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INTRODUCTIOY

1:y lette: Jat ed th cerN r 1, 1075, as supple.cnted ly 1 citer datcd
Fel'ruary 27, 1976, t he Northern St at es Power Cenpany proposed changer. t o
the lechnical Epecifications appended to Prcvisional Operating 1.icense
No. liPR 22, for the hionticello Nuclear Generating Plant. The proposed
changes involve o reduction in the main steam line low pressure isolation
set point and reduction in the operating Minimum Critical Power Ratio 01 CPM
fo) E x E and 7 x 7 fuel,

pi c cp t e.H '': Y:D 1 Y;!UtT1DN

A. !hin St enh 1.ine Pressure Isolation Set Point Heduction

Installat ic n c.f the main st ean line low pressure sensors was requirt d
to provide r(actor isolation in the event of an abnormal transient
associated with the failure of the initial it%ine pressure regulator
in the open direction. -This reactor isolation function was provided
to limit the duration and severity of system depressurization to that
no significant thernal stresses are imposed on the prinary system.
No credit was taken for these low presrure sensors in any of the othei
postulated abnnrnal operating transient s or accidents. Tl e current
isolation set point is 550 psig; the proposed setpoint is $25 psir.

Northern Stat es Power Company referenced Edwin I, llatch Nuc! car Plant
linit 1 (50-321) submittal dated October 9, 1975 which provided a
bounding analysis for a reduction in the mair. steam line lov pressure
setpoint fron 800 psig to 825 psig. The NRC staff has reviewed the
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Ilatch 1 analysis and has determined that it is applicable to h'SP's
proposeJ changes. In both cases (llatch and Monticello) the
addit lonal torperature decrease and subsequent reactor vessel thernal
st res s ar , resulting from the additional pressure reduction during
the abnot t al transient , are negligible, because reduction of the
low pre cure isolation retroint would not have significant effects
on previour.ly analy:ed transientr,, we have concluded that the
proposed change is acceptable.

P. Reduction in Operating Minimum Critical Power Ratio li1CPR) Limits

The crerating limit MCPR, which is presently 1,41 for 8 x 8 fuel and
1.33 for 7 y 7 fuel , ir based upon the rost liniting transient, a
turbine t rip, without bypass, fro' 1004 power and 100% flow conditions.
Assuming t he fuel is eperating at the proposed HCPR limits of 1.38 for
S x 8 fuel and 1.2D for 7 x 7 fuel, the calculated decrease in MCPR

durinn the transient is .32 for 8 x 8 fuel and .23 for 7 x 7 fuel.
'i n e r e for e , in the event of the occurrence of the most limiting transient,
the MC! R 1echnical Specification Safety limit of 1.06 would not be
violat ed.

iht requiltd operat ing limit MCPR is a funct ion of the magnitudo
nnd locat ion of the axial and rod-to-rod power peaking. In
det er.:ining the r equired MCrn, axial and local peaking representative
of beginning of cycle w(re assumed. That is, P-factors of 1.10 for
7 x 7 fuel and 1.102 for ' x 8 fuel and an axial peaking factor of
1.4 0 at a nid core point was a s swned . The transient analyses
incluJed as input data the worst consistent sct of local and a>ia)

: peaking factors. During.the fuel cycle the local peaking, and there-
fore the R-f ac tor, is rcduced while the peak in the axial shape moves
tow.ird t ne bot tom of t he core. Although the operating limit MCPR
would be increased by approximately 1(. by the reduced end-of-cycle
h . factor, thir is offset by the reduction 1(1MCPR resulting from the,
relocation of the axial peak to below the nidplanc. Because the MCPR
will remain essentially constant over the fuel cyclo and because the
proposed MCPR limits will not result in violation of the Technical
Specifient ion Safety linit in event of t he liniting transient, the
proposed reduction in MCPR Operating limits is acceptable.
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We have det ermined that the nnendtr.ent does not authorire a change in
efflutnt types or total amounts nor an increase in power IcVel and will
not result in any significant environmental irnpact. llaving made this
deterninntion, we have further concluded that the ar er.dr,ent involves

en action which is insignificant from the standpoint of environmental
irr.p ac t .nJ pursuant to 10 Cri: bl .5(d)(4) that an et.vironmental st atetent,
negative declaration or environmental impact appraisal need not be
prepared in connection with the issuance of this amendme'iit.
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lie have cor.wluded bnsed on the considerations discussed ribovc that :
(1) there is reasonable assurance that the health and safety of the public
will not be endangered by eperation in the proposed manner, and (2) such
activitier, will b' conducted in compliance with the Commission's regulations |
anJ the i ssuance of t his amendment will not be inimical to the connon
def r na nJ security or to the health and safety of the public.
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