. - y ne 3
Mewport WMiohigar 48 16¢
FI8 al 50H

341
FOR

0227

157 21
DOCK

FPDR A

210

February 27, 1991
NRC © 185

U, 8. Nuclear Regulstory Commission
Attnt Document Control Desk
Weshington, D, C, 20555

References! 1) Fermi 2
NRC Docket Ko, 50-34)
NRC lLicense No, NPF-43

2) Detroit Edison letter to NRC, "Proposed Technical
Bpecification (License Amendment) Change -
Applicebility (3/4,0),% NRC-88-0062, dated
May 24, 1988

Subject! Additional Information Concerning Proposed
Change to Technical fpecification 3,0.4

Attached plesse find addition ] informstion concerning a preposed
change to Technical Bpecificrrion 3,0,4 submitted in Reference 2,
Reference 2 proposed changes to Specifications 3,0,4, 4,0.3 ard 4,0.4
in accordance with NRC staff guidance provided in Generic Letter
87-09, dated June 4, 1987, Fermi 2 Operating License Amendwent No, 31
of March 9, 1989 approved the proposed changes to Specifications 4,0.3
and 4,0,4, Thie letter addresses the rtemaining change to
Specification 3,0,4 and changes to specifications which no longer
require specific exemptions from the provisions of Epecification
3,0,4, Bared on this supporting information and the Reference 2
submittal, Detroit Edison requeets approval of these proposed changes,

The additional information provided herein addresses two general
concerns expressed by the NRC staff when reviewing Specification
3.0.4~related changes under Generic Letter 87-09. The first concern
is that the remedial messures prescribed by Technical Specification
Action Statements must provide a eufficient level of protection to
permit Operstional Condition changes and safe long-term operation
vhere formerly such Operetional Condition changes would haeve been
prohibited by Specificetion 3,0,4, The second concern is thet routine
use of the flexibility offered by the new 3pecificstion 3,0,+ would
lead to a reduced level of maintenance of important plant equipment,
Thie letter provides & description of the evaluations performed and
controls to be put in place to resolve these concerns,

Detroit E<ison has reviewed the Reference 2 evaluatione which
concluded that the propored change involves no significant hazarde
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I, WILLIAM 8, ORSER, do bereby affirm that the foregoing statements
are based on facte and circumstances which sre true and accurate to
the best of my knowledge and belief,

un.éé s.i onzzn""

Senior Vice rresident

e - A A
On this ~™ day of\g;?Z%(fx uu/ s, 1991, before me
personally appesred Willia.. s. “veer, bciéﬁ firet duly sworn and
says that he executed the foregoing as his free act and deed.

v i Bt )
Kivide O -/!//'fﬂ:
Notary Public

R ALIE A ADMETTA
Natery Pubitie, Moo County, M
My Commission Expires Jan. 11, 1992
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Introduction

Detroit Edison, in Reference 2, requested changes to Technlcal
Specificationt .75, 3.0.4, 4.0.3 and 4.0.4 in accordance with NRC
Generic Letter (GL) 87-09 of June 4, 1987. Ferml 2 Operating License
Amendment No. 31 granted the proposed changes to TS 4.0.3 and 4.0.4,
This letter addresses the remaining proposed change to TS 3.0.4.

TS 3.0.4 prohibits entry into Operational Conditions or other
specified conditions while relying on the provisions of Action
statements., Etemptions to TS 3.0.4 are provided In Individual
specifications based on historica’ precedent., Inconsistent
applicetion of these exemptions Impacts plant operation In that it
delays startup or return to power operation by prohlbiting entry into
an Operational Condition or other specified condition when the Action
requirements establish an acceptable level of safety for unlimlted
continued operation,

To resolve this problem, GL 87-09 proposed to revise TS 3.0.4 to apply
the restriction against entry into an Operation Condition or other
specified condition only when the Limiting Condition for Operation
(LCO) is not met and the Action requirements do not allow unlimited
continued operation,

Many TSs allow remedial actions (' e., other than restoring the
inoperable component to operable status) when an LCO cannot be met, so
that shutdown can be uvoided. In those cases where the remedial
action is not a significant degradation from the level of protection
required by the LCO (for example, effluent grab sampling when an
effluent monitor is inoperable), or when the remedial action affords
greater protection than the LCO (such as isolation of a containment
penetration when one of its {solation valves is inoperable), an
unlimited period of time is provided during which the LCO can be met
by the alternate means., Most of these TS currently contain exemptions
to the provisions of TS 3.0.4 so that Operational Conditlon changes
are not unnecessarily impeded when operation can safely continue. The
proposed change will apply this phllosophy universally rather than on
a case-by-case basls,

The additional information provided hereln addresses two general
concerns expressad by the NRC staff when reviewing Specification
3.0.4-related changes under Generic Letter 87-09, The flrst concern
i{s that the remedial measures prescribed by Technical Specification
Action Statements must provide a sufficient level of protection to
permit operational condition changes and safe long-term operation
where formerly such operational condition changes would have been
prohiblted by Specification 3.0.4. The second concern ls that routine
use of the flexibllity offered by the new Specification 3,0.% would
lead to a reduced level of maintenance of important plant eguipment.
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This letter provide. a description of the evaluations performed and
controls to be put in place Yo resolve Lhese concerns,

In addition, the proposed TS change pages from Reference 2 have been
updated to reflect recent License Amendments and proposals. Also,
further information concerning changes to the TS Bases section
proposed in Reference 2 is provided.

Level of Protection Provided by Action Statemsents

The NRC staff position of GL 87-09 in regards to TS 3.0.4 states:

"For an LCO that has Action requirements permitting continued
operation for an unlimited period of time, entry into an
operational mode or cther specified condition of operation sr_uld
be permitted in accordance with those Action Requirements, '™ .s
{s consistent with NRC's regulatory requirements for an LCO."

This position and the revision to TS 3.0.4 proposed by GL 87-09 are
based in part on the premise that an Acticn requirement that allows
continued operation for an unlimited period of time provides an
acceptably safe alternative means of meeting the LCC requirement,
Detroit Edison has reviewed those TS for which the proposed change to
TS 3.0.4 will allow continued opuration when entry Into an Operational
Condition or other specified condit on previously would have been
prohibited. This review resul.ed 1 four categories of changes,. Some
Action Requirements in whole ¢r in part meet the criteria for more
than one category and are listed under each category met. These
categories are:

1. Actions that require the intended safety function of the system
or component be positively performed.

A number of .ction requirements provide an equal or greater level
of safety than the LCO itself, That is, the Action requires the
intended safcty function of the system or component be positively
performed. Some examples of these Action requirements are:

o With inoperable isolation valves, the Action requirement is
to isolate the affected penetration,

o With two or more inoperable instruments which function to
initiate a reactor scram when trip setpoints are reached, the
Action requirements are to verify that all control rods are
inserted and in some cases to lock the reactor mode switch In
the Shutdown position and/or to suspend all operations
involving Core Alterations.
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o Y'th an inoperable instrument channel whose function is to
provide a trip signal, the Action requirement is to place
that channel in the tripped condition,

Because these Action requirements are either more restrictive
than the LCO or require that the safety function provided by the
LCO be positively performed, they provide an acceptably safe
alternative means of meeting the LCO requirement., These Action
requirements are listed below:

3.1.4.3

3 .41

3.3.2

3.3.3

3.3.5

3.3.6

Rod Block Monitor
Action a
Action b

Reactor Protection System Instrumentation,
Action b item ' (modes 3, 4, §)

item 2.a (modes 3, 5)

item 2.d (modes 3, 5)

item 8 (mode 5)

ftem 11 (modes 3, 4, 5)

item 12 (modes 3, 4, 5)

Isolation Actuation Instrume.atation
Action ¢ item 1.h

item 2

item 3

item 4

item 5

item 6

Emergency Core Cooling Isolation Actuation,
Action b item 1 a-¢

items 2 a-g

items 3 a-e

items 4 a, b

ATWS Recirculation Pump Trip Instrumentation
Action b
Action c¢.1

Reactor Core Isolation Cooling Actuation
Instrumentation.
Action b items a, b

Control Red Block Instrumentation
Action b {tems 2-7
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3.3.8

3.3.9

3.4.3.2

3.6.1.8

3.6.3

3'6-502

3.7.2

3.8.4.3
3.8.4.5

Turbine Overspeed Protection System *
Action a
Action b

Feedwater/Main Turbine Trip System Actuation
Instrumentation
Action a

Operational Leakage
Action ¢

Drywell and Suppression Chamber Purge Systenm
Action a

Primary Containment Isclation Valves
Action a

Secondary Containment Automatic Isolation Dampers.
Action b
Action ¢

Control Center Emergency Filtration System
Action ¢, 1%

Motor-operated Valve Thermal Overload Protection.
Standby Liquid Control System Assoclated Isolation

Devices.
Action b

2. Action requirements that define inoperability.

A number of Action requirements define inoperability, either of
the system >r component for which the LCO is written or for a
system or component which is supported by the LCO. Some examples
of these Action requirements are:

© When an instrumentation channel trip setpoint is less
conservative than the allowed value, the Action requirement
is to declare that instrumentation channel lnoperable.

© With inoperable actuation instrumentation, the Action
requirement is to declare the associated system inocperable.

These Action requirements have the effect of defining
inoperability of a system or component and then transferring the
action to another Action requirement or to another LCO.

® TS proposed to be deleted in NRC-90-0079 of August 17, 1990.
##* pction C.1(a) as proposed in NRC-90-0150 of September 11, 1990.
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These Acticn requirements do not allow a reduction in safety, but
rather derine a systew or component's status in relation to the
LCO. As such, these Action requirements provide an acceplably
safe alternative means of vweeting the LCO requirement. These
Action requirements are listed below:

3.8:8 Isolation Actuation Instrumentation
Action a
Action ¢ Jilem t.h
Item 2
Item 3
Item 4
Item 5
3.3.3 Emergency Core Cooling Actuation Instrumentation
Action a

Action b {all items except 3.e)

3.3.4 ATWS Recirculation Pump Trip Instrumentation
Action a
Action ¢

3.3.5 Reactor Core Isolation Cooling System Actuation
Instrumentation
Action a
Action b

3.3.6 Control Rod Block Instrumentation
Action a
Action b Item 1

3.3.7.5 Accident Monitoring Instrumentation
Action Item 16

3.3.9 Feedwater/Main Turbine Trip System Actuation
Instrumentation
Action a

3.4,1.3 Recirculation Pumps
Action b

3.5.1 Emergency Core Cooling Systems - Operating
Action e

3.6.4.1 Suppression Chamber - Drywell Vacuum Breakers
Action d

3.7.1.1 Residual Heat Removal Service Water Systenm
Action b
Action ¢
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B T41:3 Emergency Equipment Service Water *®
e T 1.4 { i enerator liNng water System
% P B ltimate Heat Sink
fx tion a
?‘i :ﬁ 14 !
Action d
Action e.c
Action e.3
- ) 1 ,- - g | n ST "
3.7.¢ ontrol Room Emergency Flltration System
Action c.1 (bh)%s
3.7.5 Snubbers
Sef+Y Main Turbine vypas and M sture Separa r Reheater
3.8.3.1 On-site Power Distributi System - Operating
Action
}.8.(.5 {iS!f‘Lf JL10Or - Shutdowr
stiar
{
3.8.4,.3 Motor-operated Valve Thermal Overload Protection
Actior
3.8.4.5 Standby Liquid Control System Associated Isolation

3. Action requirements that provide an alternate method

L
aemonstrating operabllity.

(-8

A number of Action requirements provide an alternate method of

ing operability. These Action requirements are

generally ir to the unavallabllity of automati
monitoring in tion. These Action requirements do not
\ddress the inoperability of the system or component speciliied Oy
the LCO, but rather the ability to determine the operabllity ol
the system or mponent. The Action requirements pr | r
wcceptable alternative for determining the operability of Lthe
ystem or mponent, and so provide an acceptably safe
1lterr Ve MOAar s ms » Nné b & requ rement ¥ A i »

* As proposed in NRC-89-0242 of January 3, 1990.

f September 11, 19G0
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3.1.4.2 Rod Sequence Control System *
Action b

3.3.7.5 Accident Monitoring Instrumentation
Action items 12, 13

3.5.1 Emergency Core Cooling Systems - Cperating
Accion e
Action f

3.6,2.1 Suppression Chamber
Action ¢
Action e

3.6.4.1 Suppression Chamber - Drywell Vacuum Breakers
Action ¢

3.6.4.2 Reactor Bullding - Suppression Chamber Vacuum Breakers
Action ¢ ®*

4, Other Action requirements.

Other Action requirements are not readily categorized and so are
discussed separately. These discussions follow.

(a) 7 3.1, Shutdown Margin
Action b
Action ¢

Shutdown Margin is the amount of reactivity by which the
reactor is subcritical assuming all control rods are fully
inserted except for the single control rod of maximum
reactivity worth, This maximum reactivity worth control
rod {s assumed to be fully withdrawn with the reactor cold
(68°F) and Xenon free. Shutdown margin is assumed as an
initial condition for the Control Rod Removal Error During
Refueling and the Fuel Assembly Insertion Errcr During
Refueling accidents. In addition, the Control Rod Drop
Accident analysis assumes that the core is subcritical
with the highest worth control rod withdrawn.

The requirements of Action b for Operational Conditlons 3
or 4 are essentially the same as those of Actlon ¢ for
Operational Condition 5. Compliance with either action
statement eliminates the conditions during which the
Control Rod Removal Error, Fuel Assembly Insertion error
and Control Rod Drop accidents can occur. In addition to
eliminating the conditions during which these accidents
can occur, beth Actions b and ¢ require that secondary
containment integrity be established.

# TS 3.1.4.2 proposed to be deleted by NRC-90-0039 of May 18, 1990.
##* Action d as proposed In NRC-89-0273 of January 26, 1990.
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(b)

(e)

Operational Condition 4 is differentiated from Operational
Condition % by whether or not the reactor vessel head 1is
tensioned. Operational Condition 3 is entered from
Operational Condition 4 as a result of reactor
ocoolant/moderator heating. The performance of these
activities do not reduce the shutdown margin and do not
reduce the level of safety provided by the Action
requirements, Therefore, the flexibility provided by the
proposed change to Specification 3.0.4 does not result in
a reduction in the level of safety provided by the current
requirements,

TS 3.3.7.6 Source Range Monlitors
Action b

Specification 3.3.7.6 provides requirements for Source
Range Monitors (SRMs) to ensure that the operator is
provided adequate information concerning the status of
neutron level in the core at very low power levels during
startup and shutdown operations. In Operational Condition
3 and 4, If the SRM requirements are not met then Action b
precludes the plant operations of concern by verifying all
control rods are inserted in the core and locking the
reactor mode switch in the shutdown position. Entering an
Operational Condition while relying on the provisions of
action b is not a safety concern since the action b
provisions assure that the SRM function will not be
necessary, Therefore, the flexibility provided by the
proposed Specification 3.0.4 does not result in a
reduction in safety.

TS 3.4.35.7 Operational Leakage
Action e

These operational leakage limites ensure that leaks are
identified and corrective actirns are performed before the
leaks become signiflcant., Requirements to address
concerns in regards to service sensitive reactor coolant
system Type 304 and 316 austenitic stainless steel are
provided by Action e. With Action e satisfled, the source
of the leakage has been identified as not being service
sensitive Type 304 or 316 stainless steel, and the leakage
limit of Action & is not applicable. Therefore,
compliance with Action e of this specification provides ar.
acceptably safe alternative for meeting the LCO, and the
new flexibllity allowad by the propcsed change to
Specification 3.0.4 does not result in a reduction in the
level of safety.
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()

(e)

TS 3.4.4 Chemistry
fetion ¢

The water chemisiry limits of the reactor coolant system
are established to prevent damage to the reactor materials
in contact with the coolant. Chloride limits are
specified to prevent stress corrosion cracking of the
stainless steel. Conductivity and pH are monitored since
changes in these parameters are an indication of abnormal
conditions, During shutdown and refueling operations, the
temperature necessary for stress corrosion tc occur is not
present, so a much higher chloride concentration is
allowed, Action c of this specification provides
requirements for periods when the plant is not in
Operational Conditions 1, 2 or 3. With the chloride
concentration exceeding the limits for more than 24 hours
or with conductivity or pH exceeding the limit for more
than 72 hours, this Action requires a determination that
the structural integrity of the reactor coolant system
remains acceptable prior to enterirg Operational

Condition 3.

Operational Condition 4 is differentiated from Operational
Condition 5 by whether or not the reactor vessel head
tensioned. The tension of the vessel head has no effect
on reactor coolant conditions. The temperatures
associated with Operalional Condition 3 are not permitted
in Operational Conditions 4 or 5. Therefore, changing
Operational Conditions when not in Operational Condition
1, 2 or 3 does not result in the coolant conditions of
concern for stress corrosion cracking. As such, the new
flexibility provided by the proposed Specification 3.0.4
does not result in a reduction in safety.

TS 3.4.5 Specific Activity
Action b

Specification 3.4.5 provides limits on primary coclant
specific activity. The limits ensure that the doses
resulting from a main steam line failure outside the
containment during steady state operation will not exceed
a small fraction of the 10CFR100 dose guidelines. Acuion
a precludes the event of concern by requiring the main
steam lines to be closed when appropriate. Action b
provides for enhanced monitoring of primary coolant
activity whenever the ectivity limits are not met.

The enhanced flexibility of the proposed Specification
3.0.4 allows entry into Operational Condition 4 while
under the provisions of Action b. Such entry acts to
reduce the possibility of any release of activity by
reducing the stored energy of the reactor coolant system.
Entry from Operational Condition 5 to 4 will not cause a
safety concern since tensioning the head has no effect on
the probability or consequences of a main steamline
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break. In addition, the requirements of Action
any safety concern. Therefore, the new flexiblilit)
not result in a reducti in safety.

TS Heat Removal - (

n ensures long term cool
wbure monitoring in Operati

Operational Condition 4 is entered from Operational
Condition 5 by tensioning the reactor vessel head,
Specification 3.9.11.2 provides essentially the same
Action requirements in Operational Condition 5 as
Specification 3.4.9.2 in Operational Condition 4, Thes«
similar Action quirements are transferred from
Specificati 1.2 to 3.4.9.2 by the tensioning of the
reactor vessel head. Tensioning of the reactor vesse

head has no effect on decay heat generatlion or removau
the cbility t nitor reactor coolant temperature.
Therefore, the new flexibility provided by the propx
change to Specification 3.0.4 is acceptable and does not
involve reduction in the level of safety.

sed

an also be entered froam
by depressurizing and cooling the

Specification 3.4.9.1 provides

i
irements for residual heat removal

An additional requirement
Condition 4 to maintain greater than
essel water level. The remaining
1ing Mode loop operability
are the same,

nal Conditio is to be enter
oling Mode operabllity or the
n requirements not met then the change
the same action requirements between
. In addf 1, TS 3.4.9,

p
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entering Operational Condition & in these

ircumstan
allows the reactor to be placed in a more stable
temperature/pressure condition,

Therefore, as discussed above, the new flexibility
provided by the proposed Specification 3.0.4
Operational Condition 4§ from Operational (
acceptable and dces not involve a reductlior
of safety.

oling Systems - Operating

This Action requirement is administrative in nature in
that it {s not in response to the inoperability of an ECCS
system, but rather the actuation and injecting into the
reactor coolant system of an ECCS system, Compliance with
this Action requirement does not involve a reduction in
the level of safety and does not imply incperability or a
failure to meet the LCO. Therefore, the new flexibilitly
created by the proposed TS 3.0.4 does not involve a
reduction in safety.

Emergency Core Cooling Systems - Shutdown
Action a
Action b

The CS and LPCl systems are required to be avallable t
provide reactor vessel inventory makeup in an event Lhat
results in inadvertent draining of the reactor vessel when
sd fuel I8 in the vessel. At least two water
ECCS subsystems are required operable by this
{fication during Operational Conditions 4 and 5%

(the * provision allows all the specified ECCS systems U«
be inoperable under certain conditions), Actions & and t
f this specification provide the requirements that must
be met if the required ECCS is inoperable and ensures that

the probability of an event occurring which would require

fia A

water injection is minimized by suspending all operations
with the potential for draining the reactor vessel.

The proposed change to Specificati
mode changes between Operational
tn tensioning or detensioning

the required ECCS
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(1)

(J)

(k)

TS 3.5.3 Suppression Chamber
Action b

The suppression chamber is required to be operable with a
minimum water volume in Operational Conditions 4 and 5%,
Allowances are made within the LCO and the * provision to
allow draining the suppressicn chamber for repairs.

If, in Operational Condition 4 or 5%, the suppression
chamber requirements are not met, then Action b provides
remedial measures to prevent the need for cooling of
irradiated fuel beyond that required by the other
specifications for residual heat removal.

The proposed change to TS 3.0.4 will allow mode changes
between Operational Conditions 4 and 5% due to the
tensioning or detensioning of the reactor vessel head
while the suppression chamber is not operable as required
by the LCO. The tensioning of the reactor vessel head has
no effect on cooling water requirements for irradiated
fuel and therefore does not involve a reduction in

safety. The proposed change to Specification 3.0.4 will
also allow entering Operational Condition 5% by exiting
the * provisions of Action b. Again, the provisions of
Action b ensure that the cooling requirements for the
irradiated fuel are not adversely affected and so
compliance with this Action requirement does not involve a
reduction in safety.

TS 3.6.2.1 Suppression Chamber
Action g

Specification 3.6.2.1 provides a limit for total leakage
between the suppression chamber and the drywell. This
limit assures that the reactor coolant system (RCS)
blowdown following a loss-of-coolant accident is directed
to the suppression pool versus the suppression chamber air
space. This is essential to the suppression chamber
performing its function., If the leakage limit cannot be
met, Action g prohibits increasing the reactor coolant
temperature above 200°F thus precluding a RCS blowdown.

The new flexibility of the proposed Specification 3.0.4
would allow entry into Operational Condition 2 while
maintaining RCS temperature below 200°F. This does not
pose a safety concern since the event of concern remains
precluded by compliance with action g.

TS 3.7.2 Control Room Emergency Filtration System
Action a
Action ¢.2

The operability of the control room emergency filiration
system ensures that the control room remains habitable for
the operations personnel during and following all design
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(1)

(m)

basis accident conditions. Action a addresses conditions
where control room temperature degraded. With
temperature between 95°F and 105°F continued operation

is allowed with a 4 hour operating shift. The 4 hour
shift assures that the conditions do not affect safety
through the potential of reduced operator performance.
Transitions between Operational Conditions do not reduce
the effectiveness of this compensatory measure and
therefore, the proposed flexibility allowed by the
proposed Specification 3.0.4 does not reduce the level of
safety,

In Operational Conditions 4 and 5, the suspension of core
alterations, handling of irradiated fuel and operations
with a potential for draining the reactor vessel is
required by action ¢.2 when the system's functicnh is
lost. These actions eliminate those conditions during
which an accident is assumed to ocour.

The proposed change to TS 3.0.4 will allow mode changes
between Operational Conditions 4 and 5 due to the
tensioning or detensioning of the reactor vessel head
while complying with the requirements of action c.2.

These mode changes do not provide any additional
conditions during which an accident could occur. As such,
changing Crerational Conditions while complying with the
requirements of Action c¢.2 does not result in a reduction
in the level of safety.

TS 3.7.3 Shore Barrier

The Shore Barrier is required to prot-.c the site backfill
from wave erosion. The action requirement requires
evaluation of and justification of continued operation in
a special report to the NRC. Changing Operational
Conditions does not result in a reduction of safety since
such operation will have been evaluated in the required
special report,

TS 3.8.1.2 A.C., Sources - Shutdown
Action a

The operability of the minimum specified A.C. power
sources during shutdown and refueling is required to
ensure that the facility can be safely maintained in the
shutdown or refueling condition for an extended time
period. Action a of this specification provides
requirements in the event that all offsite circuits are
lost and/or both divisions of the onsite A.C. power source
are inoperable. These action requirements (the suspension
of core alterations, handling of irradiated fuel,
operations with a potential to drain the reactc vessel
and crane operations over fuel pools while fuel - .semblies
are stored therein) eliminate those conditions during
which an accident can occur while in Operation Conditions
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(n)

(o)

4 or 5, With the requirements of Action a met, the
primary safety concern is the removal of decay heat.

Operational Condition 4 is differentiated from Operation
Condition § by whether or not the reactor vessel head is
tensicned. The tensioning or detensioning of the reactor
vessel head has no effect on decay heat generation or
removal nor does it create the possibility of different
accident scenarlos. Decay heat removal capability during
Operational Conditions 4 and 5 is addressed In the
evaluations of Specifications 3.4.9.2, 3.9.11.%, and
3.9.11.2. Therefore, the additional flexibility provided
by the proposed revision to Specification 3.0.4 does not
result in a reduction in safety.

78 3.8.2.1 D.C. Sources - Operating
Action a

Specification 3.8.2.1 provides requirements for DC
electrical sources during operation, including those for
battery chargers. With an inoperable battery charger,
Action a allows unlimited continued operation if the
inoperable charger i{s replaced with the spare battery
charger. The spare charger is equivalent to a regularly
installed charger, thus, this substitution does not
represent a degradation in safety. For the same reason,
changes in Operational Condition when the spare charger is
in use do not represent a degradation in safety.
Therefore, the added flexibility created by the proposed
Specification 3.0.4 does not create a safety reduction.

TS 3.8.2.2 D.C. Sources - Shutdown
Action a

The operability of the D.C. power sources during shutdown
and refueling is required to ensure that (1) the facility
can be safely maintained in the shutdown or refueling
condition for an extended period of time, and (2)
sufficient instrumentation and control capability is
avallable for monitoring and maintaining the unit status.
Action a of this specification provides requirements in
the event that both the Division 1 and Division 2
batteries are inoperable. These actic requirements (the
suspension of core alterations, handl' ' of irradiated
fuel, and operations with a potential .r draining the
reactor vessel) eliminate those conditions during which an
accident can occur while in Operational Conditions 4 or
5. With the requirements of Action a met, the primary
safety concern is the removal of decay heat.

Operational Condition 4 is differentiated from Operational
Condition 5 by whether or not the reactor vessel head is
tensioned. The tensioning or detensioning of the reactor
vessel head has no effect on decay heat generation or
removal, does not create the possibility of any different
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(p)

accident scenarios not already precluded and does not
affect the unit's instrument and control capabllity.

Decay heat removal capability during Operational Condition
4 and 5 are addressed in the evaluations of Specifications
3.4.9.2, 3.9.11.1 and 3.¢.11.,2. Therefore, the posibility
created by the proposed TS 3.0.4 does not result in a
reduction of safety.

TS 3.8.3.2 Distribution - Shutdown
Action a
Action b

The operability of the AC and DC distribution systems
during shutdown and refuel.ng is required to ensure that
(1) the facility can be safely maintained in the shutdown
or refueling condition for an extended period of time and
(2) sufficient instrumentation and control capability is
available for ronitoring and maintaining the unit status.
Actisn a of this specification provides requirements in
the event that both the Division 1 and Division 2 AC
distribution systems are inoperable. Action b of this
specification provides requirements in Lhe event that both
the Divisicen 1 and Division 2 DC distribution systems are
inoperable. The requirements of both Action a and

Action b are identical. These requirements (the
suspension of core alterations, handling of irradiated
fuel, and operations with a potential for draining the
rea.tor vessel) eliminate those conditions during which an
accident can ocour while in Operational Conditions 4 or 5.
With these action regquirements met, the primary safety
concern is the removal of decay heat.

Operational Condition 4 is differentiated from Operational
Condition 5 by whether or not the reactor vessel head is
tensioned. The tensioning or detensioning of the reactor
vessel head has no effect on decay heat generation or
removal, does not create the possibility of any different
accident scenario not already precluded and does not
affect the unit's instrument and control capability.
Decay heat removal capability during Operational
Conditions 4 and 5 is addressed i{n the evaluations of
Specifinations 3.4.9.2, 3.9.11.1 and 3.9.11.2.
Operability of AC sources during Operational Conditions L
and 5 is addressed in the evaluation of Specification
3.8.1.2. Operability of DC sources during Operational
Conditions 4 and 5 is addressed in the evaluation of
Specification 3.8.2.2.

The mode changes associated with this Specification do not
involve activities that could result in a reduction in the
level of safety. The action requirements associated with
each mode are identical. Therefore, the changes between
Operational Condition 5 and Operational Condition 4 do not
result in a reduction in the level of safety. As such,
the flexibility provided by the proposed change to
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(t)

(u)

do not contribute to the possibility of an inadvertent
eriticality. As such, the added flexibility cf the
proposed Specification 3.0.4 does not result in a
reduction in the level of safety provided by this
specification,

TS 3.9.11.1 Residual Heat Removal and Coolant
Circulation - High Water Level

Specification 3.9.11.1 requires that at least one RHR
shutdown cooling loop be in operation in Operational
Condition 5, with irradiated fuel in the reactor vessel
and with the water level greater than 20 feet 6 inches
above the reactor vessel flange. The proposed change to
Specification 3.0.4 will allow entry into this Operational
Condition while relying on the provisions of the Action.
This change will allow entering Specification 3.9.11.1
from 3.9.11.2 (1.e., flooding the cavity in Operational
Condition 5).

The requirements of Specification 3.9.11.1 ensure that
sufficient cooling capacity is available to remove decay
heat and maintain water temperatures within the limits
required during refueling. Compliance with the Action
requirements of this specification provide an acceptable
alternative for decay heat removal and thus provide an
acceptably safe alternative for meeting the LCO.
Therefore, the flexibility of the proposed TS 3.0.4 does
not involve a reduction in the level of safety.

TS 3.9.11.2 Residual Heat Removal and Coolant
Circulation - Low Water Level
Action a
Action b
Action ¢

Specification 3.9.11.2 ensures long term cooling and
reactor coclant temperature monitoring in Operational
Condition 5, with irradiated fuel in the reactor vessel
and with the water level less than 20 feet 6 inches above
the top of the reactor vessel flange.

Operational Condition 5 is entered from Operational
Condit.on 4 by detensioning the reactor vessel head. The
Action requirements of Specification 3.9.11.,2 are
essentially identical to those of Specification 3.4.9.2,
which is applicable in Operational Condition 4. Thus,
detensioning the reactor vessel head has the effect of
transferring the same action from TS 3.4.9.2 to TS
3.9.11.2. Detensioning the reactor vessel head has no
effect on decay heat generation or removal, or the ability
to monitor reactor coolant temperature, Therefore, the
new flexibility provided by the proposed change to
Specification 3.0.4 is acceptable and does not involve a
reduction in safety.
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Operational Condition § can also be entered by loading

1 »

fuel Into a defueled reactor, Compliance wili the wale
level requirements for fuel movement of Specification
3.9.8 will preclude this entry while under the provisi
of action ¢, Actions a and b require the alternate
nethods of either decay heat removal and/or coolant
be substituted for the method normally
may be inoperable. In a
temperature and pressure mon
alternate means of coolant cir
of these alternative methods
created by the proposed Spe
involve a reduction in safely,

Based upon the above evaluation, Detroit Edison concludes,
each TS that will be affected by the proposed change to TS 3
action statement for that TS will provide an adequate level
protection for the startup, shutdown, and extended operatl
Fermi 2.

Administrative Controls for Plant Startup While Operating Within an
Action Requlrements

GL 87-09 states that "nothing in this staff position should be
interpreted as endorsing or encouraging a plant startup witn
inoperable equipment,” and that "plant startup should ncrmally
initiated only when all required equipment is operable and that
startup with inoperable equipment must be the exception rather

the rule.” The NRC staff concern has been that adequati

administrative controls must be in place Lo assure that required
eq pment 8

required of the exceptions Uc

staf'f has been concerned that the plant operators receive the
necessary training to implement these controls.

operable at plant startup and that adequate review be
to the proposed TS 3.0.4. In additior

Control of maintenance at Fermi 2 1is accomplished via procedur
NPP-MA1-01, Work Control. This procedure outlines a priorl
system of control. The priorities are as foll
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As can be seen, work requests assoclated with TS requirements receive
a high priority,

Tne maintenance work priority system described above will not be
changed due to the approval of the proposed change to TS 3.0.4.
Detroit Edison will, in addition, implement the following additional
controls for plant startup prior to implementation of the proposed
change to TS 3.0.4.

During each startup any use of the jroposed exception to TS 3.0.4 will
be summarized during final preparations for startup. If the startup
is to be performed while reiying on the provisions of Action
requirements then the Plant Manager (or designated alternate for the
purpose of granting permission for Reactor Startup) will also
specifically approve each use of TS 3.0.4 lor the startup. This will
assure a high-level management review of the application of the
proposed TS 3.0.4,

Ferri 2 plant operators will receive the necessary training to
implement these administrative controls peior to their
implementation. In order to assure that these actions are conducted
at the most appropriate time, Detroit Edison requests that a 60-day
period be established for implementation of this amendment following
approval.

Proposed Technical Specification Pages

In addition to changes provided in GL 87-09 for TS 3.0.4, changes to
other TS are needed.

Individual specifications with Action requirements permitting
unlimited continued operation no longer need to indicate that
Specification 3.0.4 does not apply. The combined effect of the TS
3.0.4 modification and the deletion of those 3.0.4 exceptions is
administrative. The flexibility provided by the exception statement
is maintained and reiocated in the TS 3.0.U text. The deletion of
these 3.0.4 exceptions is in accordance with the guidance of GL 87-09.

The TS ara Action requirements which contain TS 3.0.4 exemptions being
deleted are listed below:

3.1.3.1 Control Rod Operability

Action b.3

3.1:3.2 Control Rod Maximum Scram Insertion Times
Action b

158 .9 Four Control Rod Group Scram Insertion Times
Action b

3.1+3.5 Control Kod Scram Accumulators

Actlion ¢
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3.1.3.6

3.1.3.7

3.1.41

3.2.3

3.3.1

3.3.2

3.3.3

3.3.5

3-3-7-1

3-3-7-2

3-3'7-3

3'307-7
3.3.7.8

3.3.7.10

3.3.7.11

3.3.7.12

Control Rod Drive Coupling
Action ¢

Control Rod Position Indication
Action ¢

Rod Worth Minimizer
Action b

Minimum Critical Power Ratio ¢
Action b

Reactor Protection System Instrumentation
Action a

Isolation Actuation Instrumentation
Action b

Emergency Core Cooling System Actuation
Instrumentation
p. 3/% 3-26 footnote *

Reactor Core Isclation Cooling System Actuation
Instrumentation
Action b item ¢ (p. 3/4 3-38 footnote %)

Radiation Monitoring Instrumentation
Action ¢

Seismic Monitoring Instrumentation
Actiorn b

Meteorological Monitoring Instrumentation
Action b

Traversing In-core Probe System

Chlorine Detection System
Action ¢

Loose-part Detection
Action b

Radioactive Liquid Effluent Monitoring
Instrumentation
Action ¢

Radicactive Gaseous Effluent Monitoring
Instrumentation
Action ¢

#As proposed in NRC-89-0299 of March 26, 1990.



il

Enclosure to
NRC-90-0185
Page 21
2811 Recirculation Loops
Action a.2
3.4.4 Chemistry
Action a1
3.4.7 Main Steam Line Isolation Valves
Action b
3.4.8 Structural Integrity
Action d
3.6.1.3 Primary Containment Air Locks
Action a. ¥
3.6.3 Primary Containment Isolation Valves
Action b
3. 7:08 Ultimate Heat Sink
Action ¢
Action f
3.7.6 Sealed Source Contamination
Action b

3.8.4.2 Primary Containment Penetration Conducter Overcurrent
Protective Devices
Action b

3.11.1.2 Radioactive Effluents - Dose
Action b

3.11,1.3 Liquld Waste Treatment
Action b

3.11.0.4 Liguid Holdup Tanks
Action b

3.11.2.2 Dose - Noble Gases
Action b

3.11.2.3 Dose - lodine-131, lodine-133, Tritium and
Radionuclides in Particulate Form
Action b

31524 Off-gas Treatment System
Action b

3.11.2.5 Ventilation Exhaust Treatment System
Action b

3.11.2.8 Venting or Purging
Action b
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(e) The first paragraph of the Bases for TS 4.0.3 is modified to
reflect that the 28-hour allowance to perform overd.e
Survelllance Reguirements upon discovery does not negate the fact
that the equipment has and continues to be inoperable since the
point that the Surveillance Interval (as defined by TS 4.0.2)
expired. Further, the reguirement to make any report is
similarly not negated by the 24-hour allowance and each situation
must be evaluated as discussed in NUREG 1022, Supplemeni. 1. The
Bases provided in GL 87-09 indicates that failure to perform the
survelillance within the specified interval is in itself a
reportable event. This would create an inconsistency in the
reporting of events due to equipment inoperability depending upon
whether the inoperability is caused by a missed surveillance or
i# caused by other reasons. The proposed modified bases is
appropriate since, it resclves this inconsistency, it is in
accordance with the prevalent industry practice and is consistent
with the previous resolution of this issue at another plant
(Perry Nuclear Power Plant).

(d) The Bases for TS 4.0.5 includes more recent wording added In
response to GL 88-01, This wording was adaed by License
Amendment No. 52.

No Significant Hazards Considerations Determination

Detroit fidison, in Reference 2, made a determination that the preposed
change does not represent a Significant Hazards Consideration. This
determination was based upon the basic concept, as delineated in

GL 87-09, that Aciion requirements which allow for unlimited continued
operation of a facility provide an acceptable level of sarety to allow
entry into an applicable operational condition or other specified
condition, This submittal does not change this basic concept but
rather further acdresses the specifics of implementation at Ferml 2.
Therefore, the basis and conclusions of the No Significant Hazards
Consliderations analysis of Reference 2 are not changed.

Conclusion

The change to TS 3.0.4 described in GL 87-09 provides improvements in
TS consistency and increased operational flexibility. As described
above, implementation of the change can be made at Fermi 2 without
degrading the level of safety and under controls which assure that the
new provisions are not routinely used during plant startups. Prompt
review and approval of this change 1s requested.



