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ATTACHMENT 1

PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNITS 2 AND 3

Docket Nos. 50-277
50-278

License Nos. DPR-44
DPR~56

TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS CHANGE REQUEST
No. 90-11

"Minimum Critical Power Ratio Safety Limits"
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Hovever, these QFBs will be loaded in non-limiting locations such
that the QFBs w'll not nave a significant impact o~ the core-wide
MCPR Scfety Liw ts, This was the subject of PECo'c lovember 21,
1990 letter to .he NRC.

Administrative Changes:

On June 15, 1990 the NRC issued a Safety Evaluation
Report approving PECo Report No. PECo-FMS~0006, "Methods for
Performing BWR Reload Safety Evaluations." PECo requests that
this report be referenced on the following pages of the Unit 2
and Unit 3 TS: 17, 24, 140a, 140b, 140c and 256a.

PECo proposes to add parentheses around the abbreviation
"MCPR" on page 9 of both Units' T8 (Specification No. 1.1.A), and
to change "NEDO-24011-P-A" to "NEDE-24011-P-2° on page 140c of
both Units' T8 (Reference No, 7). These changes correct
typographical errore,

PECO proposes to add to the list of references on page
24 of both Uniis' TS "NEDE-24011-P-A" (GESTAR), which is
currently “spelled out" in the text »n page 17 of both Units' TS.
On Pase 17 the document can now be referred to by its reference
wambaer (on page 24 as revised). This change is in the interest
of convenience and consistency.

INFORMATION SUFPORTING A FINDING OF NO SICNIFICANT HAZAL DS

Technical Changes:

The MCPR Safety Limits are set such that no fuel damage
is calculated to occur if the limit is not violated. Since the
parameters which result in fuel damage are not directly
observable during reactor operation, the thermal hydraulic
conditions resulting in a departure from nucleate boiling have
been used to mark the beginning of 'he region where fuel damage
could occur, Although it is recognized that a departure from
nicleate boiling would not necessarily result in damage to BWR
‘«el rods, the critical power at which boiling transition is
calculated to occur has been adopted as a convenient limit,
However, the uncertainties in monitoring the core operating state
and in the procedure used to calculate the critical power result
in an uncertainty in the value of critical power. Therefore, the
MCPR Safety Limit is defined as the critical pcwer ratio for
which more than 99.9% of the fuel rods in the core are expected
to a'old boiling transition during the most severe modcrate
freguency transient event, considering the power distribution
wit')in the core and all uncertainties,
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As discu~" J previously, the proposed MCPR Safety Limits
have been estaol. d in accordance with NRC-approved methods.
In addition, congervative MCPR operating limits will also be
established using NRC-approved methods in accordance with T°
6.9.1.€(1) and (2) and will be published in the Core Operating
Limits Report (COLR) for Cycle 9, The COLR will be submitted to
the NRC upon issuance in accordance with T8 6.9.1.e(4).

The accidents previously evaluated which are potentially
‘mpacted by this change are the limiting Anticipated Operational
Occurrences (AOOs) specifically analyzed for each operating
cycle. These AMLs are Rod Witharawal Error, Loss of 100°F
Feedwater Hes».ing, Generator Load Rejection Without Bypass,
Feedwater Zontroller Pailure, Fuel Loading Error, and Rotated
Bundle ¥cror, These events are described in the United States
supplewent to GESTAR,

PECo proposes that the changes to the MCPR Satety Limits
do not inveolve significant hazards considerations for the
following reasons,

i) The proposed changes do not invelve a signii«cant
increcse in the probabllity or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated. Because the MCPR Safety
Limits are operational thresholas analytically selected
using proven methods, they cannot, therselives, initiate
an accident., The probability of occur. i.e of
transient~ ‘s determined by the freguency of operator
errors anc equipment failures, not by the adeyuacy of
t i@ MCPR Safety Limits selected. Becaus? the proposed
"ICPR Safety Limits have been selected such that no fuel
damage is calculated to oceour during the most severe
moderate freguency transient events, they will ensure
that the consequences of these events are not increased.
The response of the plant to trarsients will be within
the bounds of the discusgion in Chapter 14 and Appendix
G of the Updated Final Safety Analysis Repo. t since the
proposed MCPR Safety Limits will accomplisti *%» game
objectives as the previous limits.
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ii) The proposed changes do not create the possibility of a
new or different kind of accldent from any accident
previously evaluated because the proposed MCPR Safety
Limits have been selected such that the design basis is
satisfied. The MCPR Safety Limits are operational
threshholds analyticaily selected using proven methods;
therefore, they cannot, themselves, initiate an
accident, An improperly selected limit could result in
fuel damage, which is a conse uence of previously
evaluated accidents. Thus, no new or different type of
accident could bu created by revising the limits,

ili) The proposed changes do not involve a gsignificant

reduction in a margin of safety because the proposed
afety Limits have been selected such that the

design basis is satisfied and such that the
congervatisms described in the Bases for the Fuel
Cladding Integrity Safety Limit TS are maintained,
Thus, marqgins of safety with the nroposed MCPR Safety
Limits are the same as with the p.2vious limits,

Adminisirative Changes:

The NRC has provided guidance concerning the application
of the standards for determining whether license amendments
involve no significant hazards considerations by providing
examples (51 Federal Register 7751). An example of a change that
involves no significant hazards considerations is "a purely
administrative change to technicval specifications: for example, a
change to achieve consistency throughout the technical
specific “lons, correction of an error, or a chan¢. in
nomenclature". The proposed administrative changes clearly
conform to this NRC example, and PECo pro; :ses that these
administrative changes do not involve sigi'.icant hazards
considerations for the following rcasons,

i) The proposed changes do not involve a significant
increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated because they do not affect
operation, equipment, or anv safety-related activity.
Thus, these administrative changes cannot affect the
probability or consequences of any accident.
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ii) The proposed changes do not create the possibility of a
new or ferent Eind of accident from any accident
previously evaluate ecause these changes are purely
administrative and do not affect the plant. Therefore,
these changes cannot create the possibility of any
accident.

1ii) The proposed changes do not involve a significant
reduction in a margin cof safety because the chaiges do
not arfect any safety related activity or equipment.
These changes are purely administrative in nature and
increase the probability that the Technical
Specifications are correctly interpreted by adding
appropriate references and correcting errors, Thus,
these changes cannot reduce any margin of safetv

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

An environmental assessment is not required for the
changes requested by this Application because the requested
changes conform to the criteria for "actions eligible for
categorical exclusion" as specified in 10 CFR 51.22(¢)(9). The
requested changes have been shown by this Application not to
adversely affect the systems and equipment that prevent the
uncontrolled release of radicactive material to the environment.
The Application involves no significant hazards considerations as
demonstrated in the preceding sections. The Application involves
no significant change in the types or significant increase in the
amounts of any effluents that may be released offsite, and there
will be no significant increase in individual or cumulative
occupational radiation exposure,

CONCLUSION

The Plant Operations Review Committee and the Nuclear
Review Board have i1eviewed these proposed changes to the
Techn.cal Specifications and determined that they do not involve
an Unreviewed Safety Question and will not endanger the health
and safety of the public.



