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By letter deted August 7, 1978, the NRC advised t%e Tennessee Velley Authority
TVA or the 1icensee) of ¢ef

L

ceticiencies regarding ¢ Resctor Protection Syster
stem (PMS) 1dentified ot Match Nuclear Plant, Unit ¢
ant the potentiel for similer deficiencies ot other Boiling Water Reactors
(EWRg),  The NRC requested that TVA eveluote the desian of the Browns Ferry
Nuctlear Power Plant (BFN) 2PS and promptly commence 5Lry(\ lance of the RpPt
power supply o8 described in the Yetter, By letter deted December 1%, 1978,
the Ticensee responded thet the proposed RPS modifications were not necessanry
eng that additiore! Technicel Specification (T18) changes were not planned, The
licensee's 0150 edvised the NRC that the surveillance recuirement

impoted by the August 7, 1876, letter would be discontinued after January 1
T10%¢ ho .
t

RPS) Power Monitoring Sy ’

'

etter of September 24, 1980, advised TVA that based on the
seme adverse conditions found at
2, and modifications should be implemented at BFN with specified

NRC's evelustion, BFN could experience the
Heteh, Unit

By letter cated July 1, 1981, TVA provided the genersa) outline of the desiar
] ] ? -]

approach for the requested modifications, Proposed TS 1imits were submitted as
pert of the Unit 1 reloec. However, the relosd submittels from TVA did not
provide sufficient information to substentiate design conformance to Genera)

Design Criteria (GDC) 2, GDC 21 and 1EEE 270.1971. Also, the proposed trip set-
points o the protective relays were not based on analysis and test verification.
By letter deted October 12, 1983, the NRC transmitted these concerns to TVA, and
the subsequent respunse doted August O, 19B4, resolved some issues. A reauest
for additiona) information was sent to TVA on October 31, 1884, to which TVA
respondec by etter dated March 1, 19RE, The NRC's Safety Evaluation (SE) or
these modifications was Yssued on July 27, 1085, According to the SE, the NRI
accepted the modifications and required thet the Yicensee submit the revisc TS
after completion of the testing of design modifications, and also include the
test verified relay setpoint and time deleys in the 7S. By letter dated
Uecember 22, 1988, TVA submitted (his information to the NRC. The NRC reviewed
the fnformotion and approved the TS amerdment for BFN Unit 2. However, the
plant experienced spurious trips due to transient conditions,
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¢ October 24, 1990 letter provided clarifying information that did not
enge the action described, or the initia) deterrination of n significant
eZarcs consideration as previously published, in the FEDERAL REGISTER. 1Ir
010N, & grammaticel change to TS 3,1.E, elthough not mentioned in the
FECERAL REGISTER notice

tia] determinatic

%

, STmilarily ¢1¢ not alter the action or affect
EVALUATTON

€ previous values for PSS circuit protection devices were as fo)lows:

A A

Allowable

TS Limit Trip Setpoint
ervoitage
dervoitag Motor Generator
(MG Set
néervoltage (Alternate Supply)
derfrequency

€ new values proposed in the June 4, 199 submittal for the RPS circuit
olection devices are as follows:

Allowable TS5 Limit Trip Setpoint

Overvoltage ~ 29.0¢

1 r
132.(C |
undervoitage 08, 110, 4¢
l u(t‘r‘tg;‘m,ﬁ,.\ KE O T n

The annunciator setpoint for overvoltage 1s set at 124.5 volts, and for

undervoitage it 1s set at 118 volts, There is no ennunciator for the
underfrequency condition,

1

€ NRC expressed 2 concern with the amendment request., The concern related to
the new setpoints that may require some equipment to operace beyond their desigr
retings. The NRC made a request for additionsl invormation on september 27,
1990, TVA provided the additione) information or October 24, 1990, The NRC
reviewed the information and, during a November 15, 1990 cunference call, asked
TVA t0 provide more information related to all the spurinus trips associated
with the PMS and a Yist of al) the RPS components together with their desian
retings and calculated values of the parameters based on the new trip set-
points. During & mecting on November ¢7, 1990, TVA presented this information
to the NRC staff, The current setpoint and alarm for undervoltage and overvo)l-
tage condition would not &llow the operator enough time to take corrective
éction to prevent a spurious trip, According to TVA, the only components witt
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environmenta) qualification (EQ) reauirements sre ASCO solenoid valves, but
since these valves do not operate beyond their cdesign ratings, their qualifice-
tion would not be affected, TVA hes also received letters from two manuface
turers stating thet the equipnent can operate without degradation at the
calculated values, whick are beyond their cesign ratings. The calculated
values do not exceed the design ratings by more thar o 3 Volts end should not
affect equipment performance.

For underfrequency all the components operatc within their design ratings except

for two compunents for which the @)lowable urderfrequency exceeds the rated fre-

quency by 1 cycle per second, However, since these components (MG sets) cuntein

a large flywheel, the equipment should rot see & significant frequency variation,
except when there is a power source switchover for an MC set due to & bus fault,

Bated on the above evaluetion, the NRC corcludes that the new setpoints wil?

not adversely impact the equiprent and will improve plant reliatility,

The new setpoints are reflected in revisfons to surveillance requirement
4.1,E.2 for Units | and 2, For consistency with the other twu urits, the
Unit 3 7€ were revised to include surveillance requirements 4.1.8.1 and
¢.1.B.2, end the associuted LCOs 3.1.B,1 and 3.1.B.2, with the appropriate
setpoints and adequete surveillance intervals to ensure plant safety and
improve plant relfebility., These changes are thus acceptable, 1In addition,
on editoria) change te correct the grcmmar of LCO 3.1.B for Units 1 and 2,

elthough reflected in the proposed TS pages, but not discussed in the licensee
submittal, 1s also acceptable,

3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATION

The smendmerte fnvolve changes to requirements with respect to installation

or use of a facility component located within the restricted area as defined
in 10 CFR Part 20 and changes to the surveillance requirements. The staff has
determined that the amendments involve no significant increase in the amounts,
and no significent change in the types, of any effluents that may be relessed
offsite, and that there 15 no significant incresse in individual or cumulative
occupational radfation exposure. The Commission has previously issued a pro-
posed finding that these amendments {nvolve no significant hazards considera-
tion and there has been no public comment on such finding, Accordingly, the
amendnents meet the eligibility criteria for categorice) exclusion set forth in
10 CFR 61.22(c)(9), Pursuant to 10 CFR §1,22(b), no environmenta) impact
statement nor environmental astessment need be prepared in connection with the
fstuance of these amendments,

4.0 CONCLUSION

The Commission made & proposed determination that the amendments involve no
sign1ficnnt hazards consideration, which was published in the FEDERAL PEGISTER
(55 FR 30314) on July 25, 1990, and consulted with the State of Alabama. No
public comments were received and the State of Alabama did not heve any com-
ments, The State of Alabame wee also informed of the staff's fina) no signi-
ficcgt h:zards consideration determination and the intent to issue a license
amendment,







