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2.0 EVALUATION

The changes proposed by the licensee have been reviewed considering the
Timitations set forth in GL B7-U9 for TS 3.0.4, 4.0.3 and 4.0.4 as follows:

specificatior 3.0.4

GL 87-09 recugnizes, in part, that Specification 3.0.4 unduly restricts
facility operation when conforma.ve to the Action requirements provides an
acceptable level of safety for cuniinued operation in any mode. For an LLO
that has Action requirement: perm‘tting conti.nued operation for an unlimited
period of *ime, entry into an operational mode or other specified condition of
operation skould be permitted in arcerdance with those Aztion requirements.
The restriction on change in operational modes or other specified conditicns
should apply only where the Action requirements establish a specified iime
interval in which the LCO must be met or a shutdown of the facilitv wo'ld be
required or where entry into that operational mode woula result in entry into
an Action statement with such time constraints. However, nothing in the staff
pusition stated in GL £7-09 should be interpreted as endorsing or encouraging
plant startup with inoperable equipment. The GL 87-09 itself states that
st?rtup with inoperable equipmen® should be the exception rather than the
rule.

The licensee has proviaed ~onfirmation that the remndia) measures prescribed
by the Action statement for each change invoiving Specification 3.0.4 is
consistent with .he updated Safety Analysis Report and its supporting safety
unalyses. Further, the licensee has provided confirmation and certification
that appropriate administrative controls and procedires are in place for
Vimiting the use of Specification 3.0.4 exceptions in conjunction with its
proposed TS change submitted in response to GL 87-09. Additionally, no
changes are proposed that affect plant configuration, setpoints, operating
parameters, or the operator/equipment interface.

Based on review of the (icensee's propocal, and confirmatiuns related above,
we conclude in granting the exceptions proposed in resporse to GL #7-09 tnat:
1) the remedial measures prescribed by the Action statement for each change
involving the applicability of the Specificatior 3.0.4 exception should
provide a sufficient level of protection to permit operational mode zhanges
and safe Tung-term oparation consisient with the plant’s Safety Analysis
Report: and 2) the licensee has in place adequate administrative contruls and
procedures which wi'l ensure that it will be the exception rather than the
rule that startup of the plant with important safety features inoperable will
orcur,

We, tharefore, find the following change to Specification 3.0.4 proposed by
the licensee to bhe acceptable:

"Entry into 2 Reactor Operating Condition or other specified condition shall
not be made when the conditions for the Limiting Conditions for Operation are
aot met and the associated action requires a shutdown if they are not met
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within a spe.ified time interval. Entry into a Reactor Operating Condition or
other specified condition may be made in accordance with Action requirements
when conformance to them permits continued operation of the facility for an
unlimited period of time."

Specification 4.0.2

In GL 87-09 the staff stated that it is overly conservative to assume that
systems or _ompenents are inocperable when a surveillance requirement has not
been perforsad, because the vast majority of surveillances demonstrate that
systems or components in facl are cperable. Because the allowable outage time
Timits of some Action requirements do not provide an appropriate time 1imit
for performing a missed surveiilance before shutdown requirements apply, the
TSs should include a time 1imit that would allow a delay of the required
acticns to permit the performance of the missed surveillarnce,

This time 1imit should be based on considerations of plant conditions,
adequate planning, avaiiability of personnel, the time required to perform the
surveillance, as well as the safety significance of the delay in completion of
the <urveillance., After reviewing possible limits, the staff concluded that,
based o these considerations, 24 hours would be an acceptible time limit for
completing a missed surveillance when the allowable outage times ct the Action
requirements are less than this time limit or when shutdown Action
requirements apply. The 24-hour time limit would balance the risks associated
with an allowance for completing the surveiilance within this period against
the risks associated with the potential for a plant upset and challenge to
safety systems when tne alternative is a shutdown to comply with Action
requirements before the surveillance can pe completed.

This Timit does not waive ccmpliance with Specification 4.0.3. Under
Spacification 4.0.3, the failure tc perform a surveillance requirement will
continue to constitute noncompliance with the operability requirements of an
LCO and to bring into play the applicable Actiun requirements.

Based on the above, the following change to Specification ¢4.0.3 is acceptabie:

"Failure to perform a Surveillance Requirement within the allowed
surveillance interval, defined by Specification 4.0.2, shall constitute
noncompliance with the OPERABILITY requirements for a Limiting Condition
for Operation. The time limits of the Action requirements are applicable
av the time it is identified that a Surveillance Requirement has not been
performed. The time at which the Action is taken may be delayed for up
to 24 hours to permit the completion of the surveillance when the
;1lowab1e outage time limits of the Action requirements are less than

4 hours."

specification 4.0.4
7S 4.0.4 prohibits entry into an nperational condition or other specified

condition urtil all required surveillances have been performed. This could
cause an interpretation problem when operational condition changes are



required in order to comply with Action statements., Specifically, two
possible conflicts between T7Ss 4.0.3 and 4.0.4 could exist. The first
conflict arises because 1S 4.0.4 prohibits entry into an operational mude or
other specified condition when surveillance requirements have not been
performed within the speciffed surveillance interval. The proposed
modification to resolve this conflict involves the revision to TS 4.0.3 to
permit a delay of up to 24 hours in the application of the Action
requirements, as explained above, and a clarification of TS 4.0.4 to allow
passage through or to operational modes as required to comply with Actien
requirements. The second potential conflicl between VS5 4.0.3 and 4.0.4
arises because an exception to the reguiremarts of 4.0.4 is allowed when
surveillance requirements can only bc completed after entry into a mode or
condition. However, after entry into this mode or condition, the requirements
of TS 4.0.3 may not be met because the surveillance requirements may not have
been perforuwed within the allowable surveillance interval.

The Yicensee proposes to resolve these conflicts by providing the following
clarifying statement to 75 4.0.4:

"This provision shall not prevent passage through or to operational modes
2s required to comply with Action requirements.”®

The NRC staff has provided in CL 07-09 a clarification that: (a) it is not
the intent of 4.0.3 that the Action requirements preclude the performance of
surveillances allowed under any exception to TS 4.0.4; and (b) that the delay
of up v0 24 hours in TS 4.0.3 for the applicabiiity of Action requirements
provides an appropriate time 1imit for the completion of surveillance
;equirements that become applicable as a consequence of any exception to

S 4.0.4,

Consequently. the NRC staff finds the proposed changes to TS 4.0.4 acceptable,
Item 3] of Table 4.1-]1

The 1icensee proposes an exception to the provisions of 7S 4.C.4 for the
18-month surveillance test of the turbine overspeed trip mechanism. According
to the licensee (per telcon), following & refueling cutage, the overspeed trip
test cannot be performed without changing modes. The test is performed by
operating the main turbine ot > 10X load for a period greater than 8 hours,
unioading the turbine, and injecting a test signal to increase turbine speed
to the overspeed trip setpoint. However, TS 4.0.4 prohibits entry irto a
highe: mode of operation until all required surveillances have been performed.
Therefore, an exception *o TS 4.0.4 for the overspeed trip test iy
appropriate, and the staff finds the proposed change to Item 31 to be
acceptable,

3.0 STATE CONSULTATION

In accordance with the Comwission's regulations, the Arkansas State official
was notified of the proposed issuance of the amendment. The State official
had no comments.



4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATION

The amendment changes a requirement with respect to installation or use of a
facility component located within the restricted area as defined ‘n 10 (FR
Part 20 and changes in surveillance requirements. 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 relcased
ofrsite, and that there is no significant increase in individua) or cumulative
occupational radiation exposure. The Commission has previously issued a pro-
pused finding that the amendment involves no significant hazards
consideration, and there has been no public comment on such finding (56 FR
41581). Accordingly, the amendment meets the eligibility criteria for
categorical exclusion set forth in 10 CFR 51.22(c){9). Pursuant to 10 (/R
51.22(b) no environmenta) impact statement or environmental assessment need be
prepared in ccnnection with the issuance of the amendment,

5.0 CONCLUSION

The Commission has concluded, based on the considerations discussed above,
that: (1) there is reasonable assurance that the heaith and safety of the
public will not b2 endangered by operation in the proposed manner, (2) 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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