LC0 3.0.3 is not applicable as events in the fuel storage l

pool are not affected by either MODE level or unit
operations.

ACTIONS A.1 throuah A.3|-

L
With the fuel storage pool, water level-less than 23. feet
above the top of irradiated fuel assemblies seated in
storage. racks, the movement of fuel, and all crane
operations over the fuel storage pool, are stopped within 15
minutes (A.1 and A.2). This suspension of either fuel
movement or crane operations shall not preclude the movement

| of these loads to a safe, conservative position. Thisi

' effectively precludes the possibility of a spent fuel
handling accident.

In A.3, the completion time of 4 hours is considered
sufficient to correct minor problems and restore the water

,

level. The completion time of 4 hours-is consistent with
the required Completion Time for restoring operation to
within the LC0 limits.

SURVEILLANCE 1R 3.8.14.1
REQUIREMENTS

The water level in the fuel storage pool must-be checked
periodically. The surveillance frequency of 7 days is based

|
L

uMm engineering judgment and extensive unit experience.
then refueling operations are taking place, the level in thel

pool is at equilibrium with the level in the refueling
cavity, and the refueling cavity level is verifted anily.

-

(continued)
L
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Fuel Storage Pool tfater Level,

b BASES (continued)

REFERENCES 1. -

O- North Anna FSAR, Section 9.1.2, Spent Fuel Storage.
2. Regulatory Guide 1.13, Rev. Spent Fuel StorageFacility Design Basis.

3. North Anna FSAR Section 15.4.5 Fuel Handling Accident.
4. Regulatory Guide 1.25, Assumptions Used for Evaluating

the Potential Radiological Consequences of a Fuel
Handling Accident in the Fuel Handling and Storagt
Facility for Boiling and Pressurized Water Reactors.

5. Title 10 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 100 Reactor
Site Criteria.

6. 52FR3788, " Interim Policy Statement on Technical
Specification Improvements for Nuclear Power Reactors,"
United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
February 6, 1987.
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1

Fuel Building Ventilation System
3.6.15

.

3.6 PLANT SYSTEMS :

3.6.15 Fuel Buildino Ventilation System

LCO 3.6.15 Two Fuel Building Ventilation System trains shall be
OPERABLE with one train in operation.

APPLICABILITY: During movement of loads over irradiated fuel in the fuel
building,

During movement of irradiated fuel in the fuel building.

............................N0TE...........................
LCO 3.0.3 is not applicable.

...........................................................
.

ACTIONS

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

A. One Fuel Building A.I.1 Verify OPERABLE Fuel 15 minutesVentilation System Building Ventilation
train inoperable during System train, capable
movement of loads 'over of being. powered from '

\ irradiated fuel or an emergency power '

L during movement of source, in operation,
irradiated fuel in the
fuel building. M.

A.1.2 Maintain OPERABLE Fuel Until
Building Ventilation inoperable
System train in Fuel Building
operation. Ventilation

System train
restored to
OPERABLE
status.

E

(continued)

O '
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Fuel 3ailding Ventilation Syste,,

*

3.5.151 .

ACTIONS

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION
COMPLETION TIME ;x)

A. (continued) A.2.1 Initiate action to 15 minutesrestore inoperable Fuel
L Building Ventilation

-

iSystem train to
OPERABLE status.

AND

A.2.2 Continue action as Untilrequired in A.2.1. inoperable
- s

.

Fuel Building
Ventilation
System train
restored to
OPERABLE
status

QB
'

A.3 -------- NOTE----------
Suspension of A.3
activities shall not
preclude completion ofr

L1 actions to establish a
safe, conservatives

A

condition.
.......................

Suspend movement of 15 minutes
loads over irradiated
fuel or movement of
irradiated fuel in the
fuel building.

(continued)

i

I

() '
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Fuel Building Ventilation Syste,
3.5.15

. ACTIONS- (continued)

O REQUIRED ACTION
CONDITION

COMPLETION TIME -

B. Two Fuel-Building B.1 ------- -NOTE----------Ventilation System Suspension of B.1trains inoperable
during movement of activities shall not.

loads over irradiated
preclude completion of

fuel or during movement actions to establish a
of irradiated fuel in safe, conservative

condition.the fuel building.
------------------- ---

Suspend movement of 15 minutes
loads over irradiated
fuel or movement of
irradiated fuel in the
fuel building.

.

4

r-

Ov
1

1

>

..

O
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Fuel Bailding Ventilation System ',

3.6.15 :
,

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
,j } _ SURVEILLANCE

,

FREQUENCY

SR 3.6.15.1 Verify each Fuel Building Ventilation
System train actuates from the control 31 days on a

,

STAGGEREDroom and operates through the Auxiliary TEST BASISBuilding HEPA filters and charcoal
absorber assembly for 210 continuous
hours with the heaters operating.

.

,

SR 3.6.15.2 - --- --- -- -- ---NOTE- ----------------- '

In place dioctyl-phthalate (DOP)~ test in
accordance with ANSI N510-1975.
..........................................

Verify in-place penetration and bypass DOP 18 monthstest leakage of each Iodine Filter Train ,

is < l.0% at a flow rate 2 15,750 and
ANDs 19,250 cfm.

Within 7 days
following
painting,

.fs fire, or.() chemical,

release which
could have
unacceptably
loaded the '

train's High -

Efficiency
-Particulate
Air (HEPA)
filters

&HQ

Prior to
declaring
OPERABLE,
following
replacement
of any
HEPA filter
element

(continued)
A
!j
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Fuel Building Ventilation System
3.6.15

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued) :
t

7
'1 SURVEILLANCE _

FREQUENCY ;
:

SR 3.6.15.3 ..... - . ------ -NOTE ------ ------ --

In-place hydrocarbon refrigerant gas test
in accordance with ANSI N........................ 510 1975.

.'

r
.................

Verify in place penetration- and bypass
,

halogenated hydrocarbon refrigerant gas 18 months
test leakage of each lodine Filter train

.

'

is < l.0% at a flow rate a 15,750 and AtiQ
,

-

5 19,250 cfm.
Within 7 days
following
painting,
fire, or

chemical
.

-i

release which
could have'
unacceptably
loaded the
train's
charcoal
adsorbers

O "
Prior to -

declaring
OPERABLE,

,

following
replacement-
of any
charcoal
adsorber
element

,.

(continued)

.
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Fuel Building ventilation System I|

3.6.15 |
-

SORVEILLANCE' REQUIREMENTS(continued)
i. !"

SURVEILLANCE1;
FREQUENCY

SR 3.6.15.4 .....
. -- .-- . NOTES ---- - ....- --.--1.

Charcoal adsorber sampling and testing
in accordance with Position C.6.a-andC.6.b of Regulatory Guide 1.52,
Rev. 2.

!

2.
Testing to be completed within 31 daysof sampling.

..........................................
Verify methyl iodide
charcoal sample is < penetration of a 18 monthsl.0%.

M
720 hours
of charcoal
adsorber
operation

iM '

Within 7 days
j following
!

' painting,-
'

fire, or
' chemical

release which
could have
unacceptably
loaded the

- train's
' charcoal
adsorbers

-

(continued)
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Fuel Building Ventilation System
3.6.15<

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued)

SURVEILLANCE
FREQUENCY

SR 3.6.15.5 ...-.-........ ....N0TE.-....-- ..........
Flow rate testing in accordance with
ANSI N510-1975.-
..........................................

Verify each lodine Filter train flow rvd 18 months215,750 and s 19,250 cfm. with a prosp.;ro-
drop of < 6 inches water gauge across the ' & liq
combined prefilters, HEPA filters, and
charcoal adsorber banks.

_

Within 7 days
following
painting,
fire, or'

chemical
release which
could have
unacceptably
loaded the
train's
filters or
charcoal
adsorbers

O
SR 3.6.15.6 Verify each Fuel Building Ventilation 18 months

System train produces a pressure equal to
or more negative than . 0.125 inches water
gauge in the fuel' building.

SR 3.6.15.7 Verify each fuel Building Ventilation 18 months
System filter bypass damper can be
repositioned by operator action.

SR 3.6.15.8 -------.-.--.------NOTE-------------------

Test in accordance with ANSI N510-1975.
..........................................

Verify each Fuel Building Ventilation 18 months
System train's heaters draw at 90 and
s 110 kW.

O ^
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Fuel Building ventilation System
3.6.15

CROSS REFERENCES

O' TITLE .

'

NUMBER

Safeguards Area Ventilation System
3.6.13

,

i

i

!
!

!
,

,

,

:

s

O
;

:

.

I

i
, . .

\
|

| O
North Anna Units 1 & 2 3645 Amendment Nos. xxx & yyy '

Rev. A

.

, - - * - - , . . - . ~ . . , , . . . . , , - , , _ . _ . . - . . - - _ _ _ _ _ _



.- - -. - - - - - . . - - - . - . - -_ .-_ .

Fuel Building Ventilation System
B 3.6.15

i
B 3.6 PLANT SYSTEMS

B 3.6.15 Fuel Evildino Ventilation System !

BASES

BACKGROUND The Fuel Building Ventilation System ensures that
radioactive materials in the fuel butiding atmosphere
following a fuel handling accident are filtered and adsorbed

|prior to exhausting to the environment. This system reduces
the potential release of radioactive material to within )

4

values specified in 10 CFR 100 (Ref. 1).

The Fuel Building Ventilation System consists of two
parallel exhaust fans, two parallel lodine Filter Banks and
shared ductwork and dampers. During movement of loads over
irradiated fuel in the fuel butiding or during movement of
irradiated fuel in the fuel building one train is placed in |
operation. A train is defined as one exhaust fan, and one ii

lodine filter bank and associated dampers powered from thei
same bus.
Efficiency Particulate Air (HEPAEach lodine Filter Bank includes a heater, a High
charcoal adsorber section for rem) oval of gaseous activity, filter, and an activated

'

principally iodines. Ductwork, valves dampers and
instrumentation also form part of the s,ystem. A second bank *

of HEPA filters follows the adsorber section to collectf-
carbon fines and provide backup in case of failure of the

,

t :main HEPA filter bank. Only the upstream HEPA filter andL

the charcoal adsorber section are credited in the analysis.
The lodine Filter Banks are shared with the Safeguards AreaVentilation System. The system design complies with the 10

,

CFR 50, Appendix A General Design Criteria (GDC) 61 and 64
requirements for tl.e Fuel Building Ventilation systems (Ref.'

2) and is describ u in UFSAR Section g.4.5 (Ref. 3).

The heaters are used to heat the gas stream which lowers the
relative humidity. Continuous operation of each train for
at least 10 hours per month with the heaters on reduces
moisture buildup on (drys) the HEPA filters and adsorbers.
The heater is important to the effectiveness of the charcoal

,

adsorbers.

During normal operation the Fuel Building Ventilation System
is aligned to bypass the lodine Filter Bank's HEPA filters

+

and charcoal adsorbers.

(continued)
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Fuel Building Ventilation System
B 3.6.15

,t

BASES

I

BACKGROUND
However, for Fuel Building Ventilation System operation(continued) involving movement of loads over irradiated fuel in the fuel
building or movement of irradiated fuel in the fuel
building, the bypass dampers are repositioned to draw air ,

through lodine Filter Bank's . filters and adsorbers.
t

The Fuel Building Ventilation System reduces the radioactive
content in the Fuel Building exhaust to the environment that

;

could be experienced following a DBA (fuel handling
accident). Loss of the Fuel Building Venttiation System ;

will increase SITE BDUNDARY doses, in the event of a DBA,
>

'

with a potential to reach the values given in 10 CFR 100
(Ref. 1). t

!

APPLICABLE The Fuel Building Ventilation System design basisSAFETY ANALYSE!,
is established by the consequences of the limiting 08A whichis a fuel handling accident. The analysis of the fuel
handling accident (UFSAR Chapter 15,4.5, Ref. 4) assumes
that all fuel rods in an assembl are damaged. The 08A
analysis (fuel handling accident assumes that only one
train of the Fuel Building Venti ation System is functional
due to a single failure which disables the other train.

,

I

Theaccident analysis accounts for the reduction in airborneO radioactive material provided by the remaining one train of
'

this filtration system. The amount of fission products
available for release from the Fuel Building is determined
for a fuel handling accident. These assumptions and theanalysis follow the ;

Guide 1.25 (Ref. 5). guidance provided in the Regulatory ;

The Fuel Building Ventilation System is part of the primary
success path which functions or actuates to mitigate a
Design Basis Accident or transient that either assumes the
failure of or presents a challenge to the integrity of a
fission product barrier. As such, it satisfies the
requirements of Selection Criterion 3 of the NRC Interim
Policy Stateent (Ref. 6).

.

.

(continued)

O
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Fuel Building Ventilation System I
B 3,6.15 {

BASES (continued)

O LCOs
The fuel Building Ventilation System trains have separate
depend on the other. controls, power supplies, and the operation of one does not

In the event of a DBA, one train of

the fission product removal assumed in the safety analysis.the fuel Building Ventilation System is required to provide
Two trains of the Fuel Building Ventilation System must be
OPERABLE to ensure that these minimum requirements are met.
This will ensure that at least one train will operate,
assuming that one train is disabled by a single failure,

i
_-

8

1

APPLICABILITY
LC0 3.6.15 requires the Fuel Building Ventilation System to
be OPERABLE to provide fission product removal associated ,

with a fuel handling accident during movement of loads over
'

fuel or during movement of fuel in the fuel building.
>

LCO 3.0.3 does not apply, since the Fuel Building
Ventilation System does not provide air cleanup functions i

for any reactor related DBAs,
.

.

ACTIONS A.1 and A.2

'O When one train of the Fuel Building Ventilation System is '

determined to be inoperable during movement of loads over
fuel or during movement of fuel in the fuel building, the
remaining OPERABLE train must be verified to be in :
operation.
is in operation must be capableThe Fuel Building Ventilation System train which
OPERABLE emergency power source.of being powered by anThe train operation must
be maintained until the inoperable train is restored. A
Completion Time of 15 minutes is permitted to accomplishthis Required Action. An alternative Required Action is
suspension of activities involving movement of loads over
irradiated fuel or movement of irradiated fuel. This
Required Action eliminates the potential for a fuel handling
accident and therefore eliminates the potential release of
radioactive materials due to the inoperability of both
trains of Fuel Building Ventilation System. The note
clarifies that handling operations in progress must be left

'

in or moved to a safe, conservative condition. A Completion
Time of 15 minutes is permitted to accomplish this ,

alternative Required Action.

(continued)

'
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Fuel Building Ventilation System
B 3.6.15 |

BASES

O iACTIONS ILl
(continued)

If both trains of the fuel Building Ventilation System are
determined to be inoperable, all operations involving
movement of loads over fuel or movement of fuel in the fuelbuilding must be suspended.
is permitted to accomplish this Required Action.A Completion Time of 15 minutes

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.15.1 !
REQUIREMENTS I

This test provides periodic confirmation of the remoto
(control room) OPERABILITY of each train of the Fuel
Building Ventilation System. Additionally, continuous
operation of the system for 10 hours with the heaters on
assures that the filters and charcoal adsorbers are dry for
maximum effectiveness. :The frequency of 31 days is based on
engineering judgment taking into account the normally mild

;

environment and operating conditions and the low likelihood
of failure on demand. Additionally, this frequency has been
shown to be acceptable through operating experience, ,

t

This surveillance is specified by Surveillance Requirement
,

3.6.13.6 of LCO 3.6.13, Safeguards Area Ventilation SystemO to assure OPERAB!l.lTY of the lodine Filter Banks.
SR 3.6.15.2

'

The in place penetration and bypass dioctyl phthalate (DOP)
test provides a periodic verification that the particulate .

'

removal capabilities of the lodine Filter Banks meet the
test criteria. Prior to installation, the HEPA elements are
individually bench tested using hot DOP. The hot 00P bench
test produces a droplet size of approximately 0.3 microns,
used to determine the minimum efficiency of the filters.
In place field tests of HEPA filters are performed in
accordance with ANSI N510-1975, Ref. 7) using cold 00P.
ANSI N510 1975, Section 5, specifies visual inspections
required prior to testing and Section 10 spectfies the HEPAfilter test requirements. The cold 00P produces a
polydisperse (nonuniform) challenge aerosol which does not '

measure the efficiency of ths filter, but confirms the
validity of the original test as well as the installed

(continued)
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Fuel Building Ventilation Syste,
B 3.6.15

BASES

SURVE!LLANCE SR 3.6.15.2 (continued)REQUIREMENTS

conditions. While the measured penetration with hot DOP is
an efficiency test, the penetration with cold 00P is simply
a leak test from which proper filter performance can beinferred.

The test is performed at the Fuel Building Ventilation
System's design flow rate, and serves to confirm that a
proper flow is maintained. A frequency of 18 months is

>

specified consistent with the requirement in Regulatory
Guide 1.52 (Ref. 8). The filter banks must also be tested
following replacement of any element prior to declaring thesystem OPERABLE. Additionally, testing is required within 7
days following painting, fire, or a chemical release in the
filter service area which could unacceptably load the filter
surfaces, increasing the pressure drop and reducing theefficiency. The evaluation of the loading on the filter may
be based on empirical data and experience. If the system
was not operated or aligned to the filter during the ;

i

painting, fire or chemical release then, loading of the
filter would not occur and testing is not required.

The DOP penetration and bypass leakage acceptance criteria
for field tests is 1.0% for 955 efficient HEPA filters,O the HEPA filter efficiency is different from the charcoal if
adsorber efficiency, then the value assumed for the charcoal
adsorber is applicable to the HEPA filter (Ref. 9). '

This surveillance is specified by Surveillance Requirement
3.6.13.6 of LC0 3.6.13, Safeguards Area Ventilation System
to assure OPERA 8!LITY of the lodine Filter Banks. The test :
flow rate specified, n 15,750 and s 19,250 cfe, envelopes
the flow rate for the Safeguards Area Ventilation System, t
5,670 and s 6,930 cfs, and therefore confirms OPERA 81LITY of
the lodine Filter Banks for lower flow rate.

(continued)
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4

Fuel Building Ventilation System
i

B 3.6.15 -

BASES 4

c
SURVEILLANCE i1R 1.5.11.1
REQUIREMENTS

(continued)

refrigerant test provides a periodic verification that theThe in place penetration and bypass halogenated hydrocarbonsystem meets the test criteria.
of performing as designed. periodically to ensure that the charcoal adsorber is capableThe field test is performed;

.

Testing using a halogensted hydrocarbon

accordance with ANSI N510-1975 (Ref.(Ref.(8) and perform)ed in
such as Freon isspecified by Regulatory Guide 1.52

7 ANSI N510 1975,Section 5, specifies visual inspections).
+

required. prior to
testing and Section 12 specifies the charcoal adsorber test i
requirements.

The test simulates the operation of the
;

.adsorber in removing halogens such as gaseous iodine (which
includes elemental iodine and organte iodides). i

of the adsorber can not be inferred from the field testEfficiency ;

through or around the adsorber bed exist.rather it is simply a test to determine that no bypass p,aths

The test is conducted at the Fuel Building Ventilation
System's design flow rate, and serves to confirm that aproper flow is maintained. The frequency of 18 months
provides periodic verification of the charcoal adsorber
function, consistent with the guidance in Regulatory Guide>

i O 1.52
< n -(Ref. 8). Th

' ' r a' c e activated charcoal must also be tested!
declaring the system OPERA 8tE.* r> < r6 r 1 t * ar' r teAdditionall
required within 7 days following painting, y, testing isfire, or chemical
release in the system's service area which could
unacceptably load or deteriorate the adsorber
efficiency and increasing the pressure drop. ,The evaluation

reducing the

of the loading on the filter may be based on empirical dataand experience.
to the charcoal adsorber during the painting, fire orIf the system was not operated or aligned

,

chemical release, then loading or deterioration of the
adsorber would not occur and testing is not required. *

The helogenated hydrocarbon penetration and bypass leakage
acceptance criteria for field tests is 1.0% for 95%

>

efficient charcoal adsorbers (Ref 9).
.'

(continued)
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Fuel Building Ventilation System
B 3.6.15

BASES

f
i

O- SURVEILLANCE sn 3.6.15.3 ;

REQUIREMENTS (continued)
|

This surveillane is specified by Surveillance Requirement
>

3.6.13.6 of LC0 3.6.13, Safeguards Area Ventilation System
to assure OPERA 8ILITY of the lodine Filter Banks.flow rate specified, t 15,750 and s 19.250 cfm The test i

envelopes
the flow rate for the Safeguards Area Ventilation System, t i

5,670 and s 6,930 cfe, and therefore confirms OPERA 81LITY of
!

the Iodine Filter Banks for the lower flow rate. - i

st 3.s.15.4
't

New (unused) activated charcoal is laboratory tested in
1

accordance with Regulatory Guide 1.52, Position C.6.a.1
(Ref. 8). A sample of new charcoal adsorber is evaluated

'

!

for the performance requirements and physical properties
specified in ANSI N5091976, Table 5-1 (Ref.10 . These
requirements for new adsorber are specified in p)urchasing,

specifications and confirmed prior to usei in
with the North Anna quality assurance prog, ram.accordance ;

!

This Surveillance Requirement requires that used activated
charcoal adsorber be periodically tested to ensure that the
adsorber can perfom as designed. Used activated charcoal

.adsorber is sampled and laboratory tested as specified in
Regulatory Guide 1.52 Position C.6 (Ref. 8) and ANSI N509-

>

1976 (Ref. 10). The sample of used charcoal adsorber is.
,

,

evaluated for methyl iodido penetration at 80'C and 70% RH. !

The methyl iodide penetration acceptance criteria for
laboratory tests is 1.05 for charcoal adsorber with an

,

efficiencyof95%(Ref.9).

A frequency of 18 months is specified for a system in the
.

i
standby mode, consistent with the requirement in Regulatory
Guide 1.52 (Ref. 8). If the system is operated, a charcoal

.

sample must be tested after 720 hours of operation (which is ,

equivalentto30daysofcontinuousoperation). e

The
frequency of 720 hours is adequate since there is a very low

>

'

level of gaseous halogens present during normal operations.
Additionally, testing is required within 7 days following '

painting,hcouldunacceptablyloadtheadsorbersurfacesfire, or a chemical release in the filter servicearea wh c

increasing the pressure drop and reducing the efficiency.
,

The evaluation of the loading on the filter may be based on >

empirical data and experience. If the system was not

(continued)

:

O -

,
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Fuel Building Ventilation System
B 3.6.15

BASES-
1

SURVEILLANCE
SR 3.6.15.i (continued)REQUIREMENTS

.

operated or aligned to the charcoal adsorber during the
painting, fire or chemical release, then loading or i

deterioration of the charcoal adsorber would not occur and;'

testing is not required. :
:

This surveillance is specified by Surveillance Requirement
3.6.13.6 of LC0 3.6.13. Safeguards Area Ventilation System !

to assure OPERASILITY of the Iodine Filter Banks. ;

i

st 3.6.15.5 t

The flow rate and pressure drop tests are performed to !
verify the acceptability of the lodine Filter Bank's filter
and adsorber flow resistances.
sufficient air flow velocity to transport particulateThe system is designed with

,

.

contaminants.

The number and depth of the charcoal adsorber elements
ensures that the residence time of the air stream in the
charcoal exceeds the air.imum allowable residence time, at

;

the maximum flow rate. The residence time must be
'

sufficient to achieve the desired adsorption ratei

least a 0.125 second residence time is assumed for(e.g., at
,

;

efficiency). 995
,

The pressure drop across the filters and adsorbers in the
system increases as they become loaded and may also provide

i

an indication of other system problems.:

The frequency of 18 months provides periodic verification of
;

the flow rate and pressure drop, consistent with the
Regulatory Guide 1.52

testing. penetration an(d bypas)s testing and for 0PERASILITY
Ref. 8 guidance for filter and .

adsorber
:

Additionally, testing is required within 7 days|
follow'ng painting, fire, or cheatcal release in thel

system's service area which could unacceptably load or
deteriorate the filters and charcoal adsorber, reducing the
efficiencyandincreasingthepressuredrop. The evaluationof the loading on the fi ter may be based on empirical dataand experience. If the systea was not operated or aligned-
to the filters and charcoal adsorber during the painting,
fire or chemical release, then loading or deterioration of ;

the filters and charcoal adsorber would not occur andtesting is not required. -

(continued)
1

-
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Fuel Building Ventilation System
B 3.6.15

i-
'

BASES

' fN SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.15.5 (continued)\j REQUIREMENTS

This surveillance is specified by Surveillance Requirement
3.6.13.6 of LCO 3.6.13 Safeguards Area Ventilation System
to assure OPERABILITY of the lodine Filter Banks. The test
flow rate specified, t 15,750 and s 19,250 cfe, envelopes
the flow rate for the Safeguards Area Ventilation System, t
5,670 and s 6,930 cfs, and therefore confirms OPERABILITY of
the Iodine Filter Banks for the lower flow rate.
SR 3.6.15.6

The fuel building negative pressure is periodically tested
to verify proper performance of the Fuel Building
Ventilation System and to verify that the fuel building
enclosure is maintained at a negative pressure to prevent
out-leakage to the atmosphere. The frequency of it months
is consistent with the Regulatory Guide 1.52 (Ref. 8)

,

guidance.

SR 3.6.15.7

The filter bypass dampers are tested to verify 0PERASILITY.
The filter bypass dampers are in the bypass position during
normal operation and must reposition for accident operationto draw air through the filters.

O' of 18 months is considered to be acceptable based on theThe surveillance frequency
damper reliability and design. Additionally, this frequency
has been shown to be acceptable through operatingexperience.

1R 3.6.10 3

Proper function of the heaters is periodically verified by
ne uuring the power drawn by the heaters in accordance with
the test requirements of ANSI N510 1975 (Ref. 7). Thehentw
dream, performance is indirectly measured by the powersince tests based on temperature and relative
humidtty are impractical. The frequency of 18 months is
consistent with Regulatory Guide 1.52 (Ref. 8).

:

This surveillance is specified by Surveillance Requirement

|' 3.6.13.6 of LC0 3.6.13, Safeguards Area Ventilation System
,

to assure operability of the Iodine Filter Banks.
|

l

(continued)

O ~

North Anna Units 1 & 2 B 3.6-84 Revision Nos. xxx & yyy
Rev. A

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . . - _ _



__ _ __._ _ _ _.-.- ___..__ _ _ ___ __.______

Fuel Building Ventilation System
B 3.6.15 I

BASES (continued)

REFERENCES 1.y Title 10. Code of Federal Regulations, Part 100, 100.11,
" Determination of Exclusion Area, Low Population Zone,and Population Center Distance".

2.
Title 10. Code of Federal Regulations, Part 50, Appendix
A, General Design Criteria for Nuclear Power Plants', lj

Criterion 61, " Fuel Storage and Handling and>

Radioactivity Control", and !

Criterion 64, " Monitoring Radioactivity
Releases". ;

3. North Anna UFSAR, Section 9.4.5, " Fuel Building".
4. North Anna UFSAR, Chapter 15 " Accident Analyses".
5.

Regulatory Guide 1.25, " Assumptions Used for Evaluating
the Potential Radiological Consequences of a Fuel,

Handling Accident in the Fuel Handling and Storage
'

Facility for Boiling and Pressurized Water Reactors.'
i

6.
,

52FR3788, " Interim Policy Statement on Technical
L Specification Improvements for Nuclear Power Reactors",
'

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission, i

February 6, 1987.

O~
;

7.
ANSI /ASME N5101975, " Testing of Nuclear Air Cleaning

!

Systems".

8. Regulatory Guide 1.52 , Rev. 2. " Design, Testing and
Maintenance Criteria for Post Accident Engineered-

.

Safety Feature Atmospheric Cleanup System Air Filtration. :

and Adsorption Units of Light Water Cooled Nuclear Power
'

Plants". >

9.
NRC Generic Letter 8313. " Clarification of Surveillance '

Requirements for HEPA Filters and Charcoal Adsorber -

Units in Standard Technical Specifications of ESF >

Cleanup Systems", March 2, 1983,
-

10. ANSI /ASME N5091975, " Nuclear Power Plant Air Cleaning ;
Units and Components'.

L i

O
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AC Sources Oporating
3.7.1

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued)
/ T

(_,) ' SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

! SR 3.7.1.16 Perform loss of voltage TRIP ACTUATING 18 months
DEVICE OPERATIONAL TEST for each 4.16 kV l
bus to verify trip actuation within- '

; a. Trip setpoint 2 2939 VAC and s 3059 VAC
with a delay a 2.17 and s 2.23 seconds, ior

i

b. Allowable value 2 2852 VAC and s 2972
* VAC with a delay a 2.97 and s 3.03

seconds,

1

1SR 3.7.1.17 Perform degraded voltage TRIP ACTUATING 18 months
'

DEVICE OPERATIONAL TEST for each 4.16 kV
bus to verify trip actuation within:

]
a. Trip setpoint 2 3743.6 VAC and ,1

s 3745.4 VAC with a delay a 57 and !
s 63 seconds, or

f-ss,

's- b. Allowable value 2 3618.6 VAC and
5 3620.4 VAC with a delay 2 72 and
s 78 seconds.

.

SR 3.7.1.18 Verify manual transfer of safety related 18 months
_ power supply from the normal circuit to '

the alternate circuit for each required
offsite circuit.

.

SR 3.7.1.19 Inspect each diesel generator in 18 months
accordance with procedures prepared in
conjunction with manufacturer's
recommendations.

._

(continued)

O)(~-
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AC Sourcos Opireting
3.7.1

ACTIONS (centinued)
pse-

, -- CONDITION
\_- REQUIRED ACTION

\

COMPLETION TIMEH. Required Actions not
H.1met within required Be in MODE 3

_-

Completion Times. 6 hours
1

I6ED .

H.2 \
_. Be in MODE 5

36 hours

=

!

SURVEILIANCE REQUIREMENTS

SURVEILLANCE

FREQUENC5SR 3.7.1.1
Verify correct breaker alignment and

__-
__

indicated power availability for each 7 days
required offsite circuit.

-

SR 3.7.1.2
Verify each fuel oil day tank contains

_(~
*

2 750 gallons of fuel oil, Table 3.7.1 1
as required by_

D/G frequency
SR 3.7.1.3

Verify fuel oil storage tanks contain2 45,000
diesel generator, gallons of fuel oil for each Table 3.7.1 1

as required
__

by D/G
frequency

SR 3.7.1.4
Verify each fuel oil transfer pump starts

_

and transfers fuel oil from the storage 31 days
tanks to the day tanks.

_

(continued)
_-
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AC Sources Operating
3,7.1 '

:

)
SURVEILLANE REQUIREMENTS (continued)

|,

() SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY |

lSR 3.7.1.28 Verify auto connected loads s 3000 kW. 18 monchs

a

|

SR 3.7.1.29 Verify each diesel generator: 18 months

Synchronizes with offsite power sourcea.
while loaded with emergency loads upon ja simulated restoration of offsite

)power,
J

b. Transfers loads to offsite power
source, and

c. Returns to standby status, f

,

SR 3.7.1.30 Verify emergency and shutdown load 18 months
sequencer timers are OPERABLE within
manufacturer limits of the required

1 O setpoint of the individual sequence timer.

|
:

SR 3.7.1.31 Perform ENGINEERED SAFETY FEATURE RESPONSE 36 months on
TIME test for load shedding and a STAGGERED
sequencing timer for each distribution TEST BASIS
system train.

.

i
,

. SR 3.7.1.32 Perform loss of voltage trip device 54 months oni
ENGINEERED SAFETY FEATURE RESPONSE TIME a STAGGERED
test for each 4.16 kV Bus. TEST BASIS

l-

SR 3,7.1.33 Perform degraded voltage trip device 54 months on
| ENGINEERED SAFETY FEATURE RESPONSE a STAGGERED

| TIME test for each 4.16 kV Bus. TEST BASIS
l

(continued)

l
,m
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Dietribution Systers . Oparating'

3.7.5

ACTIONS (continued) [_,w

(y) CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

Ii

C. One AC vital bus not ........N0TE..........
energized from its Two inverters may be
associated inverter disconnected from their
and DC bus, associated DC bus for

s 24 hours to perform
an equalizing charge
on associated battery,

| banks, providing: ,

i

a. Associated AC vital
buses energized, and

<
,

b. AC vital buses for
other battery banks
energized from
associated inverters
connected to their
DC buses.

........................
!

C.1 Initiate action to 15 minutes .

re energize AC vital bus

f''/) from its associated
\m, inverter and DC bus.

6HD>

C.2 Re. energize AC vital bus 2 hours
from an alternate source,

6HD

C.3 Re energize AC vital bus 24 hours
from its associated
inverter connected to
its DC bus.

D. Rsquired Actions not D.1 Be in MODE 3, 6 hours
met within required
Completion Times. 6HD

D2 Be in MODE 5. 36 hours

O
V
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Control Roca Emergency Habitability Systems, North Anna LCO 3.7.7.1
, North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6,11

and North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.12

JUSTIFICATION FOR THE MERITS CHANGES
TO THE

NORTH ANNA TECHNICAL SFECIFICATIONS

the North Anna Soecification L7.7.1. Control Roon Nraenev HabitabilityThe following text provides the technical justification for the changes to
Systems, to be consistent with the MERITS version of this specification,
LCOs 3.6.11, Control Room Emergency Habitability System Ventilation andBottled Air, and 3.6.12, Control Room Habitability System - AirConditioning.

.

Annotations in boxes indicate roadmap information on the disposition of
relocated to the Updated Final Safety Analysis Reporteach item (e.g., located in the North Anna MERITS Technical Specifications,
Offsite Dose Calculation hanual (ODCM), deleted, etc.)(UFSAR), or the

.

1.
The existing specification 3.7.7.1, Control Room Emergency Habitability
Systems, has been broken up into two separate specifications.

'

One
deals with the ventilation and bottled air systems, North Anna MERITS .

LC0 3.6.11 Control Room Emergency Habitability System Ventilationand Bottled Air, and the other deals with the control room air
conditioning system, North Anna MERITS LCO 3.4.12, Control Room .

Habitability System - Air Conditioning. For clarification, the revised
LCOs provide additional detail on the actual equipment which is in ,

service. The emergency ventilation fan / filter units and the bottled
air pressurization banks have been addressed separately in the new

,

| specifications.
This equipment was previously combined as shown under

Actions a and b in the current specification.
2. The new North Anna MERITS LC0 3.6.11 specifically defines that the

three emergency ventilation fan / filter units are shared with Unit 2,
3.

The new North Anna MERITS LC0 3.6.11 defines that the bottled airpressurization system is per unit.

4. The LCO (3.6.1.12) now clearly states that the two required air
conditioning systems are on a per unit basis.

5. The Applicability has been expanded to include during movement of loads
over irradiated fuel and during movement of irradiated fuel. The
design basis fuel handling accident would have to be initiated during
one of these two conditions, and as such, they have been added to theApplicability.

6. The requirement to be in MODE 3 within 6 hours and in MODE 5 within the '

following 30 hours are found in North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.11,
Condition D.

'
.

North Anna Units 1 & 2 Page 1 of 4 Rev. B
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North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.11
and North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.12

7. The new Required Actions of:

LCO 3.6.11 Condition A. one required bottled air pressurization bank

Condition 0, two required emergency ventilation fan / filter unitsinoperable, Condition B, no bottled air pressurization banks OPERABLE,
inoperable, and LCO 3.6.12 Condition B, two required air conditioning
systems inoperable require that the movement of loads over irradiated ;

fuel and the movement of irradiated fuel be suspended within I hour.
These actions have been added to preclude the possibility of a fuel
handling accident during the period of time that the Control Room
Emergency Habitability Systems or Control Room Habitability System arein a degraded condition.
engineering The one hour Completion Time is based on
halt these o,Iudgement, and is considered to be a reasonable time toperations.

8.
The requirement to be in MODE 3 within 6 hours and in MODE 5 within the
following 30 hours are found in North Anna MERITS LC0 3.6.12, ,

Condition C.

9.
Current Action a addresses inoperable Emergency Ventilation System ginoperable Bottled Air Pressurization System. The new specification ,

recognizes that the Emergency Ventilation System consists of threeredundant fanversion, one / filters units, shared with Unit 2. In the MERITS
and two inoperable fan / filter units are therefore

addressed separately in Condition C and Condition D, respectively.
Degraded operation of the Bottled Air Pressuritation System is
addressed separately in Conditions A and 8. The required actions andO completion times are equal to or more restrictive than in the currentspecification.

10. Current Action b addresses inoperable Emergency Ventilation System ud *

inoperable Bottled Air Pressurization System. As outlined in item 9.
above, the new specification recognizes independency and redundancy and
addresses the two systems separately, and also differentiates between
different conditions of degraded equipment. t

|
11. The word " continuous" has been added to the surveillance.The intentis to operate the heaters to dry out the charcoal adsorbers. This is i

;

better accomplished with continuous operation of the heaters rather
than intermittent operation. .

|

1'

O'

North Anna Units 1 & 2 Page 2 of 4 Rev. B
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Control Room Emergency Habitability Systems North Anna LCO 3.7.7.1

North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.11
and North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.12

i i

12. The frequency requirement in Surveillance paragraph b., "(1) after any
i <

structural maintenance on the HEPA filter or charcoal adsorber
i

| i

i ;housings," has been eliminated from the revised Surveillance
IRequirements.

This change is acceptable, since normal post maintenance i

testing will demonstrate the acceptability of the maintenance. Thei

need for and extent of testing should be determined on a case by case ;

basis under existing maintenance procedures. 1
l !,

I

The requirement for testing "(2) following painting, fire, or chemical!

release..." has been clarified by specifying that the testing isrequired "within 7 days". This time limit is consistent with the
existing Completion Time for a Condition of one train inoperable.
Additionally, this Frequency has been clarified such that the
surveillances are not required unless the HEPA filters or charcoal
adsorbers could have been unacceptably loaded by the painting, fire, orchemical release.

These frequency requirements are applicable to the in-place penetration
bypass 00P leakage test, the in place halogenated hydrocarbon
refrigerant gas leakage test, the methyl iodide penetration test of acharcoal semple, and the flow rate test.

! ,

13. Survatilance Requirement b.1 has been separated into two new-
Surveillance Requirements. The b.1 HEPA filter D0P test is specified
in SR 3.6.11.3 which was combined with current Surveillance Requirement

The charcoal adsorber refrigerant gas test is specified ine. -

SR 3.6.11.4 which also includes the requirements of SurveillanceO Requirement f. The requirement for testing following replacement ofany HEPA filter element
has been clarified by spe(cifyine.) or of any charcoal adsorber element (f.)
declaring the system 0PERABLE. g that the testing is required prior to

| The test method requirements have been put into notes preceding each of
,

the new Surveillance Requirements, for clarity. The acceptance
criteria for percent penetration and bypass has been added to each
Surveillance Requirement. The requir6d flow rate has been specified as
a range rather than as values with i tolerances.

-

14. Surveillance Requirement b.2 has been combined with Surveillance
Requirement c. which specified the same laboratory carbon sample

.

'

analysis after every 720 hours of operation. The test method
requirements have been put into a note preceding the Surveillance
Requirement, for cicrity. The acceptance criteria for percent
penetration has been added to the Surveillance Requirement.

15. The Surveillance Requirement for flow rate verification (b.3) has been
combined with the pressure drop Surveillance Requirement (d.1), since
the flow testing and pressure drop tests are performed at the same
time. The test method requirements have been put into a note preceding
the Surveillance Requirement (SR 3.6.11.6), for clarity. The

.

acceptable flow rate has been specified as a range rather than as a
value with a , tolerance.

|

|- North Anna Units 1 & 2 Page 3 of 4 Rev. B
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(ontrol Room Emergency Habitability Syste2s, North Anna LCO 3.7.7 1i

NorthAnnaMERITSLCO3.6.i1 !
and North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.12 1

16. Surveillance Requirement d.2 has been revised only as required to

O specify the same requirement in the MERITS wording.

17. Surveillance Requirements 3.6.11.1 and 3.6.11.10 specify the test
requirements for the Bottled Air Pressurization System.

18. Surveillance Requirement 3.6.11.8 has been included to verify the
performance of the heaters for systems which include the heaters.

-ho

i

|

|

|

O
|

| North Anna Units 1 & 2 Page 4 of 4 Rev. B
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O PLAff IYSTEMI
I
'

.L Co 3.(..il 3/4.7.7 CDNTROL ROOM EMERitNCY NARITA81LITY SYSTEM 1- Venti |at,* ( L{{(ej $
'

llc. 3.t.:i C**ateL W=.m H4krAnis.ify anTEM. Mr. c.nalt i.nin3 g
'

LIIt!TINECOMITIONFOROPERAff0N
. _ .

3.7.7.1 The following sentn1 roen mergency habitability systens shall
.|

'

be OPERABLI:

Nmency ventHatimMO A*M d VaMM' Lea 3.C.li s.

A bottled air enosemo4ee64en,systec.nsia&gM w 4.HieJ Aieb. '

ervawripetsen snuier, one t e va it,
(Leo 0.c,.is.] The air conditioning systesperenigs.

A22Lif4RILIII: le0Es 1
bm'as as 2. 3 and 4..<enant et i mas et irradiehad Sal,$.

3: butins me.rsnwng 4 6tradiped 4.L
> .

'Lco 3.6.1 Wim"Manergency ventilation bD *,'c rd A a e.1
> a. "'

i :' ; n-t- :'- :;- - inesorable, restore me ineserstle
within 7 enys er se in at least WT'g 'l Leo 3. .tl '

a m*= to Opthht .t sta*"a '

. gew.T witn1R tle nest e neurs one in at ' east COLD SMUT 00not

O Csndstita E , J=4them *h fa11mstam 18 " :. J

m+-- ava*== heney ventilationWith M b^ #'-Leo 3.4.1I l b. -' -'-
. c on4.+..a o inocenti .gresur.n ust une or -

ta GFEiiABLE status wittin 24 hours or se ' n at1 Leo 1.e.Il T east Mp Tm 1 v1tata me nest e tours ans in at least_COLOi cenJ4ian Ej W e within *w fa11amina 20 ' -=. @
Leoa cila, d.
condikten A c. Wi e one air conditioning system inoperable, restore the

- - - ;h' e avsta te vrann8LI status wipin 7 days er se in at
--

<

Leo 1 t
ceae Is..is~ Peast Mr 3T, I wttnta sne nest e neurs ans in at ites OLD

'

. c. =Tamm mithin the fa11mina 30 hours. 8i

l to L G . It. d. Wi e k air condittent stasinoperable.MtereakC.adik.a a la==t one sys*= to OPE status wipin to hours arise ince. .c. . .t ie.st 1, , v1 1n .e not e no.r. an.1n at i.ast. Condiken C., m a ma'TBohAI wimin the followina 30 hours. - <

-

@ '

Lc. 2. c., o c.nem , n - rata'*4 bdt*4 h Ptwuripb ia.eerdte@
ite.A.6.m m

e am ,..n, a.4 & t,wi3.t. s.nwermea @
s.,:c 4 m.on nt.f Is=4s wer ir<*d M*4 O*I $.

'

and uspead mhment 4 irfn4Lette 6*I r

, unWn t h w' and

NORTH ANNA - UNIT 1 3/4 7 21 Ameneemt No. 16
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|

i
L
!

A. One required Bottled Air ...........N0TE---... .-Pressurization Bank Suspension of activities
,

1
'

inoperable, shall not preclude i

;completion of actions to
establish a safe. i

'

; conservative condition. i

t ........................

!A.1 Suspend movement of loads I hour '

over irradiated fuel. '
;

ale

A.2 Suspend movement of I hourirradiated fuel,

blQ
.

tA.3 Restore Bottled Air 7 days
,

Pressurization Bank to
OPERABLE status,

t

8. No Bottled Air - - ---- --NOTE -------
,

'

Pressurization Banks Sus ension of activitiesOPERABLE, sha 1 not preclude,

,

completion of actions to
establish a safe,
conservative condition.
........................

8.1 Suspend movement of loads I hour
over irradiated fuel.

,

, , ,

L 1

81 9

8.2 Suspend movement of I hour
irradiated fuel.

ale

B.3 Restore one Bottled Air 24 hours
Pressurization Bank to
OPERABLE status.

O
.

North Anna Units 1 & 2 B 3.6-XX Amendment Nos. xxx & yyy
Rev. A
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LO
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.

Pt. ANT $Yt?Det

|
,

tutyt!u.Astt REou!:Derts
: *

4.7.7.1 toch centrol rose mergency ventilation systes shall be demon. <,

strated OptRAtt.t'

|
'

a. At least ense per 31 days en a STA00ERED TEST 848!$ by initi.
ISR3.L.ll.1] eting, from the sentrol rees, flew through me htpA filters <

au s=,ee.i adsorters and verifyug th.t tu s,si. operaus ;
for at least 10nheurs with the hesters on. 1

Candaeeus
At least eas_e pe_r 18.e.@e.nths or''.) m. _- ;._:n;_g '-_b. _ ,. . n. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .__ _ _ _ _ _ _m ___

AT4gilsisig paintinf_Tider shenisaiy1Mege j{P

_ _

w w r e.4 w. w e i w , w w .64.,5.es. , r
4

.

1. Verifying that the cleanup system satisfies the in.plaesTA36It.3, testi assestanee criteria and uses the test presedures
1 A 1.6. st. 4 ; of latory posittens C.S.a. C.S.s and C.S.d of Regula.O tory ide 1.52. Revision 3. Marsh Ig78, and the systs

'

flew rete is 1000 eft + 1 essept as shoun in Spesifica..

and com h.ledwh a
i ic+ %. separait J A i ;tiens 4.7 7 and f.

ne P.-) . ..
2.

Is A 3. 6. 11. 5
Verifying within 31 days after removal that a laboratory

'

analysis of a . leg:u::atory Position C.8.4 ef segulatory
c -stive savtan sample attained in '

asserdance with l'

Guide 1.88. Revision 2. March Ig78. seets the lateratory.'

testing criteria of Regulatory Positten C.S.a of Regula.-
,

tery Guide 1.St. Revision 2. March Ig78.$=#mbens4 w4 c ) .

3. Verifying a system flew rete of 1000 eft + 105 during-

.54 3 4 11. k system operation when tested in asserdensiwith Ahst
N5101975.$*embened wA J.8) g

i s. Afterevery720hoursofcharsealadsorteroperationbyverifydr I A 3.t.. it. 5 ,' within 31 days after removal that a 1sterstory analysis of repre-,

setative carten sample attained in assertense with Regulate
positten C.8.h of Repu14tery Guide 1.88 Revision 2. March Ig-

eesta.the lateratory testing criteria el Regulatory position- -

C.S.a of Regulatory Guide 1.52. Revisten I. March left,

'd. At least ense per 18 months by:

1. Verifying .that the pressure drop across the HEPA filter'

SA 3 6.it. 6 , and sharcoal asserter assently is e 4 inches Water Gauge;

O while operating the filter train at a flew rate of @'
1000 cfm f,101.

NORTH AmA - UNIT 1 3/4 7 32 Asen eent No-

R sV. k
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O,

PLANT $Y$ TEM

,

'

$URVilLLANCE REOUTREMENTS (Continued)
!

!

ISR 3.6.11.7 I
I. Verifying that the norus1 air suppl and exhaust are

,

Test ligne).y shutdown en a Safety injection Asavtmeticall tien

15 4 3.6.tl. i 3. Verifying that the syste maintains the centret roes at a
positive pressure of * 0.04 inch W. 6. relative to the
outside atmosphere at*a system flow rate of 1000 cfe e,105.

54 34 ti. 3 After .=h capi.te .c p.rtiai regium.nt of a nepA fiit.,..

bank by verifying that the MtpA filter banks remove t ett of
the 00P when they are tested in. place in accertence with ANlt
NS19 1975 while operating the system at a flow rate of 1000
c4 1 105.

i 5A 3.4 ll.1 After each complete er partial replacement of a charteal, f.
adsorter bank by verifying that that chareeal adsorters reeve
> 995 of a helgenated hydrocarten refrigerent test
They are tested in-place in accordance with AN5! N$ pas when aC.1975 Q2,,-)
while operating the system at a flew rete of 1000 ch + 105.

4.7.7.2 The bottled air pressurisation system shall be demonstrated
OptRABLE:

a. At least once per 31 days verifying that the syste ins
_ ISA3.4.ll.1 a minimum of 84 bottles of tr'(sharedwithUnit2)each'

presser 13ed te at least 1300 psig,

b. At least once per la months by verifying that the system
S R 3 6.11.10 l

supply at least 340 cfle of air to maintain the control rom at
| 4 positive pressure of = 0.05 inch W.S. relative to the outside
; = atuesphere for at least"60 minutes.

6.7.7.3 Each control rees air-conditionin system shall be demonstreted
f I A 3 G.i ?-.11 IpIRABLE at least once per 12 hours by verffying that the control room

sir teperature is 1 120 F.
...---..----.-.-u.ft.-.-----------.

To 4. m accud uc a db W X N Flo -L'1'l (*r sg 1.G, II,8 . . . . . . . - - - - - - - - - - - . . . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - .

WenN kestes *r casek 6 ntc t f m a me< 3*nsvent.Ii,rt n ran/Ntec em t #m t1.s auk 14.0 L.w
.
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! Safeguards Area Ventilation Systea North Anna LCO 3.7.8.1
i

North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.13 Q
i

L JUSTIFICATION FOR THE MERITS CHANGES I

TO THE

NORTH ANNA TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

the North Anna Specification 3.7.8.1The following text provides the technical , justification for the changes to!

Safeguards Area Ventilation System,
LCO 3.6.13, Safeguards Area Ventilation System.to be consistent with the North Anna, MERITS version of this specification.O

(
Annotations in boxes indicate Road Map information on the disposition of
each item (e.g. located in the North Anna MERITS Technical Specifications,
relocated to the Updated Final Safety Analysis Report
Offsite Dose Calculation Manual (00CM), deleted, etc.)(UFSAR), or the
HQII:

Ventilation System is specified 'n SR 3.6.13.6 which provides furtherTesting of the iodine filter banks, which are shared with the Fuel Building
reference to the relevant SRs in the specification for the Fuel Building hVentilation System.

The flow rate specified for the Fuel Building i

Ventilation System surveillances on the iodine filter banks envelop the
'

Safeguards Area Ventilation System flow rates.
,

.

1. The LCO has been revised to specify one system with two trains. The
specific equipment requirements have been deleted from the LC0, since
the train equipment is defined in the Bases.

2.O The Action requirement for restoration of one inoperable train has beenspecified in Condition A. The Action requirement for reduction in MODE
has been specified in a separate Condition (C.) which is applicable if
the system cannot be restored in the specified Completion Time.

t

3. A new Condition (B.) has been added for two trains inoperable with a 24
hour restoration time. Previously two trains inoperable was not
identified and would have required immediate reduction in power in
accordance with the re
to MODE 5 in 36 hours)quirements of LC0 3.0.3 (to MODE 3 in 6 hours andThis time limit is considered to be acceptable.

in terms of the likelihood of an accident occurring during the time
interval which would require operation of the Safeguards AreaVentilation System. The potential-release of radioactive materials due
to the inoperability of both trains of Safeguards Area Ventilation ;

System is only significant relative to the worst case DBA. All other '

accidents which assume less fuel failure or more OPERABLE ECCS
equinnent have sufficient margin that the paragraph 100.11 criteria of
10 CrA 100 can be met without the contribution of either train of the
Safeguards Area Ventilation System. Considering the extremely low
probability of the worst case DBA, a Com
restoration of one train is acceptable, pletion Time of 24 hours for

,

O
North Anna Units 1 & 2 Page 1 of 3 Rev. B
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Safeguards Area Ventilation Systea North Anna LCO 3.7.8.1 !

North Anna MER!TS LC0 3.6.13 h
!Additionally, it should be noted that a train is considered inoperablefor failing any of the surveillance tests. The train, in almost all
i

O cases, would continue to perform its required functions, but at a
reduced efficiency. Therefore, an Safeguards Area Ventilation System
with both trains technically ' inoperable" could easily be providing
most of the function of two trains which are fully OPERABLE. Thisconsideration along with the extremely low probability of the worst
case DBA provides added assurance that the 10 CFR 100 criteria will bemet.

4. The 10 hours test with the heater on to dry the iodine filter banks is
addressed in SR 3.6.15.1.
verifies train operability.The 15 minutes test specified in SR 3.6.13.1

4

5.
structural maintenance on the HEPA filter or charcoal adso(rk rThe frequency requirement in Surveillan:e paragraph b.," 1) after any i

'

housings,' has been eliminated from the revised Surveillance
Requirements. This change is acceptable, since normal post maintenance
testing will demonstrate the acceptability of the maintenance.. The
basis under existing maintenance procedures.need for and extent of testing should be determined on a case by case

The requirement for testine '(2) following painting, fire, or chemical!

release..." has been clarihed by specifying that the testing isi required "within 7 days". This Frequency has been clarified such that
the surveillances are not required unless the HEPA filters or charcoal
adsorbers could have been unacceptably loaded by the painting, fire, orchemical release.

These frequency requirements are applicable to the in place penetration
bypass D0P leakage test, the in place halogenated hydrocarbon
refrigerant gas 'eakage test, the methyl iodide penetration test of a
charcoal sample, and the flow rate test.

6. Surveillance Requirement b.1 has been separated into.two new
Surveillance Requirements. The b.1 HEPA filter D0P test is specified
inSR3.6.13.6(SR3.6.15.2)whichwascombinedwithSurveillanceRequirement e. The charcoal adsorber refrigerant gas test is specified
inSR3.6.13.6(SR3.6.15.3Surveillance Requirement f.) which also includes the requirements ofThe requirement for testing following
replacement of any HEPA filter element (e.) or of any charcoal adsorber
element (f.) has been clarified by specifying that the testing is
required prior to declaring the system operable.

L
ine test method requirements have been put into notes preceding each of
the new Surveillance Requirements (SR 3.6.13.6 (SR 3.6.15.2 and SR ,

[3.6.15.3)),forclarity. The acceptance criteria for percent
penetration and bypass has been included in each Surveillance
Requirement. The required flow rate has been specified as a range
rather than as values with tolerances.

O
North Anna Units 1 & 2 Page 2 of 3 Rev. B

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ . - _ _ _ _ _ - - - _ .
]



._ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - ~ ' '

j
Safeguards Area Ventilation System North Anna LCO 3.7.8.1

North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.13 |
I 7. Surveillance Requirement b.2 has been combined with Surveillance

Rer.utrement c. which specified the same laboratory carbon sample|

,

analysis after every 720 hours of operation (SR 3.6.13.6 (SR3.6.15.4
preceding))the Surveillance Requirement, for clarity.The test method requirements have been put into a note

.
,

The acceptance!

criteria for percent penetration has been included in the Surveillance| Requirement.

| J
' 8. Surveillance Reouirement

been combined with the pre (b.3) for filter flow rate verification has I
ssure drop Surveillance Requirement d.1) J($R 3.4.13.6 ($R 3.6.15.5)), since the flow testing and pressur(e drop

Otests are performed at the same time. The test method requirements
have been put into a note preceding the Surveillance Requirement, for

:

clarity. The acceptable flow rate has been specified as a range
instead of a value with a i tolerance.

'

A separate surveillance (SR
3.6.13.2) which verifies the Safeguard Area Ventilation System flow(corresponding to b.3
higher fuel building v)entilation flow rate to test the iodine filterhas been specified, since SR 3.6.15.5 uses thei

banks.

g.
Surveillance Requirement d.2 SR 3.6.13.3) has been revised onl
required to specify the same r(equirement in the MERITS wording,y as

i

,

10. Surveillance Requirement 3.6.13.4 has been included to verify the b
ability of the system to produce a negative pressure in the safeguardsarea.

'

11. Surveillance Requirement 3.6.13.5 has been included to verify the
O ability of the operator to reposition the filter bypass dampers which

allow bypassing the iodine filter banks..

12. Surveillance Requirement 3.6.13.6 (SR 3.6.15.8) has been included to
verify the performance of the iodine filter bank heaters.,

.

|

|

L

|O
|

North Anna Units 1 & 2 Page 3 of 3 Rev B
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C) L
,

PLANT SYSTEMS

3/4.7.8 1AFtSUARDS AREA VENTILAf f0N .s titM '
.

LIMftf48 CON 0ftf0N POR OptRATION '
,
-

. -,

*

ws.sa' Leo 3.6.13j 3.7.8.1
Tuo safepvards area vent 11atten systems (SAVS)Ashall be OPtRA8Lt [w4the

:n ""'" ^ ;_:0 t;;. r @ ;
. - - . . . . - . . . _ . . . . . . . _ . . - . . _ -"'

E-% 'Sil. !Tiis' die-) ' ' ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ' ' - ' '

APpLICARILITY: Mocts 1. 2. 3 and 4
-

s atr
ham .

--c' ng,t,., A hone SAV5 inoparable. restore the fne ;

cw A.o c. status within 7 da e er be in at least reble system to OPERABLE g
STAN08Y within the next 6hours and in COLD within the following 30 hours.m-

C * *diY*** BO4 t.T 3 Avs tcsins myetaMe. @ivavitaAac a aut 'i
1

USA 3'b' 3 3*i 4.7.8.1 tach SAVS systes shall be demonstrated CPERA8LE: |
At least once per 31 days en a STAGGERED TEST BA5!$ by:54 .1.6. 13.6_

a.

MA3.6.if.1) 1. Initiating, from the centrol rees, flew througe the:

I
ausiliary buildi

NEPA filter and charcoal adserter bassamhly and veri ing that the SAV5 operates for at'

least 10 hours with the heater en.-
emet. 3

b. At le-. _.ast once per 18 m.onth,s..or 4..M_;?'.. ;:, ;0 .;^2 ;' @_ . _ _ _ . - . , .. .. -_., . .. - _

F i_ f. [. .feIIowing paintin. g . ' fire'er.'.c hemica l ' rel ea se ",F, m. 'Nh
.. .

-- _ ____ _ ._ __.. m . . .___ m, .
unaceopVaW'neid.~4 *me Was's'6itiq~.7cA's .s( Mi.chers.- e

,gg 3,4, gg,g l 1. Verifying that the cleanup systes satisffes the in place
hA I'bl3' h testi acceptance criteria and uses the test precedures

of R 14 tory Posittens C.S.4. C.I.c and C.I d of segula.
t 3440 *

tory vide 1.82. Revisten 1. March 1978, and the systen
flew rete is 6.300 cfa + 104 (except as shown in*

Specifications 4.7.8.le* and f.). (a, lit mt. b..

, separate ,SA and c.embm al with e, ant f.)

O'

heath AhhA - uhit i >< 7- - >> ~.

Rev. A.
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l

PLANT SYSTt4 |
:

L SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (Cont'd)

34 3.6,13.4 2. Verifying within 31 days after reeval that a laboratory
(5Aa.k.lf.4L analysis of a representative carben sample ottained in i

i

accordance with Regulatory Position C.6.b of Regulatory
Guide 1.52. Revision 2. March 1978 meets the laboratoryl

testing criteria of Regulatory Position C.G.a of Regula@-|.tery Guide 1.52. Revision 2. March 1978.Q. binal sAW c.I g .3,q,ig, g -
,

Verifying a syste flow rate of 6.300 cfm + 105 durinfl.br A 3.4. 83. 4 C*d'*g %* tested in accordance with A%I N510-19perati4

| (3A3,(.|$".fj
c. After every 720 hours of charcoal adsorter operation by veri--5" 3.bl3.b

fying within 31 days after removal that a laboratory analysisg
'

OR34.it4) '

of representative carbon sample obtained in accoreance with *
,

Regulatory Position C.6.b of Regulatory Guide 1.52. Revision 2,

March 1978 meets the laboratory testing criteria of Regula.
tory Position C.E.a of Regulatory Guide 1.52. Revision 2
March 1978.

I d. At least once per 18 months by:
' S A 3 4.13. 0 1.

Verifying that the pressure drop across the HEPA filter @and charcoal adsorber assem61y is a 6 inches Water Gauge'(54 3 4, i s'.19 !

| while operating the ventilation system at a flow rate of
| 6.300 cfm 2,105.

2. Verifying that on a Containment Hi H1 Test lignal, the g|[34 3.4.i3.3}
|

- syste autentically diverts its exhaust flow through the
auxiliary building HIPA filter and charcoal adsorber
assently.

SR 1.4.11.4' e. After each ceplete or partial replaceent of a NEPA filter bank

when they are tested in place in accordance witli AN5! N510-1975@by verifying that the HEPA filter banks remove > M4 of the 00P(3 4 3 6. i $~ 2) r .=

while operating the syste at a flow rate of 6.300 cfm ,105.

f.- After each complete er pa is reglassent of a charcoal adserN 3''''3 ' I ber bank by verifying the charcoal adsorbers remove > 99 :

(st.34.lf,'3)j of a halgenated hydrocarbon refrigerant test pas when they are ;
-

p
I tested in-place in accordance with ANSI N510 975 while operat-

ing the system at a flow rate of 6.300 cfm 2,105.
ISR 3.4.13.4 AM SR f.c neptive, pactsvre in b hbyarJ Area @
M a.c.is r] y sg d % gem Jaqec Ainetion @
3R2.4.is,c.

A4 52 6e heake reekmance. g(CR 3.6,is, g) ,

NORTH ANNA - UNIT 1 3/4 7-25 Amenenent No.16
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North Anna MERITS LCO,3.6.14

JUSTIFICATION FOR THE MERITS CHANGES
TO THE

NORTH ANNA TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

the North Anna Snecification 3.9.11. Scent Fuel Pit Water level, to beThe following text provides the technical justification for the changes to
.LCO 3.6.14, Fuel Storage Pool Water Level. consistent with the North Anna MERITS version of this specification,|

l'
L
'

Annotations in boxes indicate Road Map'information on the disposition of
each item (e.g. located in the North Anna MERITS Technical Specifications,
relocated to the Updated Final Safety Analysis Report
Offsite Dose Calculation Manual (00CM), deleted, etc.)(UFSAR), or the

L 1.
This specification has been relocated from the Refueling Chapter to
this Plant Systems Chapter because the requirements are not unique torefueling operations.
fuel is in the storage pool.These requirements apply whenever irradiated

L -2.
The LC0 is reworded to provide a clear positive statement of theLimiting Condition for Operation.

3. The qualifying term "with loads" was deleted. This recognizes theE

crane lifting mechanism itself as an appreciable load and potential
threat to the irradiated fuel.

!

f-

!

O -

,

North Anna Units 1 & 2 Page 1 of 1 Rev. B

h
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O_ !M 0 a :
SPENT PutL Pf* WattA LEYtl

LIMITING CON 0! TION 80R OPERATION

% fuel abase Peel watet leven thatt k. A aka
' Lee 3 Alt 3,s.11 3 2: u n : ga feet :e = = 7 : :" n = e: ::: = : ,tne go, ,, g
R6at irradiated hel assablies seated in the storage racks.
4sts*3 j-

AP9LIDBILITY: Whenomen irradiated Nel' assemblies are in the spent
Nel pit,

aETML:
-

With De requirements of Os speciftsation not satisfied, suspend all
moveeat of fuel assenties and trane operations maehJeede.in @e spent gNel pit areas and place De lead in a safe acadition. Restere water ,

level to witnin its limit wiein 4 hours. The previstens of Specifi-
cation 3.0.3 are not app 1fsable.

.

SURVi!LLANCE REGUtREMENTS
-

.,

! gg 1
4.9.11 The seter level in the spent hel it shall to detemined to be

1*6*W ' I
~

at'least at the sintaus regstred depth at east ease per 7 days unen ir.*

radiated hel asses 611es art in the spent Nel pit.

:
.

*
.

.

NORTH ANNA a UNIT 1 3/4 9*ll

bb

. _
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. North Anna MERITS LCO 3.6.15

JUSTIFICATION FOR THE MERITS CHANGES>

TO THE

NORTH ANNA TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

O*
the North Anna Specification 3.9.12 Fuel Building Ventilation System, toThe following text provides the technical justification for thw changes to

.

:

be consistent with the North Anna MERITS version of this specification,
'

LCO 3.6.15 Fuel Building Ventilation System. ,

Annotations in boxes indicate Road Map information on the disposition of
c

! sach item (e.g. located in the North Anna
relocated to the Updated Final Safety A y *1'W ort gUC AR), or thee tTS Technimi Specifications,

o ,

;.
Offsite Dose Calculation Manual (00CM); e W| % .)

L 1.
The LC0 has been moved from the Refueling Chapter to the Plant SystemsL Chapter.

The LC0 has been revised to specify one system with twoL trains,
i

2. The Applicability has been revised to specify standard wordin "During
movement of loads over irradiated fuel in the fuel building, g:during
movement of irradiated fuel in the fuel building". This change is

'

consistent with the purpose of the system which is to ensure that

handling accident are filtered and adsorbed prior to reaching theradioactive materials in the fuel building atmosphere following a fuel
y
o

environment.
for a fuel handling accident exists.Therefore, the LC0 is not applicable unless the potential

|- Action c. which specified that Specifications 3.0.3, 3.0.4, and 4.0.4
are not applicable has been incorporated into a note following theO- Applicability. The note states that LCO 3.0.3 in not applicable. The3.0.4 and 4.0.4 requirements are considered to be applicable to the

,
revised Applicability statement and would prevent movement of loads

( over fuel or movement of fuel, if the LC0 were not met.
3.

Action a. has been rewritten as new Condition A. Required Actions
A.1.1 and A.1.2 will require that the train in operation must be
capable of being powered from an emergency power source. This
requirement has been added for clarity, since the Technical

i
Specification 0PERA8!LITY requirements of the emergency power sourceE are reduced during MODE 5 and 6 operations. Required Action A.2
requires that act<on be. initiated to restore the inoperable train. An
alternate Required Action, A.3 requires that movement of loads overr

fuel or movement of fuel be suspended within 15 minutes. The note
before Action A.3 pemits movement of fuel or loads to a safe and
conservative position prior to suspension of operations as specified byRequired Action A'3. Fifteen minute completion times have been.

specified for the Required Actions (Completion Times were not specified
in North Anna specification).

!- 4. New Required Action 8.1 specifies the requirements from Action b. for
i two trains inoperable. A Completion Time of 15 minutes has been

specified, since operations should be suspended as soon as possible (ao

Completion Time was not specified in the North Anna specification).,

O
'

|

North Anna Units 1 & 2 Page 1 of 2 Rev. B

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



el _ Building Ventilation System,= North Anna LC0 3.9.12,

North Anna MERITS LCO-3.6.15.

S.__

Surveillance "a" has been revised to specify "At least 10 continuoushours with heaters on."
the Safeguards Area Ventilation System surveillance.-This requirement was previously included in
which verify function of the iodine filter banks, which are shared withAll surveillances
the Safeguards Area Ventilation System have been specified in the Fuel
Building Ventilation System specification, since this will impose thehighest-flow rate.

6.
The surveillance b. requirement has been revised to include MERITS'

terminology for vacuum: "a
-0.125 inches water gauge". pressure equal to or more negative than

7.
This specification has been revised to include Surveillance
Requirements applicable to the iodine filter banks which werepreviously in 4.7.8.1.
in specification 3.6.13 which has replaced 4.7.8.1.These Surveillance Requirements are referenced
surveillances have been added to this specification: The following

SR 3.6.15.2, 00P Test
SR 3.6.15.3, Hydrocarbon Refrigerant Gas Test.

SR 3.6.15.4, Charcoal Sample Test
SR 3.6.15.5, Flow Rate and Pressure Drop Test.

8.

Surveillance Requirement 3.6.15.7 has been included to verify theability of the operator to reposition the filter bypass dampers which
allows bypassing the iodine filter banks.

9.
performance of the iodine filter banks. Surveillance Requirement 3.6.15.8 has been included to verify theO

.

O
North Anna Units 1 & 2 Page 2 of 2 Rev. B
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teams,
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

[N --
i4 h

A._ ^ Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3'.4.1.1; Reactor Coolant Loops and Coolant Circulation

Change Number 1*

Description:

The requirement for power removed from the loop stop valve operators was, ,

moved to North Anna MERITS specification 3.3.10, RCS Loop Isolation Valves.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c)~ and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1). Involve ~a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
isoves the -requirement to other locations in the Technical
Specifications'.

i

L (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
l

any accident previously evaluated because the same requirements will
exist in the alternate locations,

f)\ (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because thes'
affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and -
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.-

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does t not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

^

p
Q

Ther justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change number can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 s@mittal entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
- Justifications and Road Maps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

'

Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.1.1, Reactor Coolant Loops and Coolant Circulation
'

j. Change Number 2*
| s

Description:

The footnote regarding Special Test Exceptions was covered with a
Cross Reference in North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.4 to be consistent with MERITS

. practice.
,

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the~ standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

p with these changes would not: '

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the

| probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
s

'

the UFSAR.
,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
,Q any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and '

(/ rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does
it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these
changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
L reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
| existing Technical' Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
), has not been reduced.

t,

| Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
'

involve a significant hazards consideration.

l

1

|
l

b )G 1

!
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ntJeer can be fourd*

in the october 16, 1989 submittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Ama Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Mapa".

- - _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ - _ - _ - _ _ _ - - _ _ - _ _ - _ _ - - - _ - - _ _ _ _ . - _ - - - - - .
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i NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.1.1, Reactor Coolant Loops and Coolant Circulation

Change Number 3*

Description:

The time to reach HOT STANDBY was increased from I hour to 6 hours to be
consistent with the current NRC approved STS (NUREG 0452). The North Anna
reactor coolant system design is not significantly different than that of
Beaver Valley Unit 2 which has been licensed with the 6 hour completion
time.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

O (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

. assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruber can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 sutaittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Maps".

w __ . __ _ - - _ _ _ - - - - _ . - - - - - . - - - - - - . - - - - - .- - . - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ----~__ _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS '

/

( )_
'

Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.1.2, Hot Standby

Change Number 1*

Description:

The LCO was reworded and simplified per MERITS practice. Items 1, 2, and [
3 were deleted because the rewording of the LCO in conjunction with the

|added surveillance per item 4 below eliminates the need for the listing
of the loops.

<

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the. standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not: -'

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences'

of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the' conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do-
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

4 (2) Create the possibility of a new,or different kind of accident from
( any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

|

| .(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no'

changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nueer can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 submittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Maps".

._. ._.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

. .

Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.1.2, Hot Standby

Change Number 2*

Description:

' Immediately" is changed to "15 minutes" to provide a more specific"
_

requirement per MERITS guidelines.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) Croate the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does

O- it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these
changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin-of safety because the
reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes tc
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced,

f

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not !

involve a significant hazards consideration.

O .

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change number can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 sutaittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne TeCNiical Specifications
JustifIcatione and Road Mape".

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - - - - _ _ - -
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter
9

'LCO 3.4.1.2, llot Standby

Change Number 3*'

Description:
,

The following words are added tc, be consistent with the E STS version of
this LCO. These-words were added to provide clear direction as to the
necessary actions.

"within 15 minutes open the reactor trip breakers and"
t

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:i

|

(1) Involve a significant increase. in the probability or consequences ,
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not ' increase the probability or consequences of an accident

Ly previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
(e '

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from'

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter' the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than i
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter,

|- the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with ' the
accident. analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nueer can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 shittal entitled "MERifS Program, Current North Anna Technical $0ecifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

..
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.1.2, Hot Standby

Change Number 4*

Description:

The following surveillance is added to be consistent with the H-STS version
of this specification and is applicable to both North Anna Units.

The required steam generators shall' be determined OPERABLE by (
verifying secondary-side water level 2: 17% at least once per 12
hours.

The surveillance helps ensure that degradation of an OPERABLE steam
generator, due to low secondary-side water level, would not go undetected
for more than 12 hours.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

1- with these changes would not:

. (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability.or consequences
i of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
-assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not- increase. the. probability or consequences of an accident

!- previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from i

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility _ of an accident of a different type than,

C any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter

| the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
'l' made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the

! accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

I ' Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

!

I.-
G

l'

! * The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nuiber can be found
in the october 16, 1989 sikmittal entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
- JustifIcat twie and Road Maps".

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __--- _ ___
_
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Reactor' Coolant System Chapter

E LCO 3.4.1.2,-Hot Standby |

|
Change Number 5*

|
Description:

Specification 3.1.4.2 for Unit 2 has a note for exempting the requirement
to have one coolant loop in operation for performance of a boron mixing
test as stipulated in License Condition 2.C(15)(f) and 2.C(20)(b). Since
the boron mixing test required by License Conditions has been completed,
the note is no longer required and will not appear in the combined
specifications for North Anna Units 1 and 2.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with-these changes would not:

(1) _ Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

7 . assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
i not increase the probability or consequences of an accident

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

I. (2) Create the possibility of a new 'ifferent kind of accident from ,
. .

j any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
L to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
i. assumptions of the accident analyses.. Therefore, these changes do
| not create the possibility of an accident of a different' type than.
|_ any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes

j. made ' to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
'

accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, .the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

!O
N)\

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nuter can be found*

in the October 16, 1969 s@mittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.1.3, Reactor Coolant System Shutdown

These changes '(Pages 1 through 9) were made to apply to the conversion of North j
Anna LCO 3.4.1.3 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3,6, RCS Loops MODE 4.

Change Number 1*
'

Description:
s

The LCO has been reworded such that the list of loops is not necessary.
The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
'of 10CFR50.92(c)' and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

,

I

i (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from-

i' f any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been madek to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or ;

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do i
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than

,any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter

i
3

the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes 1

made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not !
involve a significant hazards consideration,

p
v

* The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change nusber can be found
in the October 16, 1989 s@mittel entitled '' MERITS Program, Current North Ama Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Maps".

h
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NO SICNIFICANT llAZARDS ANALYSIS-

. im
'. Reactor Coolant System Chapter

,

-LCO 3.4.1.3, Reactor Coolant System Shutdown

These changes (Pages 1 through 9) were made to apply to the conversion of North
Anna LCO 3.4.1.3 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.6, RCS Loops - MODE 4.

Change Number 2*

Description:

MODE 5 applicability was deleted. The implementation of MERITS on North
Anna consists of a specification for loop requirements in MODE 4, MODE 5
- Loops Filled, and MODE 5 Loops Not Filled. This approach more clearly
indicates that RCS loops are not capable of meeting the decay heat removal
requirements in MODE 5.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a-significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and.
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
moves the requirement to another location in the Technical

A Specifications.

|

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will '

exist in the alternate location.

(3). Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
surveillances are the same as- the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

i

(,

O
. d

The justifications, road maps. and specific changes associated with this change ruber can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 s@lttel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . - --. - - -
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y__ NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
(w

Reactor Coolant System ChaE*ar

LCO 3.4.1.3, Reactor Coolant System Shutdown

These changes (Pages 1 through 9) were made to apply to the conversion of North
Anna LCO 3.4.1.3 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.6, RCS Loops - MODE 4

Change Number 3*
i
!

Description: |
|

Words were added to ACTION a. to clarify that the action to go to MODE _5 !is only required and possible if RHR is available. In other words, it is
not possible to cooldown to MODE 5 without RHR. j

,

i

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards '

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance ;
with these changes.would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do i

!n not increase the probability or consequences of an accident '

,] previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
!

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do j
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than !

any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
|

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of ssiety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the |
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

Ov

The justificatione, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change ruber can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 sutaittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Itchnical $pecifications
Justifications and Road Mape".

(7
._ __ - _ _ _ _ _ _ . - _ . - - - - _ - - - - - - - - - -- -- -
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f NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

' Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.1.3, Reactor Coolant System Shutdown

These changes (Pages 1 through 9) were made to apply to ths conversion of North
Anna LCO 3.4.1.3 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.6, RCS Loops MODE 4.

Change Number 4*

Description:

In ACTION a. ,"Immediately" has been changed to "within 1 hour". The 1 hour
time is justified since the note at the bottom of the specification already
permits securing all pumps for up to 1 hour.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no chan5es have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin-
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

..

|
|

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nueer can be f ound*

in the october 16, 1969 submittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Spect fIcations
Justifications and Road Maps".

_ . _ _ _ .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

KJ
Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.1.3, Reactor Coolant System Shutdown

These changes (Pages 1 through 9) were made to apply to the conversion of North
Anna LCO 3.4.1.3 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.6, RCS Loops - MODE 4.

Change Number 5* -

Description:

In ACTION a. ,"20 hours" has been changed to "the next 24 hours" to be
consistent with the times permitted in LCO 3.0.3 for reaching MODE 5 from
MODE 4.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
I of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
I to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
| ,m not increase the probability or consequences of an accident

~ (] . previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
-to .the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions'of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin

l' of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

L
1

|

>

n

U
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change numer can be f ound*

in the October 16, 1989 sutaittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.1.3, Reactor Coolant System Shutdown

These changes (Pages 1 through 9) were made to apply to the conversion of North
Anna LCO 3.4.1.3 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.6, RCS Loops - MODE 4.

Change Number 6*

Description:

In ACTION b. ,"Immediately" has been changed to "within 15 minutes" to
provide a more specific requirement.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

g

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses.- Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

I.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification.which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not '

involve a significant hazards consideration.

.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nueer can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 sutaittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.1.3, Reactor Coolant System Shutdown '

These changes (Pages 1 through 9) were made to apply to the conversion of North j
Anna LCO 3.4.1.3 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.6, RCS Loops MODE 4. .

Change Number 7*

Description:
y

Words are added to the footnote regarding pump starts to combine Unit 1-
and Unit 2 specifications.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with'the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences'
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or,

I assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do-
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident

p previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to. the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter

_

the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

Iv

The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change tuber can be f ound*

i in the October 16, 1969 sutaittet entitled '' MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
!

.
Justifications and Road Maps".

. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ . - _ . . _ _ . _ _
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.'4.1.3, Reactor Coolant System Shutdown

These changes (Pages 1 through 9) were made to apply to the conversion of North
Anna LCO 3.4.1.3 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.6, RCS Loops . MODE 4

Change Number 8*

Description:
i

The note regarding power sources was deleted, This note is no longer
applicable to this cpecification since the APPLICABILITY has been changed
to MODE 4 only. However, this note will be retained in the specifications
for MODE 5 - Loops Filled and MODE 5 - Loops Not Filled.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance '

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
' surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change-,

| .p moves the requirement to another location in the Technical
't -

Specifications.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
;- any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will-

exist in the alternate location.

L (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
L affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and

surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
' involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

,s.

'{
\

* Tha justifications, road asps, and specific changes associated with this change rueer can be found
in the October 16, 1989 shittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Maps".

- _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ - . _ .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.1.3, Reactor Coolant System Shutdown

These changes (Pages 1 through 9) were made to apply to the conversion of North
Anna LCO 3.4.1.3 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.6, RCS Loops . MODE 4

Change Number 9*

Description:

Surveillance requirements for verifying RHR system OPERABILITY from North
Anna LCO 3.7.9.1 and 3.7.9.2 have been added to this specification such
that LCO 3.7.9.2 can be deleted. See the justifications for North Anna
LCO 3.7.9.1 and LCO 3.7.9.2 for additional information.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences,
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident

- previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of'an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

I

,

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change runber can be found
in the October 16, 1989 submittat entitled '' MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Spectfications
- Justificatione and Road Mape".

. - - _ - - _ - - _ _ _ _ - _ - _ - _ - - - _ - _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
l

f~h
k,[ Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.1.3,. Reactor Coolant System Shutdown
'

These changes (Pages 10 through 16) were made to apply to the conversion of
North Anna LCO 3.4.1.3 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3. 7, RCS Loops MODE 5 LoopsFilled. ,

Change Number 1*

Description:

The implementation of MERITS on North Anna consists of a specification for
loop requirements in MODE 4, MODE 5 - Loops Filled, and MODE 5 Loops Not
Filled. This approach more clearly indicates that RCS loops are not
capable of meeting the decay heat removal requirements in MODE 5.

The LCO was rewritten to require at least one RHR Loop and one backup means
of residual heat removal. The _ use of a steam generator is added as an
alternative backup to a second RHR loop being OPERABLE. This is
technically justified since one steam generator, with the primary side
tubes filled (Loops Filled) and the secondary side water level it 17%,
provides sufficient capacity to remove all decay' heat by natural

l circulation. Therefore, there is no need to require a backup to a backup
- g to cover the possibility of two successive and diverse single failures.

-

;

' The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

L assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
| not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
|L any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

i

(

l

'

Q l

'

*
j The justifications, road mapa, and specific changes associated with this change numer can be found
! in the October 16, 1989 submittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
|. * JustifIcatlona-and Road Maps".

_ _ _ .--_ - --_____-_______-_______ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ -
--
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4 NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.1,3, Reactor Coolant System Shutdown

These changes (Pages 10 through 16) were made to apply to the conversion of
North Anna LCO 3.4.1.3 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.7, RCS Loops MODE 5, Loops
Filled.

Change Number l' (continued)

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore,-the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

I

~ !

V

!
.

,

|

|

0 -

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nueer can be found
in the october 16, 1989 submittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Ama fechnical Specif(cations
* Justifications and Road Maps".
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,% NO SIGNIFICANT HA2ARDS ANALYSIS
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.1.3, Reactor Coolant System Shutdown

These changes (Pages 10 through 16) were made to apply to the conversion of
North Anna LCO 3.4.1.3 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.7, RCS Loops MODE 5, Loops
Filled.

Change Number 2*

Description:

In ACTION b. "Immediately" has been changed to "within 15 minutes" to
provide a more specific requirement.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance'

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the_ probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

|- to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

p not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
!], previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
I any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
| to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
I assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
L not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than

any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical _ Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

1.

C\
V

The justifications, rood mope, and specific changes associated with thle change nueer con be found*

in the October 16, 1989 submittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technicet Specifications
Justificatione and Road Mape".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter-

LCO 3.4.1.3, Reactor Coolant System Shutdown

These changes (Pages 10 through 16)-were made to apply to the conversion of
North Anna LCO 3.4.1.3 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.7, RCS Loops MODE 5, Loops
Filled.

Change Number 3*

Description:

Words are added to combine Unit 1 and Unit 2 specifications.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in eccordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made *

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or,

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

! assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these-changes.do-
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

a

(3) Involve a significant reduction in'the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Spacification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes

! made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
|= accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
). of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

|
|

I

/
| v -

The Justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rmber can be f ound*

in the october 16, 1989 submittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".
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gs NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Coolant System Chapter
i

LCO 3.4.1.3, Reactor Coolant System Shutdown i

These changes (Pages 10 through 16) were made to apply to the conversion of
North Anna LCO 3.4.1.3 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.7, RCS Loops MODE 5, Loops
Filled.

Change Number 4*

Description:

The reference to reactor coolant pumps as a requirement in this
specification are deleted here since this specification only addresses the
requirements for RHR loops in MODE 5. The requirements for reactor coolant
pumps are addressed in North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.6.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordarce with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
| of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
i <- surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change(j moves the requirement to another location in the Technical

'-
Specifications.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement willI

! exist in the alternate location.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

1

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

A
U

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruiber can be fourc*

in the octooer 16, 1989 semittel entitled *'e(Rits Program, Current North Anna technical Specifications
Justificatione end Road Mape".

_ _ - -
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i

Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.1.3, Reactor Coolant System Shutdown

Theso changes (Pages 10 through 16) were made to apply to the conversion of
tiorth Anna LCO 3.4.1.3 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.7, RCS Loops MODE 5, Loops
Filled.

Change Number 5'

' Description:

Two notes shown below have been added to this specification to provide
added clarification on the requirements. The first note is required to
permit time to perform required surveillance testing on the RHR loop that
is not in operation when a backup steam generator is not available. The
second note is needed to retain the current requirements in this new North
Anna MERITS LCO that exist in the current combined MODE 4 and 5 LCO.

One RHR loop may be inoperable for s 2 hours for surveillance testing
provided that the other RHR loop is OPERABLE and in operation.

All RHR loops may be removed from operation during a planned heatup
e to MODE 4 when at least one RCS loop is verified in operation,7

i

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident froai

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because ne
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.p) '

( Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

The'justiflections, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rutier can be f ound*

in the october 16, 1989 sutimittet entitled "MERifS Program, Current North Ama fechnical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".a
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.1.3, Reactor Coolant System Shutdown I

These changes (Pages 10 through 16) were made to apply to the conversion of
North Anna LCO 3.4.1.3 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.7, RCS Loops MODE 5, Loops
Filled.

Change Number 6*

Description:

Surveillance requirements for verifying RHR system OPERABILITY from North '

Anna 140 3.7.9.1 and 3.7.9.2 have been added to this specification such
that LCO 3.7.9.2 can be deleted. See the justifications for North Anna

LCO 3.7.9.1 and LCO 3.7.9.2 for additional information.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance 4

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

a to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident f' rom '

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or '

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

^Ot

V

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change runber can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 shittet entitled "aERITS Program, Current North Anne fechnical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

. . - - -__ - _- _.-__ - _ _ -__
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Coolant System Chapter
|
:LCO 3.4.1.3, Reactor Coolant System Shutdown '.
!These changes (Pages 17 through 22) were made to apply to the conversion of

North Anna LCO 3.4.1.3 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.8, RCS loops . MODE 5 Loops
,

Not Filled.

Change Number 1*

Description:

The implementation of MERITS on North Anna consists of a specification for
loop requirements in MODE 4, MODE 5 Loops Filled, and MODE 5 Loops Not '

Filled. This approach more clearly indicates that RCS loops are not
capable of meeting the decay heat removal requirements in MODE 5,

The LCO was rewritten to require two RHR loops OPERABLE and at least one '

in operation.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

.c' (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
,

of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made>

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes;

made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludec that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

r
( -

L

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rutier can be found
in the October 16, 1989 s@mittel entitled "MEtif 5 Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Maps".

-- - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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m

Reactor Coolant System Chapter
>

LCO 3.4.1.3, Reactor Coolant System Shutdown

These changes (Pages 17 through 22) were made to apply to the conversion of
North Anna LCO 3.4.1.3 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.8, RCS Loops MODE 5. LoopsNot Filled. ;

Change Number 2' '

Description:

In ACTION b. "Immediately" has been changed to "within 15 minutes" to
provide a more specific requirement. ,

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it had been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

,

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made i

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do -

. (N not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than

| any accident previously evaluated in *.he UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changesl

naade to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

M'

(V .

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change number can be f ound *

In the October 16,1989 submittet entitled "MEtifS Program, Current Worth Anne technice| Specifications
Justificatione and Road pape".

_ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _
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,

keactor Coolant System Chapter
|LCO 3.4.1.3, Reactor Coolant System Shutdown '

These changes (Pages 17 through 22) were made to apply to the conversion of
North Anna LCO 3.4.1.3 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.8, RCS Loops MODE 5, LoopsNot Filled.

Change Number 3'

Description:

The reference to reactor coolant pumps as a requirement in this
specification are deleted here since this specification only a s '* esses the
requirements for RHR loops in MODE 5. The requirements for rea . coolant

,

pumps are addressed in North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.6.

.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

,

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
,-- of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and

; ( surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
' \ moves the requirement to another location in the Technical

Specifications.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will
exist in the alternate location.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements andi

I surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes, that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

l

|

. O

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be f ound*

in the october 16, 1989 sutalttel entitled eMERl1$ Progren, Current Ncrth Area Technical $pecifications
Justifications and RLad Neps".
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m NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

(C)
Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.1.3, Reactor Coolant System Shutdown

These changes (Pages 17 through 22) were made to apply to the conversion of
North Anna LCO 3.4.1.3 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3 8. RCS Loops - MODE 5, Loops
Not Filled.

Change Number 4*

Description:
,.

The note regarding pump starts is deleted since this specification only
addresses decay heat removal requirements when the reactor coolant loops
are not filled. As such, the reactor coolant pumps cannot be in operation
and this note is not applicable.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously esaluated because no changes have been made

! e to the Technical Specifi'6 tion which alter the conditions or
l l assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes assfclated with this change nteer can be f ound*

in the October 16, 1989 submittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Ama Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Mape".

_ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - . _ _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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g NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Coolant System Chapter
i

LCO 3.4.1.3, Reactor Coolant System Shutdown l

These changes (Pages 17 through 22) were made to apply to the conversion of
North Anna LCO 3.4.1.3 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.8, RCS Loops MODE 5, Loops
Not Filled.

;

Change Number 5*

Description: |

A note shown below has been added to this specification to provide added ;

clarification on the requirements. The note is required to permit time |
to perform required surveillance testing on the RHR loop that is not in
operation.

One RHR loop may be inoperable for 5 2 hours for surveillance testing
provided that the other RHR loop is OPERABLE and in operation.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

(~h
V

|

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be f ound*

in the October 16, 1989 smittat entitled * MERITS Program, Current Worth Anna f echnical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

_ - . .- - -
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS ;m
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,

Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3,4.1.3, Reactor Coolant System Shutdown '

These changes (Pages 17 through 22) were made to apply to the conversion of
North Anna LCO 3.4.1.3 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.8, RCS Loops MODE 5. Loops
Not Filled.

Change Number 6*
,

Description:

Surveillance requireunts for verifying RHR system OPERABILITY from North
Anna LCO 3.7.9.1 a.d 3.7.9.2 have been added to this specification such
that LCO 3.7.9.2 can be deleted. See the justifications for North Anna
LCO 3.7.9.1 and LCO 3.7.9.2 for additional information.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

, (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
! of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
| ,- to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
i ( assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes Jo'
! not increase the probability or consequences of an accident -

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.
,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the

,

accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

i

l

l
1

1

|- O
0 -

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nueer can be f ound*
,

| in the october 16, 1989 sutaittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Mape".a
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-

( )'a
Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.1.4, Reactor Coolant System Isolated Loop

Change Number 1*

Description:

The title of the LCO was changed to "RCS Loop Isolation Valves." The
current Technical Specifications for plants with loop isolation valves are
written with the assumption that plants may be operated with N.1 loops.
The current expectation is that very few plants will be licensed for N 1
operation. Therefore, the North Anna MERITS version of this specification
is written such that isolated loop operation is not permitted in MODES 1
through 4, and should inadvertent isolation of a loop occur, the unit would
be forced into MODE 5 or 6 where continued operation with the isolated loop
would be permitted.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
D of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been madeh to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or |

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have b.=n made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

/~N
ii
V

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruber can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 s@mittel entitled "MEtlis Program, current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justificatione and Road Mope".
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O- Reactor Coolant System CN;.*.er

LCO 3,4.1.4, Reactor Coolant System Isolated Loop

Change Number 2*

Description:

As a result of item 1 above, the LCO is replaced with the following:

Each RCS hot and cold leg loop isolation valve shall be open with
power removed from each isolation valve operator.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a st ;nificant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
moves the requirement to another location in the Technical
Specifications.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement willO exist in the alternate location.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

.

s

O
l

The justificettone, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nunber can be f ound*

in the october 16, 1989 sutsalttet entitled "MERl1$ Program, Current North Anna Technicet Specifications
* Justifications and Road Maps".
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V
Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.1.4, Reactor Coolant System Isolated Loop

Change Number 3*

Description:

As a result of item 1 above, the ACTION is replaced with the following:

With power available to one or more loop isolation valve operators,
remove the power from all loop isolation valve operators within 30 i

minutes or be in MODE 4 within the next 6 hours and in MODE 5 withinthe following 30 hours.

With one or more loop isolation valves closed, immediately isolate
each affected loop by closing, as required, the hot leg or cold leg
isolation valve, and be in MODE 4 within 6 hours and in MODE 5 within
the following 30 hours.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CMt$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordancei

| with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequencesd
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillence requirements will not be affected. The proposed change

, moves the requirement to another location in the Technical
| Specifications.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from -

| any accident previously evaluated because the, same requirement will
I exist in the alternate location.

(3) Involve r,1gnificant reduction in the margin of safety because the
affecte ' dructure, system, component, or variable requirements and
surveiltances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
| involve a significant hazards consideration.
|

| -

\

The justifications, road maps, and specific charges associated with this change nurter can be f ound*

in the October 16, 1989 sutnittal entitled aMERifs Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
JustifIcat w s and Road Maps".

. _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ . _ _ _ _ _ _
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.1.4, Reactor Coolant System Isolated Loop

Change Number 4*

Description:

As a result of item 1 above, the SURVEILIANCE REQUIREMENT is replaced with *

the following:
;

Prior to entering MODE 4, verify each RCS loop isolation valve is
open.

At leas *. nce every 31 days, verify power removed from each RCS loop
isolation valve operator.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
, of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
| surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change

moves the requirement to another location in the Technical
| (* Specifications.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from *

any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will
i exist in the alternate location.
|

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and,

i
~

surveillances are the samt as the existing Technical Specification.
|

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

.

|

|-

|

|

|'

.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rutwr can be f ound*

in the October 16, 1989 smittet entitled "MRITS Program, everent North Anna Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Maps".

_ _ _ _ - . . . _ _ - - . _ . - - . .
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.1.5, RCS Isolated Loop Startup

Change Number 1*

Description:
,

i

The North Anna MERITS version of this specification is written to clarify
the requirements for startup of an isolated loop. The existing
specification does not require boron concentration of d,< isolated loop
2 boron concentration of the operating loops prior to opening the hot leg
isolation valve. The existing specification could be interpreted to permit
recirculating an isolated loop with no boron with the operating loops for
the purpose of equalizing boron concentration as well as temperature. This
is not the case. Prior to opening the hot leg isolation valve, the boron
concentration of an isolated loop must be 2 to the boron concentration of
the operating loops. In addition, the existing specification would permit
startup of an isolated loop in all MODES. The MERITS version of this
specification does not permit operation with isolated loops in MODES 1
through 4, but does permit operation with isolated loops in MODES 5 and ,

6. As such, the LCO and APPLICABILITY are written as follows:

| f- Each RCS isolated loop shall remain isolated with:
l

('
a. The hot and cold leg isolation valver closed if boron

concentration of the isolated loop is < boron concentration
of the operating loops, and

b. The cold leg isolation valve closed if the cold leg temperature '

of the isolated loop is > 20'F below the highest cold leg
temperature of the operating loops.

APPLICABILITY: MODES 5 and 6.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident

-previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

r~
~

The justificathns, road maps, and spectfle changes associated with this change ruter can be fourd*

in the October 16, 1999 sutaittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical $pecifications
Justiflestione and Road Maps".

. , . .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.1.5, RCS Isolated Loop Startup

Change Number l' (continued)

1

)

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made )

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or '

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

|

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

! k
i G

|

|

|

0 -

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be f ound*

in the October 16, 1989 s@lttal entitled "MER115 Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Mape".
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter '

LCO 3.4.1.5, RCS Isolated Loop Startup

Change Number 2*
;

Description:

As a result of item 1 &bove, the ACTION is replaced as follows:

With an isolated loop hot or cold leg isolation valve opened prior
to meeting the LCO requirements, immediately close the hot and cold
leg isolation valves if the boron concentration requirement is not

,

met, or immediately close the cold leg isolation valve if the >

temperature requirement is not met.
|

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards '

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change ;

moves the requirement to another location in the Technical
Specifications.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will
exist in the alternate location.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and ,

surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

|
l'

|

| C
|

| The justHications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change tuber can be f ound*

i in the October 16, 1989 submittat entitled '' MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
! Justifications and Road Maps".

-- -. . ._ . _ . .. . - _ _ - . -
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.1.5, RCS Isolated Loop Startup

Change Number 3' '

.

Description:

>Shutdown margin and the surveillance requirements for verifying shutdown
margin are covered by other LCO's. Therefore, surveillance 4.4.1.5.2 was

|replaced with the following wording
,

IJithin 2 hours prior to opening the hot or cold leg isolation valve ;

in an isolated loop, verify boron concentration of isolated loop 2
the boron concentration of the operating loops.

The proposed change has oeen evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.91(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and

(. surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
moves the requirement to another location in the Technical

[_J) Specifications.
|

L

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will
exist in the alternate location.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Powar concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

tO

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be f ourd*

in the October 16, 1989 s@mittet entitled '' MERITS Program, Current North Ama Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

T
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter i

LCO 3.4.3, Safety Valves Operating (Unit 1) and
3.4.3.1, Safety and Relief Valves Operating Safety Valves (Unit 2)

Change Number l' !

Description:

The LCO was reworded per MERITS guidelines to specify the allowed range
for the lift setting of each pressurizer Code safety valve.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences *

of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the '

probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

I (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from *

any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
(] rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does
C/ it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these

changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
j type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
,

reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
[ existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
I has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

i

|
|

5

%

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can tie f oW*

in the Octooer 16, 1989 sutnittat entitled '' MERITS Program, Current Worth Anna Technical Specifications
- Jus tifications and Road Maps''.
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter ,

LCO 3.4.3, Safety Valves . Operating (Unit 1) and
3.4.3.1, Safety and Relief Valves Operating Safety Valves (Unit 2) ,

Change Number 2*

Description:
'

The following note has been added to the LCO to allow entry into MODE 3
to make accurate settings for the safety valves:

LCO 3.0.4 may be suspended in MODE 4 and for up to 18 hours per valve
for entry into and during operations in MODE 3 for the purpose of
setting the pressurizer code safety valves under ambient (hot)
conditions provided a preliminary cold setting was made prior to
heatup.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
, O of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
| to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
|

,

assumptions of the ar.cident analyses. Therefore, these changes do '

! not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been mada
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or '

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no ,

changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justificatione, road siops, and specific cht.nges associated with this change nueer can te f ound*

in the october 16, 1969 shittet entitled *MER115 Program, Current North Anna fechnicet Specifications
JustifIcetione end Road Maps".
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3,4.3, Safety Valves Operating (Unit 1) and
3.4.3.1, Safety and Relief Valves Operating Safety Valves (Unit 2)

Change Number 3*

Description:

MODE 4 was added to the APPLICABILITY. The APPLICABILITY would be
incomplete between the top of MODE 4 and the arming temperature for COMS !
as a result of relocating specification 3.4.2, SAFETY VALVES SHUTDOW,
outside of technical specifications. The APPLICABILITY as modified is ;

complete,
,

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

g not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
i i previously evaluated in the UFSAR.G

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

( 1) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O

The justifications, road maps, and specifle changes associated with this change rueber can be f ound*

in the october 16, 1989 submittat entitled *WRiiS Program, Current North Anna fechnical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter
j

LCO 3.4.3, safety Valves Operating (Unit 1) and
3.4.3.1, Safety and Relief Valves Operating-Safety Valves (Unit 2)

Change Number 4*

Description:

As a result of item 3 above, the Action was changed to require shutdown
to MODE $ if the inoperable valve is not restored within 15 minutes. This
ensures that the Action places the unit in a MODE where the LCO does not 6

apply. The times provided are consistent with the existing times allowed
in LCO 3.0.3 for reaching MODE 3 and MODE 5.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evalustr a because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specificatior which alter the conditions or :
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

m not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
(] previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do '

not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore. Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

(D
Q

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nuter can be f ound*

in the october 16, 1969 submittet entitled " MERITS Program, current North Anna Technical Specifications
* Justifications and toed Maps".
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\ Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.3.2, Relief Valves

Change Number 1*

Description:

Action A has been modified to address PORVs that are inoperable for reasons
other than excessive leakage. In such a case, the possibility exists that
a PORV may inadvertently open, and therefore, requires that the block valve
be closed and power removed.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probab' M e or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no c>nges have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

[Vh any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not '

involve a significant hazards consideration.

.

n

Q.|
The justlficatlons, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be f ound*

in the october 16, 1989 semittet entitled '' MERITS Program, Current Worth Anna Technical Specificat tons
Justlfications and Road Maps".

_ . .
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.3.2, Relief Valves

Change Number 2*

Description:

A new action is added to address PORVs that are inoperable as a result of
excessive leakage. In such a case, the PORV control system is not suspect
and the valve is not likely to open inadvertently. Therefore, the block
valve is closed to stop the leakage, but the power to the block valve is
not removed. This permits quicker recovery in the event the PORV is
required for depressurizing the unit.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions os
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, there changes do

g not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

;

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

(
,

The justifications, road maps, and specif f t changes associated with this change ruter can tw f ound*

in the October 16, 1989 stenittel entitled am(Rlit Program, current North Anne technical Specificettons
* Justifications and Rose Maps".

_u
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter
J

LCO 3.4.3.2, Relief Valves "

Change Number 3*

Description: :

The surveillance interval for verifying the OPERABILITY of the PORVs is
changed from 31 days to 18 months'. This is justified since the PORVs at
North Anna are not required to mitigate any accident. In addition, the
current specification would permit declaring all PORVs inoperable without '

requiring unit shutdown. The only action would be to isolate the
inoperable PORVs using the associated block valves. Once the PORVs are
declared inoperable, in accordance with specification 4.0.3, no
surveillance testing is required on inoperable equipment.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

|

l (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

p to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
\ assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do'

~

not increase the probability or consequences of an accident '

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

| (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
| any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
i to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these, changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR. '

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes

i made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
) accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin

of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

t

The justifications, road amps, and specific changes associated with this chenee rueer can be f ound*

in the october 16, 1989 sutalttal entitled aM(tifs Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
* JustifIeatione and Road Maps".
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.3.2, Relief Valves

Change Number 4*
i

Description:

The added sentence is necessary to ensure that the block valves are not
cycled to perform the block valve surveillance if the block valve is closed
to meet an action for an inoperable PORV.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, thece changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2)
fm Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made -\ to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do

l~ not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

'

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes ;
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
| involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

D)

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this chanee numer can be found
in the October 16, 1989 simmittet entitled '' MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Mape".
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.4, Pressurizer

Change Number l'

Description:

;

The LCO has been revised to provide a more concise requirement. The
existing specification is inadequate since it does not clearly indicate
that two groups of pressurizer heaters must be available. In addition, i

since the pressurizer level indication is provided in percent, not in cubic
feet, the operator would be required to perform a calculation to verify
that the water volume met the LCO requirement. Therefore, the LCO is
reworded as follows:

The pressurizer shall be OPERABLE with:
,

a. Pressurizer water volume s 1240 cubic feet, equivalent to s
92% of span, and

| b. Two groups of pressurizer heaters OPERABLE with the capacity
i of each group 2125 kW and capable of being powered by separate

emergency power sources.g)
$.

| d The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
| of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

I assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
| any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made i
I

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no!
'

changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rueer can be f ound*

in the october 16, 1989 shittat entitled 9ERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specificattons
* Justifications and Road Maps".
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!Reactor Coolant System Chapter
!1.C0 3.4.4, Pressurizer
l

!

Change Number 2*

i
Description: i

Tae action statements of the existing specification also were inadequate '

in that they did not address the condition of two groups inoperable or the
condition of pressurizer water volume outside the limit. The actions have
been reworded to address these conditions. An allowed outage tite of 1
hour for each of these new Conditions was selected based on the existing
allowance of I hour for restoration provided in LCO 3.0.3. As a result
of this restructuring, Action B is reworded as shown on the markup and
Action A is reworded for 1 group of heaters inoperable as follows:

With one group of pressurizer heaters inoperable, restore requireda.
groups to OPERABLE status within 72 hours,

t

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CTR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

o with these changes would not:,

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have beer made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assutuptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety ha3 not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nuter can be found*

in the october 16, 1989 sutalttal entitled ''MRITS Program, current morth Anna Technicet Specificat tons
* Justifications and Road Maps".

.
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.4, Pressurizer

Change Number 3*

Description:

The additional Actions are worded as follows:

With two required groups of pressurizer heaters inoperable, restorec.
one required group to OPERABLE status within 1 hour.

d. With the Required Actions of A, B, or C not met within the required
completion times, be in MODE 3 within the next 6 hours and in MODE
4 within the fo11owin6 6 hours.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR$0.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

O to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accitant analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the preoability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
l
l* The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change ruitier can be found

in the october 16, 1989 subelttet entitled * MERITS Progrwe, Current North Anne Technicet $pecifications
* Justificatione end Road Neps".

. .
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O
Reactor Ooolant System Chapter Page
4 of 4

LCO 3.4.4, Pressurizer

Change Number 4*

Description:

A surveillance shown Delow is added to verify the OPERABILITY of the
pressurizer heaters.

The capacity of each of the above required groups of pressurizer
heaters shall be verified by energizing the heaters and measuring
circuit current at least once per 92 days.

'

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with thesa changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specificacion which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changos do

O not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously eveluated because no changes nave been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the marr.in of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change dra s not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
* The justifications, road maps, and sWeific changes associated with 'his change nu@er can be f ound

in the October 16, 1989 submittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technica Specificatiors
Justifications and Road Maps''.

. . _ . . ~ _ _ ~ .
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Reactor Coolsnt System Chapter
~

1/0 3.4.6.1, Leakage Detection Systems

Chango Number l',,

0' - Description:

p"' The LCO was modified to clarify that primary system leakage detection to
"

. monitored by four techniques, and not two. Although some common equipment
is ulced for the containment atmosphere monitors and for the sump level and
flow abnitors, a single failure of the common equipment would only cause
loss of 2 out of 4 monitors. Two out of four monitors still provides
redundant monitoring capability with the ability to withstand another
single failure of en individual monitor. Plant shutdown is unnecessary
in this case, since adequate capability still exists to detect primary
systen leakage. Either the containment sump monitorin5 capabilities would
he available and containment atmosphere airborne levels could be determined
unint Brab samples or the containsont atmosphere monitoring capabilities
would be available and an RCS inventory balance on a more_ frequent interval
would be performed to detect leakage. The intent of Regulatory Guide 1.45-
is set by employing separate detection methods for monitoring airborne.
radioactivity and cump level. Airborne radioactivity is monitored using

= the convainment atmespbere gaseous and particulate radioactivity monitoring
-

system.,and the liquid volumes are monitored using the sump level and flow
'

- monitoring system. The loss of one. technique is acceptable for 30 days
provided the other technique is available.

The proposed changes allow greater flexibility with both the particulate
- - and the gaseous radioactivity monitors inoperable. The thirty day action

statement cllows adequate time to repair or replace the inoperable
components. The proposed action statement for the inoperable airborne

T
-

monitors also requires more frequent grab sampling (once every twelve hours -
as opposed to once every twenty four hours) . The proposed action statement
for the inoperable sump level and flow monitors has an added requirement
to perform an RCS-inventory balance once every 11 hours.

.

O
The justificatione, road maps, and specific changes associated with thlE cfiange fnAMr can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 sutaittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Ame Itchof cal 3pecifications
- Justifications and poed Maps".

.. _ . . . . . . . . _ .
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.6.1, Leakage Detection Systems

Change Number 1* (continued)

Description (continued):

B
The technical arguments presented above have been accepted by the NRC as
sufficient justification for the requested change for Millstone Unit 3 and
Palo Verde Units 1, 2, and 3. There are no'significant plant specific
differences between North Anna and the units mencion93 above that preclude
application of the same technical arguments to justify the technical
specification presented below.

As a result of the discussion above the actions are reworded as follows:

a. With both the containment atmosphere gaseous and particulate
radioactivity monitors inoperable, operation may continue for up to
30 days provided the containment sump level measurement system or
the containment sump discharge flow measurement system is OPERABLE,
an RCS water inventory balance is performed at 1 cast once per9 12 hours or grab samples of the containment atmosphere are obtained
and analyzed at least once per 12 hours; otherwise, be in at least
MODE 3 within the next- 6 hours and in MODE 5 within the following
30 hours,

b. With both the containment sump level measurement system or the
containment sump discharge flow measurement system inoperable,
operation may continue ,for up to 30 days provided either the
containment atmosphere gaseous or particulate radioactivity monitor
is OPERABLE and an RCS water inventory balance is performed at least
once per 12 hours; otherwise, be in at least MODE 3 within the next
6 hours and in MODE 5 within the following 30 hours.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

' with these changes would not:
.

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specific;stion which alter the conditions or

. assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
c not- increase the probability or consequences of an accident

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

.

~

..

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change number can be found*

\ in the Atoaer 16, 1969 shittat entitled " MERIT: Program, Current North Anna Technical Specificatius
= Astifiritions and Road Maps".

1
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.6.1, Leakage Detection Systems 1

i

Change Number 1* (continued)
;

1

(2) Create the' possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical- Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter

|- the conditions or assweptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

.

Therefore, Virginia-Power concludes that this proposed change does not
| involve a significant, hazards consideration.

_,

|: ,

l'

.~

!

|

|

-

' p) .c
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nureer can be f ound*

in the October 16, 1989 stbnittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Spectfications-
Justifications and Road Maps".

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - - _ . - . .. ---
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter

| LCO 3.4.6.1, Leakage Datection Systems

ChanSe Number 2*

Description:

The SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS section has been changed to the.new MERITS
column format with stated SR number and description and the required
FREQUENCY arranged in order- of descending frequency. The new format
eliminates the need for Table 4.3.3 related to this technical'
specification. "

| The proposed change has~been evaluated in accordance with the standards
j of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance -
E with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant- increase in the probability or consequences
! of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
| rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
y Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
! probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
> the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does
it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, theseI

changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

| (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety' because the
| reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
| existing; Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety'

-has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
t'N

L-
j'
I.
| * The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rueer car, be found
|. In the October 16, 1989 submittal entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
j JustifIcetions and Roed Mape".
|1
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NO SIGNIFICANT HA2ARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.6.2, Operational Leakage

These changes (Pages 1 throuFh 7) were made to apply to the conversion of North
Anna LCO 3.4.6.2 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.15, RCS Leakage.

Change Number 1*

Description:

The reference to an isolated steam generator was deleted from LCO 3.4.6.2.c
since operation in MODES 1 through 4 is not permitted with loops isolated.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process involves no technical changes to existing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated in
the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does
it require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, these
changes do not create the possibility of an accident of a different
type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety 'because the
reformatting and rewording proce.ss involves no technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
I

1* The justifications, road maps, aM specific changes associated with this change numer can be f ound
in the October 16, 1989 subaittal entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Maps".
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Y NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

'

Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.6.2, Operational Leakage

.These changes (Pages 1 through 7) were made to apply to the conversion of North
Anna LCO 3.4.6.2 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.15, RCS Leakage.

Change Number 2*

c Description:

LCO 3.4.6.2.e and surveillance 4.4. 6. 2.1.c were deleted. The former
CONTROLLED LEAKAGE LCO is actually Seal Injection Flow, and is required
to verify ECCS capabilities. Therefore this LCO was deleted and its

-surveillance moved from the RCS operational Leakage specification to tre
ECCS Chapter, - i.e. LCO 3.4.4, Seal Inj ection Flow.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or- consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and

. surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
moves the requirement to another location in the Technical
Specifications.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
.. any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will

exist in the alternate location.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefora, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

..

m;se

t-

The justifications, road meps, and specific changes associated with this change nueer can be found^ *

in the October 16, 1989 sutaittal entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications !

Justifications and Road Maps".

>

. _ _ . _ _ _ - . - _ - ~ - - - - . - - - - . - - - - - - -_
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.6.2, Operational Leakage

These changes (Pages 1 through 7) were made to apply to the conversion of North
Anna LCO 3.4.6.2 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.15, RCS Leakage.

Change Number 3*

Description:

LCO 3.4.6.2. f was deleted. The RCS Pressure Isolation Valve leakage
specification is a separate North Anna MERITS LCO, i.e. LCO 3.3.16. RCS
Pressure Isolation Valve Leakage. Bis change was made because measured
leakage through one valve does not result in RCS leakage unless the other
valve in series also leaks.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
moves the requirement to another location in the TechnicalO Specifications.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will
exist in the alternate location.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes' that this propose <1 change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

e
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change turber can be f ound*

in the October 16, 1989 sutunittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Mape".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

J
Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.6.2, Operational Leakage

These changes (Pages 1 through 7) were made to apply to the conversion of North
Anna LCO 3.4.6.2 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.15, RCS Leakage.

Change Number 4*

Description:

The note regarding-MODE 1 operation above 50% power was deleted as a
result of North Anna Specification 3.4.6.3 being relocated to the UFSAR
Chapter 16 per the Criteria Application Report.

The proposed- change has been evaluated in accordance wit.h the standards
L of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
| with these changes would not:

(1) . Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and

i surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change -
! relocates requirements and surveillances which did not meet the
'- p criteria for iriclusion in Technical- Specifications. These

t requirements and surveillances will be relocated from the Technical,

| Specifications to the UFSAR. These operability requirements and
'

l' surveillances will continue to be maintained pursuant to 10 CFR
50.59.

(2) Create the possibility of a.new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because adequate controls for the-
relocated requiren.ents exist under the provisions of 10 CFR 50.59.

.
(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the

affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and -
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.
For any future changes to the requirements, the provisions of 10 CFR
50.59 and 50.71 will be upheld.

L

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this - proposed change does not
| involve t. significant hazarde consideration.

I

c
l
l

' \
. -

I'

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nu2er can be found
in the October 16, 1989 sutaittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Maps".

I
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS
'

LO
D; Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.6.2, Operational Leakage i

These changes (Pages 1 through 7) were made to apply to the conversion of North
Anna LCO 3.4.6.2 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.15, RCS Leakage.

|

Change Number 5*
,1

Description:

Surveillances 4.4. 6. 2.1. a and 4.4. 6. 2.1.b for monitoring the containment
atmosphere radioactivity meuiter ,md the suarp irrieutory were deleted
because there are automatic systems wnien continuously perfen these tasks
and which have OPERABILITY requirements in North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.17,
RCS Leakage Detection Instrumentation. Required Actions are specified

I within 1.00 3.3.17 for times when these automatic systems are inoperable.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50,92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not;

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and

(] surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
Q. moves the requirement to another location in the Technical

Specifications.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will
exist in the alternate location,

l (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety, because the
. affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
1 *

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated win this change nuuDer can be f ound
in the October 16, 1989 submittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current north Anna Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Maps",

t

-__._______.___._.__m_.__.m_ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSISn-
Q)

Reactor Coolant System rhapter

.LCO 3.4.6.2, Operational Les.kage

These changes (Pages 1 through 7) were made to apply to the conversion of North
Anna LCO 3.4.6.2 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.15 RCS Leakage.

Change Number 6*

Description:

The surveillance 4.4.6.2.1.e for monitoring the Reactor Head Flange Leakoff
System was deleted. Leakage into this system is IDENTIFIED LEAKAGE, as
the leakage is monitored by temperature detectors in the leakoff lines and
collected by the Reactor Coolant Drain Tank. Leakage from the reactor head
flange is monitored sufficiently by the RCS water inventory balance.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it. has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences,

of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made|-

L to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or'

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.,

1

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the- Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

! assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these. changes do
I not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than

any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification t.hich alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analysu,. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced. -

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

L e

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ntater een be found
in the October 16, 1989 sutmittat ontitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Spectfications

Justifications and Road Mapa''.

. ,
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g. NO SIGNIFICAf"' HAZARDS ANALYSIS j

(v)L i

Reactor Coolant System Chapter I
|

LCO 3.4.6.2, Operational Leakage l

These changes (Pages 1 through 7) were made to apply to the conversion of North
Anna LCO 3.4.6.2 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.15, RCS Leakage.

Change Number 7*

Description-

W e phrase "during steady state operation" is replaced with the statement
"SR 3.0.4 is not applicable for entry into MODES 3 or 4". This change is
necessary since steady operation is not clearly defined in the Te:hnical
Specifications. When plant conditions do not permit performance of a
surveillance prior to entering the APPLICABILITY of the LCO, an exception
must be taken to the requirements of specification SR 3.0,4 until the plant
conditions can be met.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the
standards of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations
in accordance with these changes would not:

,

| p (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
L( of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
'

.to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not m.u de possibility of an accident of a different type than
r.ay u _ t. previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve e significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes nave been made to the Technical Specification which. alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

[
V

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruuber can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 sutaittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
JustifIcetions and Road Maps".

. _ _ __- __ ___ _-_ _ _-____-_-_______ - _-__ - . _
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NO SIGNIFICANT !!AZARDS ANALYSIS

i(~f-(j Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCu 3.4.6.2, Operatienal Leakage

These changes (Pages 8 throus,h 14) were made to apply to the m: version of North
Anna LCO 3.4.6.2 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.16. RCS PIV led. age.

Change Number 1*

Description:

LCO 3.4.6.2.f was rewritten for the RCS Pressure Isolation Valve leakage
which will exist as a separate specification from Operational Leakage.
The LCO is revisei to be consistent with the current licensing methodology
provided in NUniG-0452 and to permit locating the table outside of
technical specifications along with the table footnotes. Accordingly,
Table 3.4.1 was deleted, and the LCO will read as follows:

The leakage from each RCS Pressure Isolation Valve (PIV) shall be
limited to 0.5 gpm per nominal inch of valve size up to a maximum
of 5 gpm, at a RCS pressure of 2: 2215 and s 2255 psig.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that onrations in accordance
with these changes would not:

,

A '

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made,

! to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) - Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident prevf.ously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

(V.
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 sutaittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Tecttnical Spect fications
Justifications and Road Maps".

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ - - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ . _ - _ _ - _ - .
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

' ' N.s) -
.i

Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO-3.4.6.2, Operational Leakage

These changes (Pages 8 through 14) were made to apply to the conversion of North
Anna LCO 3.4.6.2 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.16. RCS PIV Leakage.

Change Number 2*

DesccLption: '

LC0 items a through e were deleted. These requirements are moved to North
Anna HERITS LCO 3.3.15, RCS Operational Leakage.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
| of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
l' with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident- previously evaluated because the operability and '

survnGlance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
moves the requirement to another location in the Technical
Specifications.

(A
ty' (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from

any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will,

I' exist in the alternate location.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes- that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

i

|

'

N.) '

* The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change number can be tvurd
in the October 16, 1989 sutaittat entitled " MERITS Program, current North Anna Itchnical $pect fIcations

Justifications and Road Maps".

, s
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSISp)'.i
Q, .

Reactor Coolant System Chspter.

LC 3.4.6.2, Operational Leakage

These changes (Pages 8 through 14) were made to apply to the conversion of North
Anna LCO 3.4.6.2 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.16, RCS PIV Leakage.

Change Number 3*

Description:

In the surveillance 4. 4. 6. 2. 2 the word " individual" is deleted to be
consistent with the WOG-MERITS format and the current licensing methodology
of NUREG 0452. In addition, verifying that each valve meets its
OPERABILITY requirements should be adequate.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not;

| (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
; of an accident previously evaluated because the refornatting and'

rewording process involves no technical changes to exist.ing Technical
Specifications. Therefore, these changes do not increase theb probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated inV the UFSAR.

i. (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
'

any accident previously evaluated because the reformatting and
- rewording process introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does
it require physical nadification to the plant. Therefore, these

| changes do not create |the possibility of an accident of a different
type than any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to
existing Technical Specifications. Therefore, the margin of safety
has not been reduced.

1

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
i involve a significant hazards consideration.

|

[

l

I

|
| * The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rueer can be f ound

in the October 16, 1989 sutnittel entitled '' MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Speciflcations
[ * Justifications and Road Maps".

' '

_ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _______ ________ ___ _
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NO SICNIFICANT llAZARDS ANALYSIS

.

d Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.6.2, Operational Leakage

These changes (Pages 8 through 14) were made to apply to the conversion of North
Anna LCO 3.4.6.2 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.16. RCS PIV Leakage.

Change Number 4*
.

Description:

Surveillances 4.4. 6.2. 2.a 4.4. 6. 2. 2.b , and 4.4.6. 2. 2.c we re reworded for
consistency with WOG MERITS and t.he current licensing methodology of NUREG-
0452. In addition, the following Notes have been added to support entering
MODES 3 and 4 to meet test pressures and to permit reduced test pressures
in accordance with Section XI of the ASME Code.

The provisions of specification FR 3.0.4 are not applicable for entry
into MODE 3 or 4.

' . In accordance with Section XI of the ASME Code, test pressures
between 150 psig and 2235 psig are allowed.

The proposed change has been evaluated in a,ccordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance| 7

1 ( with these changes would not:.

| %)
'

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

;_ (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from -

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Spec f.fication which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
fm- involve a significant hazards consideration.
I \
\

The justifications, road maps, etc specific changes associated with this change ruter can be found*

in the october 16, 1969 stenittat entitled '' MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Spect fleations
Justifications and Road Maps".

_ _ _ _ . _ - . __
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4 NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

-

Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.6.2, Operational Leakage

These changes (Pages 8 through 14) were made to apply to the conversion of North
Anna LCO 3.4.6.2 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.16, RCS PIV Leakage.

Change Number 5*

Description:

Surveillances SR 3.3.15.2 and SR 3.3.15.3 for verifying RHR auto closure
were moved from the RHR 7 Gs 3.7.9.1 and 3.7.9.2, to North Anna LCO 3.3.16
(SR 3. 3.16. 2 and - SR 3.3.16. 3) . In conjunction with item 1 above, these
surveillances are partial justification for relocating the table and its
footnotes outside of technical specifications.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance

I with these changes woul.d not:
1
,

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because che operability and

p surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
g moves the requirement to this Technical Specification from another

location in the Technical Specifications.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because the same t'equirement will
exist in the alternate location.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the
affected structure, system,- component, or variable requirements and
surveillances are the same as the existing Technical tipecification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O -

* The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change ruuber can be found
in the actober 16, 1989 sutalttal entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna fechnical Specifications

Just*:!! cations and Road Mape".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

Reactor Coolant System Chapter-

LCO 3.4.6.2, Operational Leakage

These changes (Pages 8 through 14) were made to apply to the conversion of North
Anna LCO 3.4.6.2 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.16, RCS PIV Leakage.

Change Number 6*
f

Description: '

The note regarding indirect measurement of leakage to satisfy ALARA
requirements was. deleted for consistency with the WOG MERITS fortnat and
the current licensing methodology of NUREG 0452. In addition, specific
test methods do not need to be in technical specifications. They exist
in the appropriate detailed surveillance procedure.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previcaaly evaktted because no changes have been made
to the - Technical becificataon which alter the conditions or

!.' { assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these cianges do
I ( not increase the prchablu ty or consequences of an as.cident

previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than

.

!

any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a.significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involvo a significant hazards co s ideration.

I:

-

'

U)
fc

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nuncer can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 submittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
. Justifications and Road Maps".a
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

;X
'Q Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.6.2, Operational Leakage

These changes (Pages 8 through 14) were made to apply to the conversioa of North
Anna LCO 3.4.6.2 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.3.16, RCS PIV Leakage.

Change Number 7*

Description:

The following words have been inserted in Action c for consistency with
the MERITS format and the current licensing methodology of NUREG.0452:

" isolate the high pressure portion of the affected system from the
low pressure portion within 4 hours by use of at least two closed
manual or deactivated automatic valves," or be in at least --- -

etc.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

|- (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
/ ,4 of an accident previously avaluated because no changes have been made

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR. *

(3) Involve a significant reducien in the margin of safety because no
-changes.have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to tha . Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

/

p:

The justifications, road moos, and specific changes associated with this change rueer can be f ound*

in the october 16, 1989 submittat entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
* Justificatf ons and Road Maps".

. . _ . .._. - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ - - - _ . _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ . _ - _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ .
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter !

,

LCO 3.4.6.2, Operational Leakage

These changes (Pages 15 through 19) were made to apply to the conversion of
North Anna LCO 3.4.6.2 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.4.4, Seal Injection Flow. -

Change Number 1*

Description:

LCO 3.4.6.2.e was reworded to specify a reactor coolant pump seal injection
flow less than or equal to 30 gpm. This LCO was created because the i

definition for CONTROLLED LEAKAGE was deleted from the Use & Application
L section. It deals with flow to the RCP seals, and was formerly included'

as part of LCO 3.4.6.2, Operational Leakage.

The LCO included the pressure range and which valves are required to be
full open for the flow measurement.

Identification of the manual seal injection throttle valves was added to
surveillance 4.4.6.2.1.c to make it clear that the manual valves are to
abe used for flow adjustment since the control valve must be full open,

1. O
'

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significcnt increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of 'an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions ~ or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

j (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alteri

the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consiscent with the '

|. -accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

i O
| ( Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
l involve a significant hazards consideration.
|

|

The justifications, road mapa, and specific changes associated with this change nimber can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 semittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Mape".

. . - __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - - _ _ - _ - _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - -
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.6.2, operational Leakage

These changes (Pages 15 through 19) were made to apply to the conversion of
North Anna LCO 3.4.6.2 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.4.4, Seal Injection Flow.

Change Number 2*

Description:

MODE 4 was removed from the APPLICABILITY for this LCO for the following
reasons:

It is very unlikely that a plant will be operating near 2235 psigo
at less than 350 deg F (MODE 4); therefore, the seal injection
throttle valves will have been closed somewhat increasing the seal
injection resistance from the MODE 1 setting,

Most MODE 4 operation will occur with Cold Overpressure Prevention
|

o
(COP) armed, therefora:

I

a. RCS pressure is less than or equal to 2235 psig and seal
! injection resistance will be greater than the MODE 1 value. I

b. Existing tech spec surveillance would require 2250 psia in MODE
4 which would jeopardize COP.

>1

A double ended IDCA (where centrifugal charging pump runout is to
|

o

be avoided) is less probable in MODE _4. '

Less than three RCPs would normally ba running which means that theo

manual throttle valves must be closed on the idle pumps to maintain
a nominal seal injection flow of 8 gpm.
o Lost core cooling from high seal inj ection flow is less

i critical in MODE 4 due to lower initial RCS pressure and lower I

decay heat removal requirements.

A MODE 4 IhCA would likely be a " leak before break" type. Therefore,o

the smaller pipe cracks would not allow the centrifugal charging
L pumps to run at runout flow, thus seal inj ection flow is not
|. critical.
|

|
t

|
|

|

(
..

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ru ter een be found
in the october 16,1989 sutalttet entitled '' MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Spect fications

Justifications and Road Mape".

o
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.6.2, Operational Leakage

These changes (Pages 15 through 19) were made to apply to the conversion of
North Anna LCO 3.4.6.2 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3,4.4, Seal Injection Flow.

Change Number 2* (continued) '

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

L to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or '

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

; to the Technical Specification which alter the conditione or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do,

_ (, , not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than.

' any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

9
,

t
.

* The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change nunter can be found
in the October 16, 1989 submittet entitled aMERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
* Justifications and Road Maps".
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter

s

LCO 3.4.6.2, Operational Leakage

These changes (Pages 15 through 19) were made to apply to the conversion of !North Anna LCO 3.4.6.2 to North Anna MERITS LC0 3.4.4, Seal Injection Flow.

Change Number 3*

Description:

The Required Actions in the North Anna MERITS LCO 3.4.4.were written to
reflect the revised LCO. Required Action A.1 will require immediate action
to bring the flow to within the LCO. Action A.2 allows 4 hours to set the
manual valves with the required pressure and control valve position. Four
hours was chosen to avoid an undue burden on the operator. Condition B

| was added to place the unit in a MODE where the LCO is not applicable.
-

It is not necessary to go to MODE 5 since the original requirement was
based on RCS concerns, not ECCS safety injection. '

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in ucordance
with these changes would not:

1
l ( (1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences

of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

I-
(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no

l changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
| the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes

made to the Technical Specification remain - consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

|
|

VO '

l

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nueer can be found*

in the October 16, 1999 stenittat entitled '' MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

I

__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ . _ .
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter
i

LCO 3.4.6.2, Operational Leakage

-These changes (Pages 15 through 19) were made to apply to the conversion of
North Anna LCO 3.4.6.2 to North Anna MERITS LCO 3.4.4, Seal Injection Flow.

Change Number 4*

Description:
<

A note that SR 3.0.4 is not applicable for entry into MODE 3 was added to
North Anna MERITS SR 3.4.4.1 because pressure and temperature operating
conditions required for the surveillance cannot be met prior to entry into
MODE 3.

,- The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
'

of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

e assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do'

( not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, the'se changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

|-
(3) Involve a significant reduction in'the margin of safety because no

changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes

L made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the ,
'

accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

L Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration,

p

| .

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be found*
;
'

(n the October 16, 1989 t'Amittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".-a

. _.
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O
Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4'8, Specific Activity

Change Number 1*

Description:

The APPLICABILITY has been changed to be consistent with the requirements
currently stated in the Action section, i.e. the Action only places the
plant in MODE 3 with RCS average temperatcs < 500'F.

In addition, the requirement to perform surveillances in MODE 3 with RCS
average temperature < 500'F and in MODES 4 and 5 have been deleted since,
without a special exception, technical specificat!.ons prohibit entering
the MODE APPLICABILITY without first satisfying the requirements of the
LCO.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

O 'to the Technical Specification which altor the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR,

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nynber can be f ound*

in the october 16, 1989 submittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".

.

.. -
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter
1

LCO 3.4.9.1, Pressure / Temperature Limits

Change Number 1*

Description:
!

The LCO was rewritten and items a throu6h c deleted to be consistent with
moving the P/T Limit Curves and the heatup and cooldown rate limits to the
RCS PRESSURE / TEMPERATURE (P/T) LIMITS REPORT, in accordance with - NRC
recommendations similar to those given in Generic Letter 8816 for the CORE
OPERATING LIMITS REPORT. In addition, the clause "during heatup, cooldown,
criticality, and inservice leak and hydrostatic testing with" has been
deleted since this is encompassed in the APPLICABILITY statement of "at
all times".

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

; assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
'

| \ not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

-to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

Ot
L) -

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change number can be found
in the october 16, 1989 submittet entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications

Justifications and Road Maps".
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'eactor Coolant System Chapter

;

|
LCO 3.4.9.1, Pressure / Temperature Limits '

Change Number 2* '

Description:

Surveillance 4.4.9.1.2. for the reactor vessel material specimens is '

deleted. The justification for this change is that 10 CFR Part 50,
Appendix - H requires a surveillance capsule removal program, and also
requires that P/T Limit curves in the Technical Specifications be modified
if needed. Sufficiently detailed instructions are presented in Appendix
H so that inclusion of this surveillance in the Technical Specification
is not needed. ,

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

|. assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
! ( i not increase the probability or consequences of an accidenti~d previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated.in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditione or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

()
)

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nueer can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 sdalttel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Maps".
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter

'

LCO 3.4.9.3, Overpressure Protection Systems

Change Number 1*
,,

Description: j

The LCO was rewritten. The current LCO 3.5.3 requirement for verifying
a maximum of one centrifugal charging pump and one low head safety
injection pump OPERABLE was moved to this LCO since they are related _ to
preventing a Cold Overpressure event and are not satisfying any ,

requirements related to ECCS. The associated surveillance was added to
the new specification as SR 3.3.19.1.

The required Power Operated Reliof Valves (PORVs) lift setpoints are
provided in new Figure 3.3.19 1. Either single or variable lif t settings
may be shown in this figure.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences.h of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made| .d'

to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the ~ conditions or
assumptions of the accident analpes. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no-
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

O
* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change numer can be f ound

in the October 16, 1989 submittal entitled "MERifS Program, Current korth Anna Technical Specifications
- Justifications and Road Maps".

_ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - -
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.9.3, Overpressure Protection Systems

Change Number 2*

Description:

The APPLICABILITY was revised to: (1) MODE 4 below the temperature where
the pressurizer safety valves cannot provide adequate overpressure
protection, (2) MODE 5, and (3) MODE 6 with the reactor vessel head on. |
This assures the lockout of all but 1 centrifugal charging pump and 1 low
head safety injection pump prior to reaching the temperatures that requiro
OPERABILITY of the PORVs.

I

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards j
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance |
with these changes would not: '

l

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accidentO previously evaluated in the UFSAR.V

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

i

,

V

! * The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruter can be f ound'

in the October 16, 1989 submittet entitled '' MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Specifications
Justifications and Road Mape".
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3.4.9.3, Overpressure Protection Systems

Ch.ange Number 3*

Description:

As a result of modifying the APPLICABILITY as discussed above, the
following is added to clarify when the PORVs are required to be OPERABLE.

The PORVs are not required to be OPERABLE prior to decreasing RCS cold leg -

temperatures to the temperature where the pressurizer safety valves cannot
provide adequate overpressure protection ($ 261 F for Unit 1 or 340 F for

i Unit 2).
.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident

b previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from1

'

any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes,

'

mada to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the
| accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin

of safety has not been reduced.
1

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes t at this proposed change does not
'

h

involve a significant hazards consid ation.

! O
I

* The justifications, road mope, and specific changes associated with this change number can be found,

I in the october 16, 1989 sWnittel entitled " MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
JustifIcetIone and Road Neps".

_ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ - _ - _ - _ - _
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Reactor Coolant System Chaptrr

LCO 3.4.9.3, Overpressure Protection Systems

Change Number 4*

Description:

The reporting requirements of ACTION c were moved to Administrative
. Controls Special Reports section 5.10.7.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

i

(1) Involve a significant increase in t.he probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because the operability and
surveillance requirements will not be affected. The proposed change
moves the requirement to another location in the Technical
Specifications.

| (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accidene from !

| any accident previously evaluated because the same requirement will
)' exist in the alternate location,g
1 e
\ (3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because the

affected structure, system, component, or variable requirements and
surveillances are the same as the existing' Technical Specification.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

. . .

|
|

I

V)
|

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change ruiber een be found6

in the october 16, 1989 stAimittet entitted " MERITS Program, Current North Anne Technical Spectficetions
JustifIcetione and Reed Maps".

- - - - _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ - - _ _ - --
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Reactor Coolant System Chapter
{

LCO 3.4.9.3, overpressure Protection Systems i

Change Number 5*

Description:

The part of surveillance 4.4.9.3.1.c requiring verification of the PORV
keyswitch position was deleted because the performance of the ANALOG
CHANNEL OPERATIONAL test verifies all alarm functions associated with the
PORVs. Furthermore, in the case of each PORV channel there are two alarms.
Thus even with a single failure, one alarm would indicate if the keyswitch
were not in AUTO. However, the requirement to verify the block valve open
is necessary because only one alarm is provided which does not allow for
single failure.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:,

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made

I to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

O),
'

assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do\,_ not increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

l (2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or

i assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes doL not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than
' any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter
the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes
made to the Technical Specification remain consistent with the

|

accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin
of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards cons'.deration.

>

* The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change rueer can be found
in the october 16, 1989 stenittat entitled "MERiiS Program, Current North Anna Technical SpeClfications

Justifications and Road Maps".
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS ANALYSIS

.s$
Reactor Coolant System Chapter

LCO 3,4.9.3, Overpressure Prctection Systems

Change Number 6*

Description:

Requirement 4.4.9.3.1.d was deleted since it is redundant to the
requirements already stated in SR 4.0.5.

The proposed change has been evaluated in accordance with the standards
of 10CFR50.92(c) and it has been determined that operations in accordance
with these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions or
assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do ;

not' increase the probability or consequences of an accident
,

previously evaluated in the UFSAR. '

!

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from i

pI any accident previously evaluated because no changes have been made
| ; to the Technical Specification which alter the conditions orV assumptions of the accident analyses. Therefore, these changes do ;

not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than '

any accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety because no
changes have been made to the Technical Specification which alter

,

the conditions or assumptions of the accident analyses. The changes I

made to the Technical Specification' remain consistent with the
{accident analysis assumptions in the UFSAR. Therefore, the margin |

of safety has not been reduced.

Therefore, Virginia Power concludes that this proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

The justifications, road maps, and specific changes associated with this change nueer can be found*

in the October 16, 1989 submittat entitled '' MERITS Program, Current North Anna Technical Specifications
Justificatioris and Road Maps".

/


