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SYSTEME, COMPONENTS, AND ACLWIVITIES AFFECTED:
RCS Boron Dilution in Mode 6 (Refueling)
SAFETY FUNCTIONS OF THE AFFECTED SYSTEMS, COMPONENTS AND ACTIVITIES:

The TS 3.1.1.2 (Reactivity Control Systems-Boron Dilution) Limiting
Condition for Operation (LCO) is based on the requirement to maintain a
minimum RCS flowv rate in order to provide adequate mixing of the RCS.
Adequate mixing prevents stratification, and ensures that .eactivity
changes wiil be gradual through the RCS in the core during boron
concentration ceductions, A gradual reactivity chang» rate ensures
that the Loron concentration reduction evolution will be within the
operator’s capability to recognize and control.

Maintaining the boron concentration of all filled portions of the RCS
and the refuel 4 canal sufiicient to meet the more restrictive of the
tvo reactivity conditions listed in TS 3.9.1 ensures that there will be

adequate reactivity control and that the required shutdown margin will
be maintained.

EFFECTS ON SAFETY:

As discussed above, with the RCS in a reduced inventory condition, DHR
flov rate may be limited to less than 2800 gpm. The desired source of
wvater (e.g., Borated Vater Storage Tank or a Clean Vaste Receiver Tank)
to raise RCS level may be at or below the RCS Loron concentration., 1I1f
the boron concentration of the desired source is lover than the RCS
boron concentration, the current TS 3.1.1.2 vording prevents the use of
that source in this situation, and requires the use of a source of
vater of a higher boron concentration (such as the Bori~ Acid Addition
Tank (BAAT)). This source is used until RCS level ir raised high
enough to support increasing DHR flowv rate above 2800 gpm, at which
point the lower boron concentration source may be used. The need to
perform this change of vater addition sources places an extra and
unnecessary burden on the operators during the evolution of changing
RCS inventory at low RCS levels. The proposed TS change would
eliminate the need to perform this source change, reduce the complexity
of the evolution, remove an unnecessacy burden on the operators, and
therefore have a positive impact on plant safety.

As stated in TS Bases 3/4.1.1.2, a flow rate of at least 2800 gpm will
circulate an equivalent RCS volume of 12,110 cubic feet in
approximately 30 minutes. It should be noted that in Mode 6, there
vould be no need to reduce DHR flow rate below 2800 gpm, except in a
reduced RCS inventory condition. At reduced inventory, the decreased
RCS liquid volume significantly compensates for the decreased DHR flow
rate, such that there is less of an impact on the time required to
circulate an equivalent RCS volume. Viewed strictly from the

standpoint of volume turnover rate, this lessens the possibility of
incomplete mixing.
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Updated Safety Analysis Report (USAR) Section 15.2.4, "Makeup and
Purification System Malfunction", describes the results of the analysir
of a boron dilution event due to a Makeup and Purification System
malfunction. During refueling or maintenance operations vhen the
reactor closure head has been removed, the sources of dilution vater to
the makeup tank and tharefore to the RCS are closed, and the makeup
pumps are not operati._. Nonetheless, the consequences of accidentally
filling the makeup tank with dilution vater and starting the makeup
punps has been evaluated. Updated Safety Analysis Report Section
15.2.4.2.3 states: "The entire vater volume from the makeup tank could
be pumped into the Reactor Coolant System (assuming that only the
coolant in the reactor vessel is diluted); the reactor would still be
several percent subcritical." The boron dilution event #ialyzed is
independent of RCS flov rate, and therefore the proposed TS changes
have no impact on the analysis.

The proposed change to TS 3.1.1.2 would allov the addition of wvater of
lover boron concentration than exists in the RCS, in Mode 6 with the
flow rate of reactor coolant through the RCS less than 2800 gpm,
provided that the boron concentration of the vater to be added is equal
to or greater than the more restrictive reactivity condition specified
in T§ 3.9.1. This exception is acceptable since tha RCS boron
concentration is assured to remain greater than the required refueling
concentratiorn. Therefore, in this situation, even if incomplete mixing
did occur, it would be of no adverse consequence to safety.

The proposed change to TS Bases 3/4.1.1.2 adde a discussion of the
proposed Mode 6 exception to TS 3.1.1.2. This proposed Bases change
has no adverse efrect on plant safety.

SIGNIFICANT HAZAPDS CONSIDERATION:

Tiie Nuclear Regulatory Commission has provided standards in 10 CFR
50.92(¢) for determining whether a significant hazard exists due to a
ptopused amendment to an Operating License for a facility. A proposed
amendment involves no significant hazards if operation of the facility
in accordance with the proposed changes would: (1) Not involve a
significant increase in the probability or consequences of n accident
previously evaluated; (2) Not create the possibility of a wew or
different kind of accident from any accident previcusly evaluated; or
(3) Not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety. Toledo
Edison has reviewed the proposed change and determined that a
significant hazards consideration does not exist vecause operation of
the Davis-Besse Nuclear Powver Station, Unit Number 1, in accordance
vith these changes would:

la. Not involve a significant increase in the probability of ar
accident previously evaluated because no accident conditions or
assumptions are significantly affected by the proposed changes.
The proposed change to Technical Specification (TS) 3.1.1.2 adds
an exception, applicable only in Mode 6, that allows wvater of a
lower boron concentration than the Reactor Coolant System (RCS)to
be added to the RCS with the flow rate of reactor coolant through

e e o
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the RCS less than 2800 gpm, provided thit the water to be added
meets the requirements of TS 3.9.1., TS 1.9.1 requires that in
Mode 6, the boron concentration of all filled portions of the RCS
and the refueling canal shall be maintained unif~rm and suffic . ent
to ensure that the more restrictive of two reactivity condi{tuions
is met. If the RCS mests these reactivity condition requirements,
and vater is added to the RCS that also meets the reactivity
condition requirements of TS 3.9.1, then the RCS is assuted to
remain in compliance with the reactivity condition requirements.
The pussibility that the added vater may be of lower boron
concentration than the RCS is, therefore, of no adverse
consequence to safety. There is no effect on the initial
conditions assumed for the boron dilution incident in the accident
analysis.

The proposed change to TS Bases 3/4.1.1.2 is considered to be
administrative in nature.

Not invelve a significant increase in the consequeices of an
accident previously evaluated because no accident conditions or
assumptions arve affected by the proposed changes. As discussed in
item la. above, the proposed addition of the exception to

T§ 3.1.1.2 will not cause a condition that would result in the RCS
not meeting the requirements of TS 3.9.1., The proposed changes do
nut alter the source term, containment isolation, or ailowable
releases. The proposed changes, therefore, will not increase the
radiological consequences of a previously evaluated accident.

The proposed change to TS Bases 3/4.1.1.2 is considered to be
administrative in nature.

Not create the possibility of a nev kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated hecause no new accident initiators
or assumptions are introduced by the proposed changes. The
proposed change does not alter any accident scenarios. As
discussed in item la. above, the proposed addition of the
exception to TS 3,1.1.2 will not cause a condition that would
result in the RCS not meeting the requirements of TS 3.9.1. The
proposed change to TS Bases 3/4.1.1.2 is considered to be
administrative in nature, None of the proposed changes creates
the possibility of a nev kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated.

Not create the possibility of a different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated because no different accident
initiators or assumptions are introduced by .he proposed change<
The proposed changes do not alter any accident scenarios. As
discussed in item la. above, the proposed addition of the
exception to TS 3.1.1.2 will not cause a condition that would
result in the RCS not meeting the requirements of TS 3.9.1. The
proposed change to TS Bases 3/4.1.1.2 is considered to be
administrative in nature. None of the proposed changes creates
the possibility of a different kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated.



T s T T e A N e R T

e A L ma B e L e e e e e e e e e e e e el T R R IR RURTR SRR TRr r——————

Docket Number 50-346
License Number NPF-3
Serial Number 2007
Attachment

Page 5

3. Not involve a significant reduciion in the margin of safety
because the proposed change to TS 3,1.1.2, as described above,
will not cause a condition that would result in the RCS not
meeting the requirements of TS 2.9.1., The margin of safety will
be maintained by adhering to the limits specified in that TS. The
proposed change to TS Bases 3/4.1.1.2 is considered to be
administrative in nature.

CONCLUSTON:

On the basis of the abcve, Toledo Edison has determined that the
License Amendment Request does uot involve a significant hazards
ronsideration. As this License Amendment Request concerns a proposed
change to the Technical Specifications that must be reviewed by the
Nucl-ar Regulatory Commission, this License Amendment Request does not
constitute an unrevieved safety question.

ATTACHMENT:

Attached are the proposed marked-up changes to the Operating License.



