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MEMORANCLM FOR: Dennis M. Crutchfieid, Assistant Director
for Safety Assessment, DL

Thomas M. Novak, Assistant NDirector
for Licensing, OL

FROM: R. Wayne Houstor, Assistant Director
for Reactor Safety, DSI

SUBJECT: RIVER BEND STATION TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION CHANGE
(ONE TIME DEVIATION)

Plant Neme: River Bend Station
Docket No.: 50-458

Licensing Stage: oL

Responsibl2 Branch: LB #2, DL

Project Manager: S. Stern

Due Date: N/S

Review Status: Complete

By a letter dated July 11, 1985, Gulf States Utilities Company requested a one
time deviation from Section 3.6.2.7 of the Technical Specification for River
Bend Station.

Limiting Condition For Operation (LCO) 3.6.2.7 states that the drywell vent and
purge system supply and exhaust valves shall be sealed closed during
Operational Conditions 1, 2 and 3. This LCO was put in place since the 24"
drywell vent and purge valves are not quali€ied to close under accident
conditicns in the drywell. The applicant request :s to allow the use of the
drywell vent and purge system while in Operational Conditions 2 and - for up to
a cumulative time not to exceed twenty-four hours provided that 5% of rated
thermal power is not exceeded.

The pronosed change is needed to eliminate the accumulation of ammonia during
periods when personnel entry and access to the drywell is necessary to perform
various startup test procedures. The applicant anticipates this effort will
be completed in approximately a ten day period from the time of initia) heatup
to rated temperature and pressure for these tests.

The applicant stated that during the hot functicnal test at River Bend Station,
ammonia levels in excess of 50 ppm were released from the fibergiass insulatior
in the drywell. The applicant further stated that it is anticipated that

during the initial heatup testing, offgassing of ammonia will occur since they
have repiaced some of the drywell insulation and the analysis indicated that
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D. Crutchfield -2 - JUL 39 1985
T. Novak

additional offgassing is anticipated from the insulation that has undergone
this hot functional test.

Based on our evaluation of the applicant's proposed limited use of the drywell
purge for control of ammonia at low power (up to 5% of rated power), we
conclude that this limited use does not endanger the safety and health of the
public and should be approved. The rationale for accepting this Technical
Specification deviation is summarized below.

Since the time of operation at low power, when the need might exist to control
the ammonia corzentration is short, anrd since most of the ammonia offgassing
will occur at power less than 5% of rated power, the fission product inventory
will be low.

The Tower fission product inventory results in reduced decay heat fo'lowing
shutdown. This reduced decay heat significantly increases the time available
to the operator for any corrective action in the event it is required, and
decreases AC power requirements of the minimum necessary decay heat removal
system components. Since the proposed use of the drywell purge system is less
than IX of time, the probability of an accident occurring during this time is
Tow. This low probability event along with the lower fission product inventory
make the consequences of transients and accidents during this limited time
negligible. Therefore, the staff finds the limited use of non qualified purge
vent isolation valves to be acceptable.

Enclosed is a marked up copy of Technical Specification 3.€.2.7.

Briws td S B,

R. Wayne Houston, Assistant Director
for Reactor Safety
Division of Systems Integration, NRR
Enclosure: As stated
eL: Bernero
Thompson
Butler
Benedict
Haughey
Stern
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ORYWELL VENT™ AND PURGE

CONDITION FOR QPERATION

3.6 2.7 The dryweli vent and purge system supply and exhaust valves shall be

sealed closed® Sealed closed barriers include blind flanges and sealed clesed

isolation valves which may be closed manual vaives, closed remote-manual valves,

and closed automat ¢ valves which remain clased after a ]OSS"Q“"COO‘«]": accident.
Sealed closed isolatior valves should be under administrative control to assure
that they cannot be inadvertently opened. Administrative control inciudes

mechanical devices to seal or lock the vaive closea, or to prevent power from
being supplied to the valve operator
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AUDIT OF RIVER BEND STATION
TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

MAY 1985

REVIEW PERFORMED BY

0. E. BAXTER
S. J. BRUSKE

FIN A6824--Powar Reactor Technical Specification Evaluation

NRC TSRG Lead Enginear = Cerl Schulten, NRR-OL

This document was prepared primarily
It has not rece‘vad full review and-approval. Since there may bde

substantive changes, this document should not be considered final.
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AUDIT OF RIVER BEND STATION
TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

1. INTRODUCTION

The River Bend Station s a General Electric Bofling Water Reactor
(BWR) plant. It has been selected for an audit to determine 1f the River
Bend Technica) Spectfications (T/5) are conststent with the River Bend
Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR) ue to and including Amendment 18 and
the River Bend Safety Evaluation Report (SER) as supplemented through
Supplement 1. The specific sections of the T/S which were audited are
11sted 1n Part 2. Differences Detweer these secticas of the T/§ and the
FSAR and SER were identified in Part 4,

I. REVIEW CRITERIA
The following T/S sections were reviewed for th’s evaluation:

Safety Limits

Reactor Protection System (RPS) Setpoints

Engineered Safety Features Actuation System (ESFAS) Setpoints

Pressure Boundary Isolation Valves (PIvVs)

Contatnment Isolation Valves (CIvs)

Contatnment Depressurization and Cooling System Limiting

Conditiens for Operation (LCO's)

Combustible Gas Control System LCO's

8. Technical Spectfication Requiremerts Contatned in the Safety
Evaluation Report (SER)

9. Ice Condenser LCO's (Ice Condenser Plants Only)

P v W N e
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The sections of the T/§ T1sted 1n Part 4 were compared to the FSAR and
SER to ceterming 1f the T/S are consistent, conservative or different than
the FSAR and SER. Setpoints and 11sts of valves and fnstruments 1n the T/$
were checked aga‘nst tables 1n the FSAR and SER.
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The SER was reviewed to ensure that T/S requirements 1dentified 1n the
SER were addressed in the T/¢.

A description of each difference between the T/ and the FSAR and SER
fs included 1n this repore.

3. SUMMARY

Juring the performance of this dudit, several differences between the
T/8, SER and FSAR were noted. Items which were found to be consistent
during this raview are indicated as consistent 1n Part 4 0* this repors.
Items which ware not resolved during this review are 1isted below and have
been assigned a status code which {ndicates the presant status of the
ftem. These ftems are discusses in datail 1n Part 4 of this report. All
other sections were evalusted and found to be constistent or conservativae.

Item Title Page Status®

Saction ] Thermal Power Safety Limit 3 1

Section V Contatnment Isolation Valves 1

Section VIII Item 13 Standdy Liquid Control System 11 1

Section VIII Item 17 Digftal Radiation Monitoring 13 1
System

Section VIII Item 18b Thermai Overload Testing 14 1

Section VIII ltem 1§ Nensafety Loads on Emergency 14 1
Sources

Sectior VIII Item 22 Reporting SRV Failures 16 1

Sectfon VIII Item 23 Modificatior of ADS Logic 17 l

*Status Code

Unresolved, awafting NRC/Util1ty action.
Resclved pending issuance of T/% revision,
Resclved pending issuance of SER Supplement.
Resolved pending fssuance of FSAR Amendmant .
Resolved, NRC accepted as 1s.
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4. RIVER BEND STATION TECHNICAL SPEC<ICATION,
FSAR and SER CONSISTENCY COMPARISON

Sect on 1.~ Safety Limits

This section covers the review of the sa’ety 'imits as defined in
Section 2.1 of the Standard Technica) Specification. It Yncludes the

maximum allowed Therna! Power, RCS pressure, and Reactor Vesse) Water Leve).

FSAR SER
Technical Spezification Section Section _Evaluation
2.1.1 Therma! Power, 4.4, 15.1 44 §$!§§ST§NT. Limit not
Low Pressure or Low Flow Table 15.0-2 scussed in referencad
FSAR and SER sections.
2.1.2 Therma) Power, 4.4 151 4.4 See NOTE.
High Pressure and High Table 15.0-2
Flow
2.1.3 Reactor Coolant  5.2.2, 15.1 5.2.5 CONSISTENT.
System Pressure
2.1.4 FReactor Vesse! 6.3, 7.3, 6.3 CONSTSTENT,
Water Lave! 9.1, 18.2

NOTE: FSAR Table 15.0-2 Item 15 specifies an MCPR of 1.07 after reload.
Th; T/S does not mention any change from 1.06 after reload. This {tem is

Section II. Reactor Protection System Setpoints

This section covers the review of the Reactor Protection System
Setpoints to fnsure the T/S values agree or are conservative to the values
assumed in the sifety analysus or defined in the SER.

FSAR SER
Technical Specification Section Section _Evaluation
2.2.1 Reactor Protect- 7.2; 15.0 7.2, 15 CQ%SISTENT. The
fon System Instrumen- Table 15.0-1 SAR and SER
tation Setpoints referenced setpoints

3/4.3.6 Page 3/4 =62 as stated 1n the T/S.

Table 3.2.8-2
Section III. Engineered Safety Feature Actuation System Setpoints

This section covers the review of the ESFAS Setpoints to fnsure the
T/S values agree or are conservative to the values ‘dent!fied fn the F.AR
sections or as defined in the SER as required values.
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FSAR SER \
Technical Specification Section Section _ Evaluation

3/4.3.2 Page 3/4 2-19 6.2, 7.3 CONSISTENT.
Table 3.3.2-2 7.3.1,

3/4.3.3 Page 3/4 3-36 15.0,

Table 3.3.3-2 Table 15.0-1

3/4.3.4 Page /4 3-46

& 51

Tabla 3.3.4.1<2

Table 3.3.4.2-2

3/4.3.5 Page 3/4 3-57

Table 3.3.5-2

ection IV. Pressyre Boyndary Isclation Va! PIVs

This review determines 1f al1 cf the PIV's tdentifiad through the FSAR
and SER are included in the T/§.

.. FSAR SER

- Technical 3Specification Section Section Evaluation
3.4,3.2 Page 3/4 4-]11 5.2.2 31.9.6 CQNSISTENT
Table 3.4.3.2-1 §.2.2

Neither the FSAR nor SER fdent!fy any PIV's for comparisor to the T/S Table.
This Item ts CONSISTENT.
Section V. Containment Isolation Valves (CIVs

This review determines 1f all ¢f the CIVs fdentified through the FSAR
and SER are included fn the T/S.

FSAR SER
Technica) Specification Section Section Evaluation
3/4.6.4 Page 3/4 6-33 6.2.4 6.2.4 QIFFERENT.
Table 3.6.4~1 Table 6.2-40

Al1 valves 14sted 1n FSAR Table 6.2-40 are 1isted in the T/S Table 3.5.4-1
with the exception of valve 1RHS-V240 which comes througn penetration
1KJB=Z20 and 1s 1dentified on page S of 18,

Alsc n T/5 Table 3.6.4-1 Page 3/4 642 there appears to be twe
typographical errors in that valves:

 1B2IAOVF)1)A and 1B21AOVF)328
should Dbe:
QV*yx,/// 1821A0VFOI10A  and 1B21AQVFO328 respectively.
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Section VI. Containment Depressurization and Cooling System
Lim t?ng tonditions Eor QEornt!on (Lfg!

This section reviews the LCOs for the COCS to fnsure they adequately
cover the operation of the COCS during all required modes of plant
operation,

FSAR SER
Technical Specification __ Section Section Evaluation
3/4.6.3 Page 3/4 6-27 6.2.1 6.2.1 CONSISTENT.
L0 3.6.3.1 6.2.2 6.2.2
SR 4.6.3.1
LCO 3.6.3.2
SR 4.6.3.2

The LCOs and Surveillance Requirements (SR) for these systems are
effective during modes 1, 2, and 3 and do require al) COCS systems be
opersble.

This Item 1s CONSISTENT.

Section VII. Combustible Gas Control System Limitin

This section reviews the LCOs for the CGCS to insure they adecuately
cover the operation of the CGCS during all modes of plant cperations.

FSAR SER
Technical Specificatien Section Section Evaluation
3/4.6.6 Page 3/4 6-64 6.2.5 6.2.5 CONSISTENT.
LCO 3.6.6.
LCO 3.6.6.2
LCO 3.6.6.3

Tgcsc LCOs cover all of the required operations of the CGCS for modes
1 and 2.

This Item 1s CONSISTENT,

tion VIII. Technical Specifications Requirements
ontafned in the Safety Evaluation Report

This section covers the review of al) the items identi{fied in the SER
and Supplements as T/S required 1tems and whether they have or have not
been adequately addressed in the T/S.

1. SER Sectfon: 2.5.4.3, Foundation Stability Page 2-36 states:

ria 4T 'ON g3uss ‘gl 9283 &2:v1 248032
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The applicant has committed to monftar Structure settlements
until there 1s essentfally no movement during a 3-monyh period or
until construction s complete, whichever 15 later, Subsoquont1y
one marker on each seismic Category | bu1161n? will be monttored
blenntally for 10 years ang, subsequently, fo Towing a seismic
event equal to or greater than the 0BE. The staf? concuyrs 1n
this general plan byt 4150 requires the following.

a. This monitoring requirement s to be made & Technica)
Specification.

D.  Settlement reacings should be made on 3t Teast three markers
per building to detect differentia) settlement within
buiidings,

€. Settlement readings sheuld Se eva'uated against criterfa to
be estadlished Oy a registered Professiona) Engineer. If
4Ny unexpected conditions develop, a corrective action plan
should be proposec ind submitted to the staff for review and
lnmnlmhn1tu1uhumu.

T/S Section: 3/4.7.10 Page 3/4 7-35

Table 3.7.10-1 specifies the predicted settlements for the
varfous bufldings. T/§ 3.7.10 and S/R 4.7.10 specify the
Structures and the frequency of this monitoring.,

This 1tem 1 CONSISTENT.

SER Section: 3.7.4, Setsmic Instrumentation System Page 3-2%
states:

The applicant has met SRP 3.7.4 except that a sefsmic
fnstrumentation surveillance scheme has not yet been provided.
However, 1in accordance with stated sta’f requirements, such a
sCheme will bg fncorporated in the Technical Specifications.

T/8 Section: 3/4.3.7 Page 3/4 3.70
T/8 3.3.7.2 and S/R 4.3.7.2 specify the required surveillance
scheme,

This ftem 15 CONSISTENT,

SER Section: 3.9.6, Inservica Testing Program Page 3-42 states:

Pressure 1s0lation valves are requi=ed to be Category A or AC,
dccording to ASME Code Paragraph IWy=2000, and to meet the
dppropriate requirements of IWV=3420 of Section KI of the ASME
Code, except as discussed be'ow, Limiting conditions for
operatfon (LCO) must be 4dded to the Technica! Specifications

£ie LIR'ON g3usl 'd1 9393 eg:irt
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that will require corrective action (shutdewn or system
fsalatfon) when the final asproved leakage limits are not met,
Also, surveillance requirements that wil State the acceptable
Teak rate testing frequency must be provided in the Technical
Specificutions.

Perfodic leak testing of each prescure fsolation valve must be
performed at least ence each refueling outage, after valye

given. The testing 1nterva) should average ipproximately 1 yr,
Leak testing shoyuld 1150 be performed after al) disturbances to
the valves are complete, before power cperation folTow!ng P
refueling outage or mafntenance.

The staff's Position on leak rate Timiting conditions for
operation is that leak rates must be equal o or less thin 1 gpm
for each valve to ensure the integrizy of the valve, demonstrate
the adeguacy of the redundant pressures fsolation function, and
Give an indication of valve degradation over a finfte perfod.

T/S Section: 3/4.4.3 Page 3/4 4-g
T/8 3.4.3.2 specifies the required Teakage 1imits,

/R 4.4.3.2.2 specifies the required testing frequencies.

This ftem s CONSISTENT.

SER Section: 4.4.4, Therma! Hydraylic Stabil1ty Page 4-30 statgs:

The stabil ity amalysis resulted 1n a maximum decay ratio of 0.398
‘or tha end-of=11fq tycle, which {s the 11n1t1ng cycle with
"eSpect to stabilisy, Because the caleulated maximum stability
ratio 1s equal to that of some of the operating plants (for
example, Peach Bottom Untts 2 and 3 have 4 decay ratio of 0.98),
the staff concludes that the the'mal hydraulie stadilfty resyle
1s acceptable for plant operation. However, to provide
additional margin for stabilfty, natura) circulation under normal
cperation will pe prohfbited by Techrica)l Spoc1f1cations.

Because no analysis has been presented for MCPR 1imits or
stability characteristics for single=loop cperation, the staff
will require by ‘echnical Specifications that single-loop
operatior not be permitted until supporting anaiyses are proyvided
and approved.

T/S Section: 3/4.4.] Page 3/4 4-]

T/8 3.4.1.1 requires both recirculation loops be in operation for
Modes 1 and 2 which t1sc prohibits natural circulation operation,

This 1tem s gons;srgnr.
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SER Secticn: 4.4.3, Cryd Deposition Page 4-30 states:

Crud deposttion causes gradual flow reductfons 1n some 11ight
water reactor cores. However, measurement of core flow by jet
pump pressure drop and core plate pressure drop will p=ovide
aceguate fndicatien of such flow raductions, 1f they should
occur. Technical Specifications wil) require that the core flow
be checked at laast once every 24 hours to detect flow reduction.

T/ 3/4.4.) Page 3/4 4-2

S/R 4.4.1.2 reaquires tota! core “low be determined once per
24 hours during Modes 1 and 2.

Ths item 1s CONSISTENT.

SER Sectfon: 4.4.6, Loose Parts Monitoring System Page
4-30 states:

On the basis of an evaluation Indfcating chat the River Bend LPMS
1s 1n complfance with RG 1.133, the staff has concluded that the
River Bend LPMS 1s acceptable on the condition that the Technica)
Specifications fnclude appropriate limiting conditions for
cperation and surveillan:e requirements to demonstrate the
operability of LPKS channels.

/S Section: 3/4.3.7 Page 3/4 3-93
T/5 3.3.7.9 specifies the LCO for operation of this system.

S/R 4.3.7.9 specifies the frequencies for systam operabilicy
verification.

This 1tem 1s CONSISTENT.

SER Section: §.2.2, Cverpressure Protection Page 5-4 states:

A sensitivity study was performed for a BWR/3 to fnvestigate the
effects of a higher 1nftial reactor pressura and recirculation
pump trip on the results of the overprassure protection
analysis. This analysis showed that fncreasing the inftial
cperating pressure results 1n an fncrease 1n resultant peak
System pressure that is less than half the fnftial pressure
increase. For River Bend, the proposed Technica) Spec‘fication
1imit on the high reactor pressure scram fs 1095 psig.
Therefore, because the vesse) Jome pressure used 1n the
overpressurization analysis was 104% psig, the maximum increase
In the 1nftfa) pressure wou'ld be limited to 50 psig, and the
maximum peak system pressure fncrease during the ovarpressure
design transient would be less than 25 psfg. These results
indicate that considarable margin 13 avatlable before the code
Timit 13 reached and that GOC ?5 will be satisfied aven 1f

N ; e i
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fncreasea deme pressure and recirculation pump trip are
considered. However, because specific River Bend overpressure
analyses (2s wel) as othe: Chapter 15 transient analyses) were
performed assuming an fnitial dome pressure of 1045 psig, 1t 1s
the staff's position that the Technical Specifications should
fnclude an operating pressure 1imit of 1045 psig for the power
operation and start » modes.

T/S Section: 3/6.4.6 Page 3/4 4-24

T/8 3.4.6.2 specifies reactor steam dome pressure be less than
1045 psig during Modes 1 and 2.

This 1tem is §0N§x§T§NT.

SER Section: 5.4.6, Reactor Core Isolation Coo'ling System
Page 5-135 states:

A high point vent 1s provided, anc the system will ba checked it
‘Teast once every 31 days to ensure that the pump discharge 1{nes
are f1llad. The RCIC system facludes a ful) flow test line with
water return to the condensate storage tank for periodic
testing. The Technica) Specifications will include a flow test
at Teast every 92 days and a system functional test at least
every 18 months, with simulated automatic actuation and
verification of proper automatic valve position. Both tests

verify that the RCIC pump wil) develop a minimum flow of 600 gpm.

T/S Section: 3/4.7.3 Page 3/4 7-8

S/R 4.7.3 specifies the required testing be performed at the
specified frequencies.

This 1tem 1s CQ!§§ST§!T

SER Section: 6.2.3, Secondary Containment Dasign Page 6-23
states:

The applicant has committed to fnclude in the Technica!l
Specificetions periodic functiona! testing of the secondary
containment structures and systems, including the SGTS and the
fuel building charcos) filtration system drawdown times to
establish a negitive pressure. The staff wil) 2150 require that
the secondary containment fnleakage rate be periodically
checked. The inclusfon of these perfodic testin requirements
will be verified during the staff review of the Technical
Specifications.

T/S Section: 3/4.6.% Puge 3/4 6-49

S/R 4.6.5.1c specifies the system required drawdown limits and
times,

aevsl ‘dl 9393 8e:r1 5880 S0
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10.

11.

SR 4.6.5.4b.1 specifias the SGTS inleakage verification
requirement and frequency.

SR 4.6.5.8¢.] specifies the Fue) Buflding inleakage verification
requirements and frequency.

This 1tem 1s CONSISTENT,

SER Section: 6.2.6.3, Contafinment Leakage Type C Test Page 6-36
states:

For the above systems, the applicant indicated that a 11quid
faventory will produce a water ssa) during the post-accident
perfod, and on'y Tiquid Teakage from the containment will oceur.
The combined leakage from all these valves will satisfy the
acceptance criteria of 10 CFR 100 regard'ng the site radiologica!l
safety analysis and will be included in the plant Technical
Specifications. This leakage will therefore be excluded when the
combined leakage rate for all penetrations and valves 1s
determined, as provided in Appendix J, Paragraph I1I1.C.3.

T/S Section: 3/4.6.1 Page 3/4 6-3

T/5 3.6.1.3b specifies the lTeakage 1imit for al) of these systems
4s required.

This 1tem 13 CONSISTENT.

SER Sectfon: 6.3.3.3, ECCS Functiona) Design Puge 6-41 states:

The applicant has acddressed Tong=term leakage from the first
fsclation valve outside the suppressien peol following a LOCA
(LRG-II fssue 3-RSB). In a letter dated Decemder 12, 1983 {trom
J. E. Booker (GSU) to H. R. Denton (NRC)], the applicant
postulated a conservative leak rate of 50 gem from the valve. It
was indfcated that the leakage wil! drain to one of the reactor
butlding sumps, each of which 1s equipped with a 50-gpm pump to
transfer water to the radwaste system. Redundant capadility for
water processing is provided in the radwaste system, and an
operability requirement for the system will be included 1n the
plant Technical Speciifcations. Water processed in the radwaste
system {s returned to tha condersate storage tank from where {t
can be injected fnto the vesse! and suppressicn poo/ Dy the high
pressure core spray system, the control rod drive hydraulic
system, or the reactor core fsolation cooling system pumps. A
closed loop 1s tharefore provided to maintain supprassion pool
fnventory,

T/S Section: 3/4.11.1 Page 3/4 11-8

T/8 3.11.1.3 specifies the Liquid Radwaste Treatment System be 1n
cperation at all times.

This ftem 13 CONSISTENT.

-
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12.

13,

SER Section: 7.2.2.10, Protection System Surveillance Testing
Page 7-12 states:

The staff will verify that the Techniza) Specifications include
appropriate surveillance requirements tc requira perfodic
(enline) demonstration of the operab!lity of the RPS and ESF
fnstrument channels logic and actuation devices.

T/S Section: 3/4.3.1, Page 3/4 3-1, 3/4 3-10 and
3/4.3.2 and 3/4 3.3 Page 3/4 3-30 respectively

S/R 4.3.1.1 requires the RPS periodic demenstratiors be performed
s specified.

S/R 6.3.2.1 requires part of the ESF periodic demenstrations be
performed as specified.

S/R 4.3.3.1 requires part of the ESF periodic demonstrations be
parformed as required.

This ftem s CONSISTENT.

SER Sectfon: 7.4.2.3, Standby Lfquid Control System Page 7-34
states:

The SLCS destgn includes an interiock that prevents the storage
tank suction valves from opening (thus preventing system level
manual inftfation) 1f test valve C41-F031 1s open. This valve
(test tank suction valve) s opened to allow testing of the SLCS
pumps by circulating water through the pumps and back %o the test
tank. The intarlock 1s provided to prevent dilutien of the
sodium pentaborate from water fn the test tank. SLCS {noperable
status indication (except for valve pesition indicator Tights) ‘s
not provided in the contrcl room when valve C41-F031 is open.
Bypassed and fnoperable status indication is also addressed 1n
Section 7.5.2.2 of this report,

The staff will confirm that sufficient SLCS fnoperable status

indication 1s provided 1n the contrel room. Hfaﬁv,
The River Bend Technical Specifications wil) include provisions )

fo- garTodic tasting o7 the SLLS Interlock with valve C41-F031. A
T/S Section: 3/4.1.5 Page 3/4 1-19 o

T/5 3.1.5 and S/R 4. .8 give all of the Limiting Conditions for
operation and surveillance requirements for the SLCS but make no

szgxiainns_tgz,por4od1c testing of the SLCS inter]
alve C41-FC31.

—

This ftem 1s RIFFERENT.
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SER Section: 7.6.2.Z, High Pressure/Low Pressure System
Interiocks Page 7-47 st.oces:

The low pressi e ECCS injection valves for LPCS and LPCI A, 5,
and C are ‘‘carlocked to prevent them from opening in response to
efther manual (contro! room hand switches) or automatis (ECCS
fnitiation Togic) actuation signals 1f reactor pressure s
greater than the permissive setpoint value. Manual actuation of
each injection valve s prevented {f reactor high pressure s
sensed Dy a single pressure sensor downstream of the valve
(between the injection valve and series testabls check valve).
Automatic actuatfon of each tnjection valve on a LOCA sigra)
(hioh drywel] pressure and/or low reactor vesse! water Tevel) 1s
prevented 1f reactor high pressure s sensed by four divistinally
assocfatec pressure sensore arranged in a
one-out-of-two-taken-twice logic configuration. The staff
conc'udes that this design complies with RG 1.62 and Section 4.17
of IEEE 279-1971, wh' ch state that the amount of equipment
(Intarlocks) common to both manual and automatic fnitiation
should be kept at a min‘mum so that failures within the manual or
tutomatic portions of the system will net prevent initiation of a
nrotective action Dy both manual and automatic means. Al

12 pressure channels providing the reactor low pressure
permissive interlock function are safety-related Class 1E
equipment and will be required to be perfodicelly tested in
accordance with the River Bend Technical Specifications.

T/8 Section: 3/4.3.3 Page 3/4 3-4]

S/R 4.3.3.1 and Table 4.3.2.1~1 ftem A.1.d and A.l.e specify the
required surveillance of the 1nterlocks.

This 1tem s CONSISTENT.

SER Section: 7.6.2.3, SRV Low=Low Set Logfc Page 7-43 states:
The River Bend Technical Specification surve!llance requirements
will tnclude provisioas for perfodically tasting both trains of
LLS fnstrument channels and logic.

T/S Section: 3/4.4.2 Page 3/4 4+7

S/ 4.4.2.2.1 specifies the required periodic testing of the LLS
channels,

This 1tem 1s CONSISTENT.

SER Sectfon: 7.6.2.6, Rod Pattern Control System Microprocesser
Page 7-52 states:

The River Bend Technical Specifications will include the
appropriate provisions for RPCS periodic testing and operability.

12
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T/5 Section: 3/4.1.4 Pege 3/4 1-17

S/R 4.1.4.2 provides far perfodic testing for system operability
4s required.

This ftem s CONSISTgNT.

SER Section: 7.6.2.7, Oigftal Ractation Monitoring System
Page 7-52 states:

The sta’f will confirm that the River Bend DAMS design 1s
dccertadle with regard to the following:

8. the adequacy of the fsoiation devices used 1n the DRMS (see
Sectfon 7.2.2.6)

B. the software design methodology (develcpment and
qualification) used, and the implementation of the
methodology 1n the fina) design

C. DRMS test capability anc Tecnnica) Specification
survelllance reguirements.

T/S Section: There was no T/8 ‘dentified that specifically
addresses the DRMS.

This 1tem 1s QIFFERENT.

SER Section: 8.4.2, Contatnmert E'ectrical Penetrations
Page 8-14 states:

a. Respending to the staf? concern on the fault current
interrupting Capability of the motor contactors, the
applicant has stated that the contactors are specified to be
in comzlete conformance to Natfonal Electrical Manufacturers
Association (NEMA) ICS standards, which requires that a
design test be performecd to demonstrate the awility of the
contactor to make and break current of 10 times the
contactor=ratad current for 10 operations. The applifcant
has also stated that any currents 1n excess of 10 times the
contactor-rated current will be fnterrupted By the
penetration circult breaker. The staff finds this
arrangement for overcurrent protaction of the penetration
acceptacle. The motor contactors 1n this case are an
fntegral part of the penetration uvercurrent protection
system; therefore, they must be testad parfocically along
with the penetration fuses and circuft breakers. The staff
will ensure that the River Bend Technica! Specifications
contain a requirement to test the interrupting capabtlity of
the moter contactors at a value equal to dpproximately the
locked rotor current of the associated motors.,

13




19.

5. In a letter dated March 7, 1984, the applicant provided a
penetration overcurrent protection curve that showed the use
of a motor contactor and fts therma! overlcads as an
overcurrent cevice for the protection of the penetration,
Therma! overloads used 1n the application 1n motor=-cperatad
valve circufts will not have their thermal overloads ‘ ‘
Dypassed. The therma! overload, however, 1s set at Ziag}nw
approximately 160% of the motor full load current. This 1s
conservative with respect to maintaining operation of the
motor and complies with Positien C.2 of RG 1.106. The staff
will ensure that the River Bend Technical Specifications
contafn a requirement to perfodically calibr
ermal overioads.

—— X - ——
)at/\\,f*‘ k- ’QL‘L&,‘,
T/S Section: 3/4.8.4 Page 3/4 y £ Doy iy

7/1‘1 /
8. S/R 4.8.4.2a.3 specifias that once per 18 months that at

Teast 10X of al) motor starters be subjected to locked rotor
current as specified.

This ftem 13 QQNQ;ST§!7.

B. T/S Section: No T/S was dentified that specifically
discusses pearfodic testing of the thermal overloads as
specified.

This 1tem 1s QIFFERENT.

SER Section: 8.4.6, Nonsafety Loads on Emergency Sources
Page B-17 states:

The emergency 1ighting to the control room fs the only non=Ciass
1E system that fs connected to the Class 1E systen and s not
tripped on & LOCA signal. This fs necessary because a portion of
the 1ighting must be avaflable dur1ux 4 loss=of=offsite power to
achieve an orderly shutdown. The FSAR states that, from the
Class 1E bus up to and including the power receptacle, the
circutt s designed as Class 1E with two {ndependent overcurrent
protection devices installed in the circuit to enture protection
of the Class 1E oortion of the circuits. These provistons are
acceptable 1f both cvarcurrant devices are coordinated with the
Class 1E bus feeder breaker and are tested perfodically. In a
supplement to this report, the staf? will confirm that both
overcurrent davices are coordinated with the Class 1E bus feeder
breaker. The staff also will ensure that provisions are included
fn the River Band Technical Specifications to test the
overcurrent decfces on g perfodic basis.

T/S Section: No T/S saction was fdent!fied that specifically
addresses testing the overcurrent devices of these particular
120 V systems.

This ftem 13 DIFFERENT.

14
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SER Sectfan: 9.1.3, Spent Fuel Poo! Cocling and Cleanup System
Page 9-6 states:

Urder abnormal heat load conditions, the reactor plant component
cocling water (RPCCW) system provides cooling water to the fue!
peel heat exchangers. The maximum abnorma’ heat lcad fs based on
a full-core offlcad 10 days after the last normal refueling
outage and a storage load of 3104 spent fuel bundles. Under
these conditions, the cooling system wil) maintain the
temperature of the water at or be'ow 156°F, If the reactor plant
component cooling water system ‘s not dvatlable, the
safety~related standby service water system wculd De avatladle to
coo! the heat exchangers through the portien of the RPCCW piping
to the standby service water system, which s designed to seismic
Category I and Quality Group C standards for this purpose. The
FSAR states that BTP ASB 9-2, "Resfdual Decay Energy for Light
Water Reactors for Long Term Cooling," was used to calculate the
heat ‘cads. The applicant was committed to providing a Technica)
Specification that will pronibit storage of spent fue) in the
ubper containment fuel storage poo! during normal cperation,

T/S Section: Design Feature 5.6 Page 5-6
O/F §.6.1.1 specifies that storage of spent fuel n the upper

containment fuel storage poo! {s prohibited during norma!
operation.

This ftem 13 ;QQSI§T§!T.

SER Sectfon: 15.2, Increase in Reactor Pressure Page 15-6 states:

4. In analyzing anticipated operationa’ transients, the
applicant has taken credit for plart operating equipment
that 1s not normally reviewed by the staff because 1t 15 not
considered essentia) for safety. The staff has discussed
the application of this equipment generically with GE. On
the basts of thase discussfons, 1+ {s the understanding of
the staff that ths most Timiting transient that takes credit
for this equipment 1s the feedwater control fatlure event,
Further, the anly slant operating equioment that plays a
significant role in mitigating this event (excess feedwater)
s the turbine bypass systam and the Teve! 8 high watar
Teve! trip (closes turbine stop valves)., To fnsure an
Acceptable Tevel of performance for River Bend, the staff
has determined that this equipment must be fdentified 1n the
plant Technica! Specifications with regard to availabtlity,
setpoints, and survetllance testing,

15

&T@'ON aswsl "3 9393 S0:rT S8 -80

e

5



-

—~
N

22.

14:08 EGSG ID. TSARB NO. 217 eaz

b. Whenever equipment or systems are included in the Technica)
Spcc1ficatfons. ft 1= necassary to define operating limits
for the case when the equipment 1g inoperable. One option
s to require a power reduction to less than 25% of rated
power {f the equipment {s fnoperable. The bas's for this
reguction s that MCPR §s unimportant below this Tevel, The
staff requires additiona) analyses to cover the feedwater
controller failure event,

Unt'l such analyses are provided, the staff will require
POwer reduction to 25% 1f the turbine dypass system becomes
Tnoperable. This 11n1t1n? conditfon of operation wil) be
PUt 1n the plant Technica Specifications,

T/S Section: 3/4 7.3, 3/4.3.1 Page 3/4 7-33, 3/4 3.1

&, T/53.31ard3.7.9 provide the required operabi!ity
statements,

"S/R 4.3.1.1 through 4.3...3 and 4.7.9 provide the required
survetllance requirements.

This ftem 15 CONSISTENT.

. T/85 3.7.% specifies that 1f the TBS 15 ‘nopersble then the
FOACTOr must be 1n STARTUP within 6 hours.

This 1tem 15 QQ!SERVATIV{.

SER Section: 15.9.4 I1.x.3.3, Reporting Safety and Relief Valve
Fatlures Page 15-20 states:

Because River Bend has not yet operated, no valve faflyres have
yet beer reported. The applicant wil) promptly report
safety/relfe’ valve failures via the Licensee Event Report system
and will summarize failures 1n the annual report. The plant
Technica) Specifications will require these fatlures to be
reported within 30 days.

T/S Section: Administrative Controls 6.9 Page 6-16

A/C 6.9.1.5 specifies summarizing all challenges to SAV's but
does not specify summarizing SRV faflures as required.

This Ttem 15 QIFFERENT.

A/C 6.9.1.6 specifies monthly reporting of challenges to SRV's
but does not specify SRY fatlure Feporting as required.

This ftem 15 QIFFERENT,
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SER Section: 15.5.4 I1.K.3.18, Modification of ADS Logts
Page 15<22 states:

By letter dated Decembder 12, 1983, the applicant adopted the
results of the BWR owners group report on TMI Action Plan

Item 11.K.3.18 "Mod!fication of Automatic Oepressurization
Systems (ADS) Logic=~Feasibility for Increased Ofversity for Scme
Events." The applicant nas committed to modify the ADS logic to
Dypass the high drywell nressure trip after 2 sustained low water
level signa] and to add a manual switch that may be used to
fnhibit ADS actuation 1f necessary. This fs consistent with
option & of the owners group study and 1s acceptable to the staff
with the following conditions: (1) fnstallation must be
completed prior to inftial criticality; (2) Technical
Specifications must be providec for the bypass timer and manua!
inhibit switch; (3) the use of the inhibit switch must be
aadressad 1n the plant emergency procedures; and (4) a
plant=specific analysis must be provided tc justify tha bypass

timer setting.

T/S Section: 3/4.3.3 No T/S or S/R was tdentified that
specifically discusses the bypass timer or manual 1nhibit switch.

This ftem 1s RIFFERENT.

SSER 1 Section: 6.2.3, Secondary Containment Functional Design
Page 6~1 states:

In the SER, the staff recufred that befors plant operation begins
and at each refueling outage, the shield building, auxtltary ‘
buflding, and the fuel building must be tested to varify that the
fnleakage will not exceec 2000 ¢fm, 5000 cfm. and 5000 c¢fm ot &
pressure of ~0.50 inch wg, =0.25 inch wg, and =0.25 inch wg,
respectively. The staff will require that these perfodic testing
requirements be 1ncluded n the Technical Specifications,

T/5 Section: 3/4.6.5 Page 3/4 6-50

S/R 4.6.5.1¢.1,2,3 and & specify that once per 18 months the
above stated conditions be met.

This 1tem 1s CONSISTENT.
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGION IV

611 RYAN PLAZA DRIVE SUITE 1000
ARLINGTON, TEXAS 76011

MAY 13 1985

MEMORANDUM FOR: Dennis M. Crutchfield, Assistant Director for Safety
Assessment, Division of Licensing

Thomas M. Novak, Assistant Director for Licensing,
Division of Licensing

FROM: Richard P. Denise, Director, Division of Reactor Safety and
Projects

SUBJECT: FINAL DRAFT OF THE RIVER BEND UNIT 1 TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

This provides information on the Region IV review of the final draft technical
specifications for River Bend. It is forwarded as requested by your letter of
April 19, 1985,

A Region IV team inspection was conducted from April 29 through May 3, 1985.
The resuits of this inspection were that some 25 items were igentified, which
appear to be under NRR cognizance. These are documented in the attached
inspection report forms. Except for the attached, no additional items were
identified which we feel require action on your part. There were, however,
ovér 300 items related to the licensee's implementing procedures. These will
be dozumented in Inspection Report 50-458/85-35.

Although our inspection of the draft technical specifications was primarily
directed toward the licensees readiness to implement them, we did review the —
technical specifications for obvious discrepancies between them, the Safety
Evaluation Report (NUREG-0989, including Supplement 1), and the Final Safety
Analysis Report (through Amendment 17). There were no problems found in this
area, which are not already noted in the attached report forms,

F6C Richard P. Denise, Director
Division of Reactor Safety and
Projects

Attachments:

As stated AR AV e W,
2D U A~ D22



TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW DATA SHEET

s PaRA: 4. 4.4.3 q/ PAGE NO.: 3/4/ &-40

TS REQU IREMENT:

4 d
LIC. PROCEDURE NO.: ___ [ISSUE DATE: REV.:
TITLE:
Yes 0w
Is there any difference between FSAR/SER and TS? NS .
Is installed system consistent with TS? —
Are there any problems with the TS (factual or e
editorial)?
Does procedure carry out TS requirement?
Does the procedure walkdown indicate that it should
work as written?
Has licensee concleted procedure walkdown?
REMARKS: 7 —‘/ ¥, - o 2iPp% . E YL XLV &)/ - /7
(LA 2 nés 2225 (b2l €/ Ay 2 YN ALLLe
- D ' Y Lot - o &2 & 2.6

zale o O 4 Py 3
Z ﬂmmﬂm i e reid
STATUS OF ITEM < P 1 '
FOR "OPENs", WHO MUST DO wm BY WHEN?

Bevew, 75 g@? i — v"b«x‘ [ =v %

INSPECTOR(S):
FOLLOWUP ACTION: INSPECTION REPORT 50-458/

Were problems corrected?

Were any other problems identified?

STATUS OF ITEM OPEN CLOSED
REMARKS:

INSPECTOR(S):
INSPZCTION REPORT 50-458/ PAGE NO. :




TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW DATA SHEET

TS PARA. . Y PAGE NO.: 2‘2 £ :Z

TS REQU‘RE"ENT 4.8.1/02.49 M_m&na_usﬂd_dg‘&;am/
: Vi

>
LIC. PROCEDURE NO.: ISSUE DATE: REV. :

TITLE: (ane atlached #55,5)

Is there any difference between FSAR/SER and TS?

Is installed system consistent with TS?

Are there any problems with the TS (factual or
editorial)?

Does procedure carry out TS requirement?

Does the procedure walkdown indicate that it should
work as written?

Has licensee completed procedure walkdown?

REMARKS : /4) TS REQUREMENT STATES 330 Kkl FoR MAX (0AD FeR 06 s

Aond B /ns57640 ¢& THE CoRZECT (mdgcfv'(y} 2/ 30 Kl
L2) rareonluss ;LP 300 -2602 Ma_.mma/&/
Za NI j*_‘ ; s Xor. (X LM.:L%MZL”?’;?)

24 of % & h(’f‘
CLOSED

=
o

¢ |

| KK &

SNl

"/,

v’

STATUS CF ITEM
FOR "OPENs", WHO MUST DO WHAT BY WHEN?

» ¥ 5 .

’C¥&ﬁ4?4£( 7
ek T T () N ot covrect technival spedfite b
6) Licensee must correct '__ﬂ(‘ur( g e

INSPECTOR(E): _C.C Murbycl( '

FOLLOWUP ACTION: INSPECTION REPORT 50-458/

Were problems corrected?

Were any other problems identified?

STATUS OF ITEM OPEN CLOSED
REMARKS :

INSPECTOR(S):

INSPECTION REPORT 50-458/_Ps- 1S PAGE NO.:




TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW DATA SHEET

TS PARA: 3. 7./ / PAGE NO.: 34/ 2 2

TS REQUIREMENT: (£ 8./ /2.1 /2 Cack o Mo gbore 06 ghell Jr ploargtra s

oPSRABLE - 4F fu ¥ s po. P mez "TI&-«&?. sbuFolown, 4 b -
(aee aZchoot] :

LIC. PROCEDURE NO.: 77 7¢7"Z87) 1SSUE DATE: REV.:

TITLE: PV i (piv2) Lo 4%1«1' bape. [ ECC S aeruofrn Tesv

YES NO
Is there any difference between FSAR/SER and TS? i
Is installed system consistent with TS? o
Are there any problems with the TS (factual or __2225:517______
editorial)?
Does procedure .arry out TS requirement? N/ A

Does the procedure walkdown indicate that it should ,:54
work as written?
Has licensee completed procedure walkdown? A/ B

REMARKS: (1) The precedices have no : 4
. ‘D. . .
L) TS Mot of 31070 cuptans h M‘Jf“g

STATUS OF ITEM OPE CLOSED
FOR “OPENs", WHO MUST DO WHAT BY WHEN?

¢ La.
@ g delemme  coretaess oF L0
—AC
INSPECTOR(S): __ ity bue)
FOLLOWUP ACTION: INSPECTION REPORT 50-458/ °

YES NO

—_—

Were problems corrected? —
Were any other problems identified? R
STATUS OF ITEM OPEN CLOSED

REMARKS :

INSPECTOR(S):
INSPECTION REPORT 50-458, §5-2¢ PAGE NO.:




TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION DATA CONTINUATION SHEET

TS PARA. 3/4. 2./ / PAGE NO.: 3/4 2-7, 88

sud.L12.2.7 13
LEQVA T !

Verifying that the fcllowing diesel generator lockout features
prevent diesel generator starting only when required:

a) For Diese!l Generators 1A and 1B:
1) Diese! control panel loss or control power.
2) Starting air pressure below 50 psi.
3) Stop solenoid energized.
4) Diesel in the maintenance mode (includes barring device
engaged).
5) Ovarspeed trip Jdevice actuated.
6) Generator backup protection lockout relay tripped.

For Diese! Generator 1C:
1) Diesel generator lockout relays not reset.
2) Diesel engine mode switch not in “AUTO" position.

3) Diese! generator cutput breaker closed before start of
diesel.

4) *Diese] generator output breaker in racked-out position.

§) *Diesel generator regulator mode switch not in “AUTO" ,//
position. Al \

6) Insufficient starting air pressure.

7) Loss of dc power to diesel generator zontrols.

¥* MUewa 4) and 5) do wneT e(ﬂdné..lbj bloc k¥ dwseed

___*Mzgﬁm_&&g._ﬁtﬁez o howeve thaee - _

M +ha Ioadula amd °of otiom e the oA wack . [ﬂ,.:,&wﬁ

e — T\ [ "

(&. (et inawad ) S ™ f’?"?\
e to rve ¢ an imdication Qeht v tha :

contrel voewn . Thic n fact way net woerk %, ald
e lockouts . For example , Div 2 M , tha
lockoutle nea. 3) ,4) cud 5) appansutly ofm' T pove. 7" '
o waamued :fwu*; vt *“&“35_&} ;J«L‘n.jm:} lc:;l'd‘ J_‘c_&( m.ﬂ,

-

@ The TS a Va gAML  COV AN W sy v«d.ma.iz starke . Gae 'ﬁs‘ﬁ

alac W"L‘M '7 UHKA) “a s ‘éCCJ adu«/«éh M—ywd et .
i hetrl o aer g Wi dsasla alanY govee o Pl vy
locko s ? -

INSPECTION REPURT 50-489/_P5-15 PAGE NO.:



TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW DATA SHEET

TS PARA: 3/4.8.3 PAGE NO.: /4 B-17 Thr= £-212
TS REQUIRCMENT: . . iy . iy : * ia
—
LIC. PROCEDURE NO.: — 1SSUE DATE: i _ REV.: S
TITLE: g —
YES N
Is there any difference between FSAR/SER and TS? L,
is installed system consistent with T57? L7
Are there any problems with the TS (factual or _’&_ S
editorial)?
Does procedure carry out TS requirement? 7%
Does the procedure walkdown indicate that it should ] N

work as written?
Has licensee completed procedure walkdown?

REMARKS : ( L &Ktl“ﬂ ‘hc‘ rec L4e nccel For tlﬁ::; Lhe UPS o
W‘MMMW

#a_g_A__Z_.__ah._ﬂa;g L_Z.L.__x_ﬁr_dw;,b W

v{b-:}f r«;

)

STATUS OF lTEH CLOSED
FOR "OPENs", WHO MUST DO WHAT BY WHEN?

CD MAC m ot rtAi""(

Q@ NAC mush corcect statomenh

INSPECTOR(S): 1A, Werd
FOLLOWUP ACTION: INSPECTION REPORT 50-458/

Were problems corrected?
Were any other problems identified?
STATUS OF ITEM OPEN CLOSED

REMARKS:

INSPECTOR(S):
INSPECTION REPORT 50-458/_ 3S§-3§ PAGE NO.:




TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW DATA SHEET

TS PARA: 3/¥ .9 & / PAGE NO.: 3/ &-24 4 25
TS REQUIREMENT: & 2 % /. a aswt é. Buch of 4o toimary Comtyinme t
Mhm Conduchur pver cvreed [N""d‘n-( M th s n .u'ﬁtlc 3.2y.i-1

_Shed_be demorsbated cpen ble.

LIC. PROCECURE NO.: - iaee ISSUE DATE: _— REV.: —
TITLE: é Conti Avaditm ;_‘_1 ot
v

YES NO
Is there any difference between FSARW/SER and TS? o o »*
Is installed system consistent with 75?7 ¥*
Are there any problems with the TS (factual or Y
editorial)?
Does procedure carry out TS requirement? ¥

Does the procedure walkdown indicate that it should MLA
work as written?

Has licensee completed procedure walkdown? v
REMARKS: % Procecluws review Solammgbbete  avol FIpAR/S6R - TS w
’!"‘“"Igmdllg C&l'

‘2 TS _Cow Int'n: i;gggmp‘ud SrfrevS _on nu\-\‘vbung of edv:angki
L/ Y: 842 shoofd bo W8S [ om maze B 24

STATUS OF ITEM QPED CLOSED
FOR “OPENs", WHO MUST DO WHAT BY WHEN?
Licgrnree Yo - _&XQIM‘ £");_e““-’ &r!/ -

—procedisy (2)(3) " u‘«.( procedon (4) .

pRE 40 govreck TS,
INSPECTOR(S): _C.c. H arbuclc
FOLLOWUP ACTION: INSPECTION REPORT 50-458/

Were problems corrected?

Were any other problems fdentified?

STATUS OF ITEM OPEN CLOSED
REMARKS :

INSPECTOR(S):
INSPECTION REPORT 50-458/ P5-3¢ PAGE NO.:
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TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW DATA SHEET

TS PARA: 3/X. K.Y 2 PAGE NO.: /Y #-73
TS REQUIREMENT: ¢ 5. % 3.4 See conthvatnen sheel

LIC. PROCEDURE NO.: 7/~ 424 -é00o ISSUE DATE: 4-2¢-p REV.: /
TINE: __EFPA Chanmed (olilnediom

YES NO
Is there any difference between FSAR/SER and TS? e ::>9+
Is installed system consistent with TS? PP g
Are there any problems with the TS (factual or & Rl 1 emaertia
editorial)?
Does procedure carry out TS requirement? /.
Does the procedure walkdown indicate that it shouid A:;4
work as written? B
Has licensee compleied procedure walkdown? vy

?ms@v‘s f"’ﬂ‘??’{“ & Y 36 ./aucd .2 Qel evicorped, B

A -
. af  lldd ™ fils‘yzz.azzft)

—
a

STATUS OF ITEM dmf / CLOSED
FOR “OPCNs®, WHO MUST DO WHAT BY WHEN? _ -

MR anf conec? 7

} W ——

INSPECTOR(S): C.C. Herd vek
FOLLOWUP A”T.OK: INSPECTION REPORT 50-458/

Were problems corrected?

Were any other problems identified?

STATUS OF ITEM OPEN CLOSED
REMARKS :

INSPECTOR(S):
INSPECTION REPORT 50-4587 dS5~175 PAGE NO.:




TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW DATA SHEET

TS PARA: Y.9.2.C."A PAGE N0.: /Y 1-Y
TS REQUIREMENT: Vgr[fyrminian SAM covmt vate during
F:WI Vl\lgadf‘nqv

LIC. PROCEDURE NO.: STZ-Ow-ooei [SSUE DATE: _2/o4/2y  REV.: 0
TITLE: Oaily Opermbing Logs —
' T
Is there any difference between FSAR/SER and TS? NMUT VeErnre o
Is installed system consistent with TS?
Are there any problems with the TS (factual or
editorial)?
Does procedure carry out TS requirement?
Does the procedure walkdrwn indicate that 1t should
work as written?

Has licensee completed procedure walkdown? I
REMARKS: (D TS allows count rutes less thaw 0.7 cps,

Con *ovy 4 Men L#rfarmntf) pructie

€] UT&’M_Lg inthe procedere

STATUS OF ITEM OPEN . CLOSED
FOR "OPENs®, WHO MUST DO WHAT BY WHEN?

Q NAK mgd‘ Ca'rgc‘f' TS

@ ﬁT!"“"* mMvi T \AL#rM*'! Luf‘vri

INSPECTOR(S): _Da l€ A Powery
FOLLOWUP ACTION: INSPECTION REPORT 50-458/

Were problems corrected?

Were any other problems identified?
STATUS OF ITEM OPEN CLOSED
REMARKS :

INSPECTOR(S): _
INSPECTION REPORT 50-458/_ 3§ - 35 PAGE NO.:




TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW DATA SHEET

TS PARA: 4.]0. | PAGE NO.: 3/4 [0-)

TS REQUIREMENT: TWE THERMAL PowER ANO REACTIR _LOOLANT TEMPERATURE
SHALL Bt YERIFIED 7o BE WITHIN THE LIMITS A7 LEAST ONCE PER
HOUR DURING LOw POWER PHYSICS TESTS,

LIC. PROCEDURE NO.: S7P-050- 2704 ISSUE DATE: |-/, . #5 REV.: 0
TITLE: _Triekrif. PIWEE AN RERCTIR Lo0LF1iT SYSTEM TCmPER/TURE  VERIFIZET N
OUR NG LOW POWLE PrYSICs- TesT . YES NO
L1s there any difference hetween FSAR/SER and TS? _.— v
2.1s installed system consistent with 7S? N A NE
3 Are there ary problems with the TS (factual or R4
editorial)?
4 Does procedure carry out TS requirement? /
5.Does the procedure walkdown indicate that it should o vV
work as written?
6.Has licensee completed procedure walkdown? R

REMARKS: @svcvel;mucg REQUIREMENTS SHOULD INCLUQE REQUIREMENT £ OF
A SELIND LICENSED APERATPE OR C(THER TELHNICALLY QUALIEIED MEMBER of T
UN'T  TECHNICAL STAFE (S PRESENT AND VERIFIES CpeNPLIBNCE  wiTd  THE OMysic: Teet”
&_S_ILL?A = NO SOURCE RANGE mMoniTok w<TRUmENT NUMBER 5 ]-Rell
STEF 75 - NEEO To OEFiNE Mo To OBTAIN THERMAL POWER
STATUS OF ITEM OPEN CLOSED
FOR ®OPENs", WHO MUST DO WHAT BY WHEN?
3. NKRC  RECONCILE Y FUFL LDAD ' =
D LICENSEE KECONCILE EY fuel LOAD

INSPECTOR(S): _DWIGHT D, CHAMBERLA N
FOLLOWUP ACTION: INSPECTION RCPORT 50-438/

YES
Were problems corrected?
Were any other problems identifiec’
STATUS OF ITEM OPEN CLOSED
REMARKS :

YES NO

INSPECTOR(S):
INSPECTION REFORT 50-458/ 25~ 3¢ PAGE NO.:




4 Does procedure carry out TS requirement?

&. Has licensee completed procedure walkdown?

TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW DATA SHEET

s para: 4,10.2 PAGE NO.: 3/4 10-2
TS REQUIREMENT: WHEN THE CEDUENCE CONSTRAINTS 'mI@0SED ON CONTRSL

BOD (RouPs By THE HDCS ARE BYPASSEN  VERIFY I (SEE CoNTinNUATION
S-tt;T)
LIC. PROCENURE NO.: STP-500-0705 ISSUE DATE: _).02-25 REV.: _Q :

TITLE: _FoD SEQUENCE Vr&1riZi- o weeN RPCS i€ EYPRSSED EOR TESTING
I Is there any difference between FSAR/SER and TS? NA NE
2 Is installed system consistent with TS? NE NE
Z Are there any problems with the TS (factual or sl
editorial)?

v

5 Does the procedure walkdown indicate that it should f
work as written? -

REMARKS : CTUAL R PosiTims LRE RECORDED AND VERIFIED BUT REQUFLD
POSITION LIMITS ARE wNoT  INDICATEL
1 4.00.2. 0  ~MOIENENT oF (onTRoL RoDS FRoM 100 % Rio pEnsiTy

mSTERD of 75 %

STATUS OF ITEM NPEN CLOSED
FOR "OPENs", WHO MUST DO WHAT BY WAEN?

Q NAC ReconelLté  BY FUEL LAAD ot

(B) LicencEE RECOmCILE EY EufL LOAD

INSPECTOR(S): _DwWIGHT D. CHFIMBERLAIN
FOLLOWUP ACTION: INSPECTION REPOT 50-458/

Were problems corrected?

Were any other problems identified?

STATUS OF ITEM OPEN CLOSED
REMARKS:

INSPECTOR¢):
INSPECTION REPORT 50-458/ P S~ 3§ PAGE NO.:




TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW DATA SHEET

rs paRA: 4,10.3 PAGE NO.: 3/4 ]0-3

TS REQUIREMENT: WITHIN 30 MINUTES ORIOR T0 AND AT LEAST (NCE
PER 12 HOURS DURING THE PERFORMANCE OF A SHUTDIWN
MARGIN DEYIONSTRATION VERIFY THAT : (SEE CONTINUATION SHEET)
LIC. PROCEDURE NO.: ST.050 360! ISSUEL DATE: _2.,6-8¢ REV.: 0 1

TITLE: SHUTOOWN mARGIN _DEMINSTRATION

YES NO
1. 1s there any difference between FSAR/SER and TS? NE NE
2.1s installed system consistent with T37? NE NF
3. Are there any problems with the TS (factual or v
editorial)?
4,0oes procedure carry out TS requirement? _V¥ L
5.Does the procedure walkdown indicate that it should IS -
work as written?
b.Has licensee completed procedure walkdown? v

anxs:@ DATA SHEET 2 of STP-050-3G0l REVIEWD WHICH INVOKES
LEONER e T  AF  TECHNICAL SPECIFICATON 4. )03 - EDITORAL COMMENTS pira
SHEET 2 SECTION (Ne) cwovlo STETC ~ TWE Gsp BETTERM ConTH: SYSTEm opEREELC

C PER  SPELIFILATION 3.).4,2'(? ELTIN (2) SwoniD STRTE A SECOND LICENSEL s0ERATIE R
OTHER TECHNILELY QJFFIED rmémee-? o TE UNIT TECHNICAL STRFF )

STATUS OF ITEM OPEN CLOSED

FOR “OPENs", WHO MUST DO WHAT BY WHEN?
2. NRC ReconCILE RY FUEL LOAD

4. LICENSEE FECONCILE £Y FUEL LORD
D, LICENSEE ReconCilé BY FUEL LOAD
INSPECTOR(S): _DWICHT D, CHAMEEF FIN
FOLLOWUP ACTION: INSPECTION RCPORT 50-458/

Were problems corrected?

Were any other problems icentified?

STATUS OF ITEM OPEN CLOSED
REMARKS :

INSPECTOR(S): _
INSPECTION REPORT 50-458/ 2§-3( PAGE NO.:




TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW DATA SHEET

TS PARA: 3y N.3.3./ PAGE NO.: 3 /y 31/
TS REQUIREMENT: Chaant/ ch eck ,Ll.w.d Fonctiony] tet e

— Chyanel calibrabe _yptativny

LIC. PROCEDURE NO.: YTP-O9-gq ISSUE DATE: /i /25  REV.: c
TIVLE:

Y& N
Is there any difference between FSAP/SER and TS? MA
Is instailed system consistent with TS?
Are there any problems with the TS (factual or v’

Does procedure carry out TS requirement?
Does the procedure walkdown indicate that it should —_ M

work as written?
Has licensee completed procedure walkdown? _ L
REMARKS: 1) The note (o) jn Tab(¢ 4,3.2.0-1 For mancal ‘aifiation ,
mmj test s tﬂfvﬂw for fatep retation ,C‘,u‘/é

editorial)? | V/

a) The cham: | Foactions! 1t R measvg| witiatPn of maia !"un | 2l €y

[ine [solation cun be !E&_ﬂmmm( faifiation . No
precedores eaist t perfvm Hn test. /
STATUS OF ITEM CLOSED ’

FOR "OPENs"™, WHO MUST DO WHAT BY WHEN?

‘, NR; Mﬂu‘( r"V:’CHCAf Fyr Fm‘,tm "‘t‘ho‘, Fur

u;gga! buﬂ'q‘fwn ggé g& & fwf! « usrmmu( }) stl(
vdd v S*“’ {rae l"‘ﬁm "'C‘"M ‘44 C’QM

INSPECTOR(S): _y.rl. cheﬂ-

FOLLOWUP ACTION: INSPECTION REPORT 50-458/

ol

YES NO
Were problemns corrected?
Were any other problems icentified?
STATUS OF ITEM OPEN CLOSED
REMARKS:

INSPECTOR(S):
INSPECTION REPORT 50-458; ¥5-35 PEGE NO.:




TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW DATA SHEET

TS PARA: A, Y43i) PAGE NO.: 3/y 2-n
TS REQUIREMENT: _Chunnel check, chunel Functional Yest, and
_leml_&L_hLduLJ&mfuns

LIC. PROCEDURE WO.: gyp -osSi-vdr [SSUE DATE: _ajle/ty REV.: o
TITLE: M8 ~Mucch Ve Water Leve] =law Low) Lowds: 5 Lomy Lo, tow, Lewtl |, Chanael Cabbmdia,
CAN-NOTI &) B-MeXA, B1-MEIA) YES NO
Is there any difference between FSAR/SER and TS? - o 7]
Is installed system consistent with TS? MA
Are there any problems with the TS (factual or J
editorial)?
Does procedure carry out TS requirement? /
Does the procedure walkdown indicate that it should »4

work as written?
Has licensee completed procedure walkdown?

REMARKS: ¢) TS Table 7.3, 34 ,Tip Funchim l,a, Speci frg “ 5 =Ys.S inches " shondd
be R -y5S tachess 1) Procedvrt as wrifften \does not specify 31

_&&_w_mmm o Iredoe a0t
_walked down

STATUS OF ITEM @ CLOSED

FOR “OPENs", WHO MUST DO WHAT BY WHEN?

TS oerechin raird, Lixcasee most (mpiement periodicify
gq.dugg,h ofF H4echaccal c;gz&'“ﬁo_-g

INSPECTOR(S): (o/.R. BeaneTl
FOLLOWUP ACTION: INSPECTION REPORT 50-458/

YES NO
Were problems corrected? RN ER
Were any other problers icentified? T —
STATUS OF ITEM OPEN CLOSED
REMARKS:
INSPECTOR(S):

INSPECTION REPORT 50-458/_§$-3¢ PAGE NO.:



MAY 13 1985

MEMORANL.M FOR: Dennis M. Crutchfield, Assistant Director for Safety
Assessment, Division of Licensing

Thomas M. Novak, Assistant Director for Licensing,
Division of Licensing

FROM: Richard P. Denise, Director, Division of Reactor Safety and
Projects
SUBJECT: FINAL DRAF1 ¢ THE RIVER BEND UNIT 1 TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

This provides information on the Region IV review of the final draft technical
specifications for River Bend. It is forwarded as requested by your letter of
April 19, 1985,

A Region IV team inspection was conducted from April 29 through May 3, 1985,
The results of this inspectior were that some 25 items were identified, which
ippear to be under NRR cognizance. These are cocumented in the attached
inspection report forms. Except for the attached, no additional items were
identified which we feel require action on your part. There were, however,
over 30C items related to the licensee's implementing procedures. These will
be documented in Inspection Report 50-458/85-35.

Although our inspection of the draft technical specifications was primarily
directed toward the licensees readiness to implement them, we did review the
technical specifications for obvious discrepancies between them, the Safety
Evaluation Report (NUREG-0989, including Supplement 1), and the Final Safety
Analysis Report (through Amendment 17). There were no problems found in this
area, which are not already noted in the attached repo~t forms,

Orivias! Si=ned By

Q¢+~ E H Johnsoa
Richard P. Denise, Director

Division of Reactor Safety and -
Projects

Attachments:
As stated

bce:

R. D. Martin

R. P, Denise

E. H. Jochnson

J. P. Jaudon

W. Seidle :

D. Chamberlain \&;\; Ve ‘,(/]{,,»1 (A D) 2
\ ” T - %.

R. Farrell
RPB1 ] 2 5
AI Fi e // /
RIV Fil ’}h/

Al 85-266
RIV:R RPBY “ZAY oRsp W

JPJaudonylk sgdohnson RPDenise
85 8
5/ p’ /v /85 ?’:E/ &/85



TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION

REVIEW DATA SHEET

TS PARA: 4.10 4. ] PAGE NO.: 3/4 10-4

TS REQUIREMENT ’d : TIME D"Q,N"' WHIC

H_IHE AROVE SPECIFIED REQUIREMENT

HAS BEEN SUSPENDED SHALL BE VERIFIED Tp BF LESS THAN 24 ﬂ.%?.’

AT _LEAST (NIE PER HOUR DURING

PHYSICS TESTS [SEE (ONTINUATION s»:&f)

LIC. PROCEDURE MNO.: $TP.053.-7p| ISSUE DATE: A1-07-85 REV.: (O 4
TITLE: _RERCT:7 ReCIRCULATION LO0PS OPERETION DURING TETmG
X N
I 'Is there any difference between FSAR/SER and TS? WA NA
Z Is instzlled system consistent with TS? NA NA
3.Are there any problems with the TS (factual or J

editorial)?
4. Does procedure carry out TS requirement?

5 Does the procedure walkdown indicate that it should NF NA

work as written?
& Has licensee completed procedure walkdown?

v

REMARKS : @75.-‘ EILLANCE EEDYREMENTS SKOWD WCLWDE REQUIREMENT Fof ' A

SELOND LICEncEC APERATOR OR OTWER TECHNICAILY QUALIFIED MEMBER Ic THE Uni”

TECHNICAL STREE (< PRESENT AND  JERITIES

corn PLIANCE WiTk JHE Pirsics =gsT

DR _STARTYf Te<T PROCEDVRE

'@ STP <¢f 7.4 7.5 ANO 76 nNoT  CLEAP  AND WOULD NEVER RESULT IN

STATUS OF ITEM OPEN
FOR "OPENs", WHO MUST DO WHAT BY WHEN?

G NAC Kewndle by Ael (0ad

CLOSED

¥ Lc"‘c’“ '_‘“mﬂ( bz ‘vd !OEJ

INSPECTOR(S): jgu- D, Chanberlam

FOLLOWUP ACTIOA: INSPECTION REPORT 50-458/

Were problems corrected?

Were any other problems identified?
STATUS OF ITEM OPEN
REMARKS:

YES

|

CLOSED

INSPECTOR(S):

INSPECTION REPORT 50-458/_2$-1J

PAGE NO.:



TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW DATA SHEET

s PaRA: 4.10.5 PAGE NO.: 3/4 10-5

TS REQUIREMENT: _THf REACTOR VESSEl <Sypll RE VERIFIED Ty BE
UNPRESSURIZED AND THE THERMAL POWER BND  REACTOR COOANT
JEMPERATURE SHALL BE UEB_LE[&L{_&&_@MT!NUAT)DN SHEET)
LIC. PROCEDURE NO.: $TP-£07-2702 ISSUE DATE: _2-27-25 REV.: O '3

TITLE: _THEE™AL PowWER  REALTOR p0LANT TEMPERETURE ANC  REALTOR VESSEL PRESSUR

VERIFICATION  DWRING  TRENING  STBRTYPS ) YES NO
l.Is there any difference between FSAR/SER and TS? NF AJ;F
2 Is installed system consistent with TS? NF NA
3. Are there any problems with the TS (factual or v
editorial)?
4 Joes procedure carry out TS requirement? v/
S.Does the procedure walkdown indicate that it should 4
work as written?
6 Has licensee completed procedure walkdown? Ve
REMARKS: @;WNCE REQUREMENTS SHOULD INZLUDE KEQUIREMENT  FOR

"R SECOND LICENSED IPERETOR 0B OTHER  TELHNIZALLY QUELIFIED MEMBER g€
JHE _UNIT TelunNCAL STRAEF 1S PRESENT AND VERIFIES COMPLIANCE  wiTH  Tébimini(

SCTRETUF  PROCENURES.”
() sTEP 75 - NEEO To DeFine Haw To 0BTAIN  THERMAL PIwER

STATUS OF ITEM . OPEN CLOSED
FOR "OPENs", WHO MUST DO WHAT BY WHEN? ]
B/ nrC fecoNoite B FuEL LOAD Ay

&) cicensee Reconcie £Y  FUEL  LOAD

INSPECTOR(S): DWIGHT D. CHEIVEEFFIN
FOLLOWUP ACTION: INSPECTION REPORT 50-458/

Were problems corrected?

Were any other problems ide-tified?
STATUS OF ITEM OPEN CLOSED
REMADKS:

INSPECTOR(S):
INSPECTION REPORT 50-458/ P~ 1S PAGE MNO.:




TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW DATA SHEET

TS PARA: 4.2,/ PAGE NO.: 34 -1
TS REQUIREMENT: YeRIFY APLHGRS ARE WITHIN &mirs AT
THE SeecipieEd Times.

LIC. PROCEDURE NO.: STP- 050 - 300/ ISSUE DATE: 3/, REV.: _o
TITLE: PoweER  DISTRIRITION  ymirs VERIFIcATIon
CXs N
Is there any difference between FSAR/SER and TS? NoT VELIFI&ED
Is installed systen consistent with TS? Ner VERIFIED
Are there any problems with the TS (factual or X
editorial)?
PrPEAR TO
Does proce un’farry out TS requirement? 4

Does the procedure walkdown indicate that it should No7T veRIFIED
work as written?

Has licensee completed procedure walkdown? X

REMARKS: QN PAGE 3/¥ 2-2, THE Fuel wNumBeR

SHoyed RE PESIROTI NOT PISIBOIY. THE

APPLICANT HAS PROVIDED 5 MAPLHER CuRVES PRIOR
/ T B / !

EuEL_TvPeS "

STATUS OF ITEM COPEN) CLOSED

FOR "OPENs™, WHO MUST DO WHAT BY WHEN?

NRR MysT CORRECT THE TYPoGRAPHCA [ ERROR AWD '
REVIEW THE MAPLHEE CcYRVES. THE LiceNSEE mes7T AEQUEST
AN AmENIMENT T0 THE ESAR. AtL ZFFRTS DJUE _PRIOR © OL.
INSPECTOR(S): DALE A. PoweRS

FOLLOWUP ACTION: INSPECTION REPORT 50-458/

YES NO
Were problems corrected?
Were ary other problems identified?
STATUS OF ITEM OPEN CLOSED

REMARKS :

INSPECTOR(S):
INSPECTION REPORT 50-458/ FS ~3S PAGE NO.:




TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW DATA SHEET

TS PARA: 4.2,/ PAGE NO.: 3/4 2-|

TS REQUIREMENT: VERIFY APLHGRS ARE WITHN “Mirs AT

THE_ SpeciFied Times.

LIC. PROCEDURE NO.: sSTP- 050 - 300/ ISSUE DATE: 3/4//85 REV.: 0

TITLE: PowER  DISTRIRITION  tymyrs VERIE 1eATTon
PR N

Is there any difference between FSAR/SER and TS? MNeT VELIFIED
Is instalied system consistent with TS? aer- VERIFI1ED
Are there any problems with the TS5 (factual or X

editorial)?
Does procecﬁ':e’ecﬂaer;%ut TS requirement? >

A —eem P —

Does the procecure walkdown indicate that it should NoT VeERIFIED

work as written?
Has licensee completed procedure walkdown? x

REMARKS: On) PAGE 3/¥ 2-2, THE FuelL MNimBER
SHoyed BRE PESIROT| NOT PISIBOIY. THE
APPLIcANT HAS PRovIDED £ MAPLHER CuvRVES PRIOR

10 AMEND/ING THE FSAR WHIcH 1DdeyTIFiesS 3
Foer TYPes -
STATUS OF ITEM CLOSED

FOR "OPENs", WHO MUST DO WHAT BY WHEN?

NRR MysT CoRRECT THE TyYPoSRAPHCA L ERRbK AND
REVEBW THE MARPLHGE CcyYRVES. THI ticaMSEE MmIST AREQUEST
AN AmENIMENT T0 THE FSAR. At EFFRTS DUJE _PRIOR T OL.
INSPECTOR(S): DALE A. Powsers

FOLLGWUP ACTION: INSPECTION REPORT 50-458/

YES 0
Were probiems corrected?
Were any other problems identified?
STATUS OF ITEM OPEN CLOSED

REMARKS :

INSPECTOR(S):
INSPECTION REPORT 50-458/ PS~-35 PAGE NO.:




TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEw DATA SHEET

TS PARA: 3/, 5. 3 PAGE NO.: 3/4 5-f Tlreugh 3/ 5-7
TS REQUIREMENT: _ MNuwerpas - ° £ccS Shublewn "

LIC. PROCEDURE NO.: N/A ISSUE DATE: N/a REV.: N/A

TITLE: N/A

YES NO we7 Ruyieosed

Is there any difference betweer FSAR/SER and TS? e e (%

Is installed system consistent with TS? _r=J L., ("

Are there any problems with the TS (factual or - ey
editorial)?

Does procedure carry out TS requirement? o e v

Does the procedure walkaown indicate that it should iy v
work as written?

Has licensee completed procedure walkdown? Ly ke v

REMARKS: 1 r - ve Sections c and ediforia 0
ohe -}Mn-rhk‘ f «died o.9. Sectes LB a . a * oo Soee: N
3.8 3.6 s 5 ‘'S ;.cc'ﬂc"‘ 3 2) M.I,E,J *uicc‘hm o 5. Agpen s

i M-% _A?a;_opru_ut_!_ Surve (larce fogp roments neceicery o oreve
—OPERABILILY e :W - il
STATUS OF ITEM PEN CLOSED

FOR “OPENs™, WHO MUST DO WHAT BY WHEN?

_S'x&-&m_l_s_z_k_yzg alecae  shedd Lo 2.5.3. & ¢ AR~

Wtaf)

INSPECTOR(S): __ D .L. DuBers

FOLLOWUP ACTION: INSPECTION REPORT 50-458/

Were problems corrected?

were any other problems identified?

STATUS OF ITEM OPEN CLOSED
REMARKS:

INSPECTOR(S:
INSPECTION REPORT 50-458/ §5- 35 PAGE NO.:




- —

TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW DATA SHEET

TS PARA: 3/4.5.3 PAGE NO.: 3/4 5-% Threugh 3/4 5-9
TS REQUIREMENT: __ Numerows - S..mm Poot ”

LIC. PROCEDURE NU.: N /A ISSUE DATE: A /A REV.: N/A

TITLE: N /A

1_[_5 ﬁg Ner PmumJ

I there any difference between FSAR/SER and TS? v
Is installed system consistent with TS? o
Are there any yroblems with the TS (factual or Vv’

editorial)?
Does procedure carry out TS requirement? il
Does the procedure walkdown indicate that it should -

work as written?
Has licensee completed procedure walkdown? v

_.A;AL-A 5.
STATUS OF ITEM (open ) CLOSED

FOR “OPENs"™, WHO MUST DO WHAT BY WHEN?
Y T ¥.5.2.5. .4 L YR T #=Zf A[[oabf f‘g *cr“ "

Sidgm.** ;L 4.5 3. 2. a .

INSPECTOR(S): D.r. D.R.'s
FOLLOWUP ACTION: INSPECTION REPORT 50-458/

YES NO
Were problems corrected?
Were any other problems identified?
STATUS OF ITEM OPEN CLOSED

REMARKS:

INSPECTOR(S):
INSPECTION REPORT 50-458/ _§5-35 PAGE NO.:




TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW DATL SHEET
s PARA: 4. ¢./.).8 PAGE NO. :

TS REQUIREMENT: _ “hvom b Ju nZ Zs« - choved

LIC. PROCEDURE NO.: Q00-o20/ ISSUE CATL. 2l 1eS Rev.:
TITLE:

!‘*

: T
Is there any difference between FSAR/SER and TS? o - AA
Is installed system consistent with TS? A
Are there any problems with the TS (factual or v
editorial)?

Does procedure carry out TS requirement?

Does the procedure walkdown indicate that it should
work as written?

Has licensee completed procedure walkdown? e =i

REMARKS: _[Dai/ile  anlimak: a2 V’Z@C G aggz_gz
£~ 4 ?’lll'!!!ll’!!!r¢ v Al & 4nt44Cth /é{_

. s,

2V, 8% 08 AT e [ 7 0% 0 A5 4 - La _..1444‘/ -y ; M

— d 7 i

/ /)¢ QAL B 4 - s A /2 =, (%d “} T 4 <D
7

g oL Le Ly 22, - . TN A X 27 4
()

STATUS OF/ i TEM Copen> I CLOSED

FOR "OPENs", WHO MUST DO WHAT BY WHEN?

w1

INSPECTOR(S): ___ Fraaredl

FOLLOWUP ACTICN: INSPECTION REPORT 50-458/

Were problems corracted?
Were any other problems identified?
STATUS OF ITEM OPEN CLOSED
REMAR/S:

INSPECTOR(S):
INSPECTION REPORT 50-458/ PAGE NO. :




TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW DATA SHEET

TS PARA: 4. £.5./4 PAGE NO.: /4 £-49

TS REQUIREMENT:

LIC. PROCEDURE NO.: Q00 -papn/ ISSUE DATE: 2424«(@1 REV.: %)

TITLE: Qg‘ [9 qm qu,
’ ' NO

YES

Is there any difference between FSAR/SER and T3? »
v~

—

Is installed system consistent with TS?

Are there any problems with the TS (factual or
editorial)?

Does procedure carry out TS requirement?

Does the procedure walkdown indicate that it should
work as written?

Has licensee completed proc=dure walkdown? i

Lulack % /9.2 ([)5/'3) _gﬂ% 3j-¢z:3 :j’i: ﬁﬁﬁ
Jaé xaZ ol 3Fpsid-

STATUS OF ITEM iOPE;j CLOSED

FOR "OPENs", WHO MUST DO WHAT BY WHEN?

_The mumlens <o pol guetbs pevac. Méi /9.2 @+

S. /< &
INSPECTOR(S):
FOLLOWUP ACTION: [INSPECTION REPORT 50-458/

YES o

Were problems corrected?
Were any other problems identified?
STATUS OF ITEM OPEN CLOSED
REMARKS:
INSPECTOR(S;: =

INSPECTION REPORT 50-458/ PAGE NO.:



TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW DATA SHEET

TS PARA: 4.4, S/ A PAGE NO.: 3[& £9
8 asomc%WZ 2 L'C,r{‘? c/%' Lhal The
wﬁ " ﬁ (,x.l :
LIC. PROCEDURE NO.: _ &0 o/ 1SSUE DATE: £/24/PS REV.: O
TITLE: ) p
Y& N
Is there any difference between FSAR/SER and TS? - A
Is installed system consistent with TS$? e _. o
Are there any problems with the TS (factual or “
editorial)?
Does procedure carry out TS requirement? —

Does the procedure walkdown indicate that it should
work as written?

Has licensee completed procedure walkdown?

REMARKS : L ;

o mo -
é . 2. ?, 4247%;¢: & -2

STATUS OF ITEM CLOSED

FOR “OPENS", WHO MUST DO WHAT BY WHEN?
Yt ae _cenrecl . "

&

INSPECTOR(S): /g art bl

FOLLOWUP ACTION: INSPECTION REPORT 50-458/

—-<
™
w
=
o

Were problems corrected?

Were any other problems identified?

STATUS OF ITEM OPEN CLOSED
REMARKS :

INSPECTOR(S):
INSPECTION REPORT 50-458/ PAGE NO.:




TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW DATA SHEET

TSPARA: Y. 4.5./.C 1€ 2 PAGE NO.: /¥ £-£J

TS REQUIREMENT: @aﬂ? Cas Jaralwenl #@ ggeédé‘r

LIC. PROCEDURE NO.: 2S5 7-0607 ISSUE DATE: VELVE 4N o z

TITLE: ST.S éMZ«/// 3 Jjes7

YES NO
Is there any difference between FSAR/SER and TS? vl
Is installed system consistent with TS?
Are there any problems with the TS (factual or
editorial)?
Does procedure carry out TS requirement?
Does the procedure walkdown indicate that it should
work as written?
Has licensee completed procedure walkdown?

vals

STATUS OF ITEM % CLOSED

FOR "OPENs", WHO MUST DO WHAT BY WHEN? :
s 4 @& /S /104411745;31=v, -

INSPECTOR(S): 544_@%
FOLLOWUP ACTION: INSPECTION REPORT 50-458/

Were problems rorrected?

Were any other problems identified?

STATUS OF ITEM OPEN CLOSED
REMARKS :

NO

YES

INSPECTOR(S):
INSPECTION REPORT 50-458/ PAGE NO.:




TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW DATA SHEET

TS PARA: 3/¢ 2.1/ PAGE NO.: 3/y4 R-¥
TS REQUIREMENT: 4.8 /4. 2. 1
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