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SAEETY EVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION
COMANCHE PEAK STEAM ELECTRIC STATION, UNIT 1
DOCKET_NO. 50-445

1.0 INTRODVCTION

By letter dated February 28, 1992, Texas Utilities Electric Company (the
licensee) requested an amendment to the Tecnhnical Specifications (Appendix A
to Facility Operating License No. NPF-B7) for the Comanche Peak Steam Electric
Station (CPSES), Unit No. 1. The proposed changes would remove the Boron
Dilution Mitigation System (BOMS) tetpoints from the Technical Specifications
(TS). The BDMS was developed to detect anc mitigate a boron ¢ilution event in
Modes 3, 4 and 5 prior to a complete loss of shutdown margin. The system
detects a boron dilution event by monitoring the output of the sourie range
neutron flux detectors to determine if the neutron flux has incre .ed by a
specified multiplication factor over a prescribed time period. * n a
dilution event is detected, the BOMS isolates known dilution pe .0 the
reactor coolant system and realigns the reactor makeup water sysi= to the
refueling water storage tank so that any additional makeup wii!l result in
boration of the reactor coolant.

Technical Specification 3.3.), Table 3.3-1, Functional Unit &.b, *Boron
Lilution Flux Doubling,” requires that this function be operatle in Modes 32,
4, and 5. If not operable when required, Action § applies. Tr> action
requires, in part, that the reactor trip breakers be open, that all operations
involving positive reactivity changes be suspended, and that the sources of
possible dilution be isolated. Since changin, the plant temperature is an
operation which could add positive reactivity, this action statement could
require that plant cooldown or heatup be suspended.

As a result of a recent review of the analyses for the licensing basis boron
dilution event for CPSES Unit 1, the 1icansee identified certain
nonconservatisms related to the input assumptions and boundary cenditions used
by Westinghouse in the ori?!nal design of the system, Specifically, the
inverse count rate ratio (ICRR) and flux muitiplication setpoint used in the
analyses are not bounding. As a result, the licensin? basis boron dilution
event analysis, which shows that the BDMS response will prevent a return to
critical, may not be applicable to CPSES Unit 1. Because of this, TU Electric
has declared the boron dilution flux doubling channels inoperable. With the
current TS and action statement described above, this could prevent a plant
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2) Follewing entry into MODES 3, 4, or 5 from MODES 1, 2, or 6, each rrew
of the Control Room Staff will receive a briefing to discuss the type
ot reactivity chan?es that could occur during a dilution event; the
indication of a dilution event; and the actions required to stop
dilution, commence immediate boration and establish the required
shutdown margin. For extended shutdowns, this briefing will be
re?eatod for each crew prior to resumption of control room duties
following an off duty period which exceeds 7 da;s. During time
periods when this option is used, the source range will be monitored
for indication of unexplained increasing -ounts and inadverte~t noron
dilution every fifteen (15) minutes. In asudition, within &4 hours of
enterine MODE 5, TU Electric will ensure that only one Reactor Makeup
water P.p (dilution source) is aligned to tL2 supply header.

These administrative actions will serve to isola.» “ilution flow paths by
Tocking out valves from dilution sources or will re..rict the maximum dilution
flow rate by ensuring that no more than one reactor makeup water pump can
supply water to the reactor coolant system (RCS) durirng Mode 5 operation. The
NRC concurs that these administrative controls will reduce the probability of
an inadvertent boron dilution event during the proposed temporary 1ime
interval for the revised TS,

In addition, the NRC believes that the proposed interim actions will provide
appropriate operator vigilance to redure the probability of an inadvertent
beron dilution in ail thrée shutdown modes during the pronozed time interval
for the revised T5.

New analyses have been performed by Westinghouse for CPSES Unit 1 with no
credit for the BDMS that show at least 15 minutes exist from the initiation f
an inadvertent borun dilution while uvperating in Modes 3, 4, or 5 before
shutdown margin is lost. These analyses, documented ir a letter from J. L.
Vota (Westinghouse) to W. J. Cahill, Jr. (TU Electric) WPT-14386, dated
Febrvary 25, 1992, ~rovide reasonable confidence that the reactor operators
have sufficient tinc during performance of their routine duties to identify
and mitigate an inadvertant boron dilution event. The licensee has committed
to perform similar ana ... ¢ w CPSES Unit 2 prior to licensing.

Even though credit is no* .aken :or the BOMS, its use during CPSES Unit )
operation provide, additional assurance that an inadvertent dilution event
will be detected and mitigated prior to a return to critical. In addition,
other alarms and indications (as provided in Section 15.4.6.] of the CPSES
FSAR) are available to the operator whivi allow for the detection of an
inadvertent boron dilution.

In view of these alarms and indications, together with the procedures,
training, and activities previously mentioned, the NRC believes that
reasonable assurance “a: been provided to minimize the likelihood of an
inadvertent boron dilution event during the time interva)l proposed for the
temporary TS revisions. Should such an event occur, these actions provide
reasonahle assurance of timely detection and mitigation.
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The staff has reviewed the proposed temporary 1S changes for CPSES which
assume no credit for the BDMS and which will remain in effect for Unit 1 unti)
six months after criticality following the second refueling outage. Similar
changes will be addressed separately for Unit 2 to allow a six-month
evaluation period of the EDMS following initial criticality. Based on the
above safety evaluation, we find these proposed changes acceptable during the
proposed time interval.

3.0 STATE CONSULTATION

In accordancy with the Commission’s regulations, the Texas State official was
rotified of the proposed issuance of the amendment. The Stazte official had no
comments.

4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATION

The amendment changes a req rement with respect to installation or use of a
facility component located within the restricted area as defined in 10 CFR
Part 20. The NRC staff has determined that the amendment involves no
significant increase in the amounts, and no significant change in the types,
of any effluents that may be released offsite, and tnat there is no
signi“icant increase in individual or cumulative occupational radiation
exposure. The Commission has previously issued a proposed finding that the
amendment involves no significant hazards consideration, and there has been no
pub” " comment on such finding (57 FR 8941). Accordingly, the amendment meets
th - “ility criter.a for categorical exclusion set forth in 10 CFR

N ‘). Pursuant to 10 CFR 51.22(b) no environmental impact statement or
¢ vuree tal aseessment need be prepared in connection with the issuance of
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The Comuission has concluded, based on the consideration discussed above,
that: (1) there is r~asonable assurance that the health and safety of the
public will not be endangered by operation in the proposed manner, (Zz such
activities will be conducted in compliance with the Commission’s regulations,
and (3) the issuance of the amendment will not be inimical to the common
defense and security or to the health and safety of the public.
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