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fw Enttrgy Operatioras, Inc.
-

f \ River Bend State'+ '

-(b,a) 5485 U. S. Highway 61.

P. O. Box 220
"

St. Francisville. LA 70775
Tel 225 3814374
Fax 225 3814872

*

Randall K. Edington*

Vice Presdent. Operates

November 20,1998

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Document Control Desk, OPI-37'

. Washington, DC 20555

Subject: River Bend Station - Unit 1
Docket No. 50-458
License No. NPF-47

' License Amendment Request (LAR) 1998-20, Technical Specification 3.1.6,
" Control Rod Pattem"

File Nos.: G9 5, G9.42 -

RBEXEC-98-121
RBF1-98-0281
RBG-44726

|-
Ladies and Gentlemen:

; In accordance with 10 CFR 50.90, Entergy Operations, Inc. (EOl), hereby applies for an

| amendment of Facility Operating License No. NPF-47, Appendix A - Technical
Specifications for River Bend Station (RBS). The request consists of a proposed change to
Technical Specification 3,1.6," Control Rod Pattem." Upon approval, the proposed change
will be implemented through a new specification addressing a specific plant condition
described herein. The new proposed specification will be 3.10.9, " Control Rod Pattern -
Cycle 8," in the Special Operations section of the Technical Specifications as discussed in
Enclosure 2.
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RBS has recently identi6ed fuel-cladding imperfections during the current operating cycle. The
initial fuel-cladding imperfection was identined during mid-September 1998, with an additional
imperfection identiGed mid-October. After the initial identifications, power suppression testing
was conducted. Both of the imperfections were identified and, due to the corrosion
characteristics of the specific GE clad design, RBS elected to suppress power starting October )
31,1998 a' these locations. Once the speciGc cells were identified and the power suppressed,
EOI also inserted adjacent control rods to further limit the effects of the imperfections. The total

number ofinserted control rods is Ove (three in one location and two in the other location).
Compliance with the generic control-rod-pattern limitations for low power operation (< 20%) is

_

not possible with these adjacent control rods remaining fully inserted. In preparation for the
proposed change, these adjacent locations of the inserted control rods have been evaluated for
low power operation. General Electric (GE), the reactor and fuel vendor, performed an
evaluation of the insened control rods to conGrm that the acceptance criteria used for initial
plant design remains supponed and that the con 6guration is within the original design. Results
indicate that the con 0guration with these Sve rods remaining fully inserted is within the initial
design limits for the applicable modes of operation. GE's evaluation, dated November 10,1998,
is the basis of the attached request. EOI reviewed the results and confirmed that the control rods
may remain inserted during low power operation with no increase in the effects of the limiting
design basis event.

In addition to these activities, EOl identined a degrading reactor recirculation pump outer seal
early in November and is developing a plan in anticipation of a seal repair maintenance outage
early in December 1998. To support startup from the outage, an alternative to Technical
Speci6 cation (TS) 3.1.6," Control Rod Pattern," is being proposed. As identified above and
discussed in the enclosure, with control rods insened to suppress the effects of the fuel-cladding
imperfections, relief from the current restrictions is being requested for plant startups through
the remainder of fuel Cycle 8 (until April 1999).

An AfGrmation is contained in Enclosure 1 of this letter. Enclosure 2 provides a description of
the proposed changes and the associated justi6 cation (including a basis for No Significant
Hazards Consideration). A marked-up copy of the affected pages from the RBS Technical
Speci6 cations (TS)is provided in Enclosure 3. The applicable marked-up Bases pages are
included for your information.
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This condition has been discussed with the NRC Project Manager, Mr. Robert Fretz. This
request has been reviewed and approved by the RBS Facility Review Committee and the Safety
Review Committee. If you have any questions regarding this request or require additional
information, please contact Mr. B. M. Burmeister at (225) 381-4148.

Sincerely,

.

KE/RJK
Enclosures

cc: U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region IV
611 Ryan Plaza Drive, Suite 400
Arlington, TX 76011

NRC Senior Resident Inspector
P. O. Box 1050
St. Francisville, LA 70775

Mr. Robert Fretz
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
M/S OWFN 13-H-3
Washington, DC 20555

Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality
Radiation Protection Division
P. O. Box 82135
Baton Rouge, LA 70884-2135
ATTN: Administrator
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BEFORE THE
i-

UNITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
-

.

LICENSE NO NPF-47

DOCKET NO. 50-458'

g

IN THE MATTER OF
,

ENTERGY GULF STATES,INC.

ENTERGY OPERATIONS,INC.

~ AFFIRMATION

I, Randall K. Edington, state that I am Vice President - Operations of Entergy Operations,
Inc. at River Bend Station; that on behalf of Entergy Operations, Inc. (EOI), I am
authorized by Entergy Operations, Inc., to sign and file with the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, this River Bend Station License Amendment Request (LAR) 1998-20,
consisting of a proposed addition of Technical Specification 3.10.9," Control Rod
Pattern" in the Special Operations section; that I signed this letter as Vice President -

,

Operations at River Bend Station for Entergy Operations, Inc.; and that the statements
made and the matters set forth herein are true and correct to th st of my knowledge,
information, and belief.

/

Randall . Edington

STATE OF LOUISISANA
! . PARISH OF WEST FELICIANA

| SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me, a Notary Public, commissioned in the
Parish and State above named, this Jo * day of A4e<~4cc ,1998.

[ Nsxw AbA~ *

ohn Clarence Maher Jr.
Notary Public

!
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ENTERGY OPERATIONS INCORPORATED |

RIVER BEND STATION j
DOCKET 50-458/ LICENSE NO. NPF-47 |

" Control Rod Pattern" J

(LAR 1998-20)

AFFECTED TECilNICAL SPECIFICATION (S):

Technical Speci6catioi 3 ' u, Control Rod Pattern"

Proposed new Technical Specification 3.10.9, " Control Rod Pattern - Cycle 8"

BACKGROUND:

River Bend Station (RBS) currently has 6ve control rods inserted to suppress reactor power in
fuel assemblies that plant staff has determined contain fuel cladding imperfections. Entergy
Operations Inc., (EOl) believes it is prudent to maintain the control rods fully inserted during all ;

modes of operation to limit the stress on the pins' cladding when reactor power changes are i

made. RBS is planning a maintenance shutdown t' replace recirculation pump seals and is I
o

developing a plan in anticipation of a seal repair maintenance outage early in December 1998.
To support the startup from this outage, an attemative to Technical Specification (TS) 3.1.6,
" Control Rod Pattem" is being proposed.

i

RBS staffidentified the control cell location (44-29) of a fuel imperfection in September using
power suppression testing. A second fuel imperfection in a separate control cell (12-29_) was )
identi6ed in October. RBS has GE barrier clad fuel, and elected to suppress power in the suspect
fuel assemblies in these control cells by fully inserting the control rod in the suspect control cell
and specific face adjacent cells.

The Bank Position Withdrawal Sequence (BPWS) restrictions implemented by the Control Rod
Pattern system and TS 3.1.6 cannot be met during startup with these control rods fully inserted.
The TS requirements do not restrict 1.utdown but will impact a startup. These BPWS
restrictions are impcsed to limit the effects of a Control Rod Drop Accident (CRDA) within
acceptable limits. BPWS restrictions are applicable in Modes 1 and 2 operations at a rated

. thermal power (RTP) less than the Lower Power Set Point (LPSP) of 20 % power. The TS 3.1.6
! actions require the withdrawal of some of the inserted control rods to restore the control rod

pattern to meet the BPWS requirements or shutdown the reactor. The withdrawal of these
'

control rods could increase the stress to the fuel cladding imperfections and increase offgas
activity.

i
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RBS had General Electric (GE), the fuel vendor, perform a specific analysis of the current
control rod condition using the core configuration of Cycle 8 and assuming the specine five |
control rods remain fully inserted in the core. Results of this evaluation demonstrate that the |
maximum rod worth remains within the limits of and is bounded by the generic BPWS analysis.
GE's evaluation supports that the five control rods can remain fully inserted outside of the
BPWS requirements and that the consequences of the CRDA are maintained (i.e., bounded).

With the underlying analysis supported and the consequences of previously reviewed and |
approved accidents bounded, the requested change in the control rod pattern sequencing limits
will not result in an undue risk to the health and safety of the public. Without this change, a
plant startup could expose ;he fuel's cladding to additional stress by complying with the
requirements of TS 3.1.6 and withdrawing the control rods, being used for suppression of the |
beal power density. With the current GE barrier cladding, suppression is beneficial and affords i
additional protection for the cladding imperfections. ;

|

DISCUSSION OF REQUEST: |

|
|One of the design bases accidents in a Boiling Water Reactor (BWR)is a reactivity insertion

event. There are a number of ways to insert reactivity into a BWR, most of which result in a
relatively slow rate of reactivi:y insertion with no threat to the system. It is possible, however,
that a rapid removal of a high worth control rod could result in a potentially significant
excursion; therefore, the accident chosen to encompass the consequences of a reactivity
excursion is the Control Rod Drop Accident (CRDA). The dropping (i.e., rapid withdrawal) of
the rod results in a high worth localized reactivity insertion. Prevention or mitigation of positive
reactivity insertion events is nece.ssary to limit the energy deposition in the fuel, thereby
preventing significant fuel damage that could result in a release of radioactivity. The request
herein will not change the design, operation, or function of the Control Rod Drive system as
assumed in accident analyses with the subject control rods remaining fully inserted. The Control
Rod Drive system is described in Updated Safety Analysis Report (USAR), Section 4.6.

Control rod patterns during startup conditions are controlled by the operator and the rod pattern
controller (RPC), such that only specified control rod sequences are allowed over the operating
range of all control rods inserted up to the Low Power Set Point (LPSP). The sequence
effectively limits the potential amount of reactivity addition that could occur in the event of a

CRDA. GESTAR- II 131 describes the analytical methods for the generic analysis of the CRDA
to confirm that the peak fuel enthalpy would be less than the 280 cal /gm. GESTAR-il discusses
the conditions and methodology for performing generic bounding CRDA analysis. NRC

NUREG 0800," Standard Review Plan"(SRP)I4l also requires that reactivity excursions should
not result in radially averaged fuel enthalpy greater than 280 cal /gm at any axial location in any
fuel rod in the event of a CRDA. This imposed limit of 280 cal /gm provides a margin of safety

fmm the experimental value of approximately 330 cal /gm.IN
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The BPWS Licensing Topical Report [2] covers rod pattern conditions for the generic BPWS,

| analysis. Compliance with the BPWS ensures the control rod worth limits of the CRDA are !

| supported. The CRDA results from plants with BPWS have been statistically analyzed and
documented. The results show that, in all cases. the peak fuel enthalpy in a CRDA would be

| much less than the 280 cal /gm design limit even with a maximum incremental rod wonh
! corresponding to 95% probability at the 95% con 6dence level. RBS USAR Section 15.4.9

describes the plant response to a CRDA. The evaluation is in conformance with Section 15.4.9
of the SRP. I

The NRC has also approved the deletion of CRDA analysis from the standard GE reload analysis

for BWR plants with the BPWS feature.lll The generic evaluations show that any consequences

resulting from a CRDA would be below the limits identi6ed in 10 C.F.R. Part 100.131 I'

Therefore, these generic evaluations continue to bound the cycle speci6c scenario to include
cycle speci6c physics parameters. Thus, the resulting dose consequences from cladding damage

| within the generic evaluations continues to bound consequences resuh ng from a postulated
| cycle speci6c accident.

RBS Control Rod Pattern system is described in USAR Section 4.3.2.5. As described in Section
4.3.2.5, the system consists of several subsystems. The subsystem affected by this condition is

j the BPWS, Section 4.3.2.5.2, as implemented through the Rod Control and Information System
(RCIS), Section 4.3.2.5.1. As described in the USAR and reviewed by the NRC in NUREG-

| 0989, Section 4.3.2, the NRC's Safety Evaluation Report for RBS, the system is designed in
compliance with the criteria of:

1. limiting control rod wonhs so there are acceptable consequences if one was dropped
from a fully inserted position, and

2. limiting control rod wonhs to enable the operator to control the plant.

|

! For BPWS plants, including RBS, all control rods are assigned group numbers and are
withdrawn in a prescribed order following the speci6 cations of the BPWS Licensing Topical

Report.121 The range of application of the BPWS is between 100% control rod density (all rods
inserted) and 20% of rated power. Inoperable control rods that are inserted or removed from
service, and therefore cannot be withdrawn within the constraints of the BPWS, must be

; bypassed. Out of sequence control rods may increase the potential reactivity wonh of a dropped

| control rod during a CRDA. The analysis has shown the peak fuel enthalpy in a CRDA would
be less than the 280 cal /gm with the following assumptions:i

| 1. Maximum of eight inoperable control rods in the core, and
2. Maximum of three inoperable rods per group, and
3. Inoperable rods separated by at least two control rod cells in all directions.

i
|

|

|
,
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In a reactor core, with the maximum allowable number of control rods bypassed and positioned-

in a " worst case" distribution, the generic analysis shows that the highest incremental control rod

worth would produce a peak fuel enthalpy of 232 cal /gm 121,

Cycle 8 operation has experienced fuel-cladding imperfections at two different control rod cell
; locations (12-29 and 44-29). Five control rods (three adjacent rods in location 44-25,44-29,48-
| 29 and two adjacent rods in locations 08-29,12-29) have been inserted to suppress local power

to reduce offgas activity and limit local stress on the fuel cladding imperfections. The insened
| rods are controlled by BPWS. Therefore, during reactor startups, when thermal power is s 20%,

compliance with the BPWS analysis assumptions is required. These inserted rods do not comply
with the Condition 3 described above.[2] A specific Cycle 8 rod-worth calculation has been

performed assuming the five inserted rods using the accepted methodology.Ill The results
demonstrate that the maximum rod worth of the generic BPWS analysis bounds that of the
modified BPWS sequence evaluations with five rods insened for power suppression. Since the
licensing evaluations dropped-rod worth continues to suf6ciently bound the cycle specific
dropped worth, compliance checks related to peaking, Doppler coefHelent, delayed neutron
fraction, and other physics related parameters remain bounded as well. Therefore, it is
concluded that the control rod stanup sequences for the remainder of Cycle 8, with five
suppression rods inserted, are in compliance with the NRC acceptance limits for CRDA.

l This evaluation applies only to these specific five control rods. Additional control rods (more
than five) would require an additional evaluation to bypass. A summary of the generic GE
BPWS analysis included in NEDO-2123 I and the RBS evaluation is:

1. The generic BPWS analysis performed is a complete CRDA calculation. The analysis was
done at conditions which maximized the worth of the dropped rod, and assumed that control
rods were positioned in a sequence consistent with BPWS and licensing conditions,
including 8 distributed inoperable rods. The maximized rod worth for a speciGc rod
configuration and other related core physics parameters are used to calculate the maximum
fuel enthalpy. Numerous plants and cycles were performed to establish a 95/95

probability / confidence to support the deletion of the analysis for the BPWS plants.lll

2. GE has also established compliance checks for a specific evaluation. The compliance checks
are discussed in numerous references in GESTAR (e.g. GE uses a rod worth compliance
check for advanced fuel design such as gel 1 and GE12 to comply with the generic CRDA).

3. For the RBS Cycle 8 evaluation, GE performed two maximum rod wonh calculations, one

|
for the licensing case (eight inoperable) and another for the current rod con 6guration (five
suppressing power rods) case at the most reactive point for the remainder of Cycle 8t

operation. It is found that the maximum rod worth for the licensing case bounds the current
case.

!
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' Therefore, the generic analysis for the BPWS includes evaluation of the effects ofinsened-

inoperable control rods, to a maximum of eight. Compliance with the sequences minimizes the
effects of a CRDA to less than the acceptance limit of 280 cal /gm. The RBS specific evaluation
concludes the effects of a CRDA are maintiined to less than 280 cal /gm, up to the LPSP (20 %
power) with the 5 specific control rods insened in the above listed locations.

This position is supponed by discussions in RBS TS Amendment 81, which converted the
Current Technical Specifications (CTS) to the Improved Technical Specifications (ITS) based on
NUREG-1434. The option to bypass individual control rods was also included in the CTS in
Specification 3.1.4.2," Rod Pattem Control System." This specification was moved to 3.3.2.1 in
the ITS. In the new Surveillance Requirement (SR) 3.3.2.1.9, a control rod must be in
compliance with an applicable analysis. The SER for this SR identifies that a specific analysis
can be used to ensure the BPWS continues to suppon the CRDA. As a result, the purpose of the
BPWS becomes:

The BPWS is used to limit CR reactivity wonhs to support the limits of the CRDA..

The CRDA is applicable from initial startup up to reactor thermal power of 20 %..

The BPWS is implemented through the Rod Pattern Control System.e

I In conclusion, RBS has identified fuel-cladding imperfections during the current operating cycle.
These imperfections have been located and EOI has chosen to suppress local power by insening
control rods at the locations. Additional control rods have been insened adjacent to them. With

| the insertion of these control rods, release of activity can be reduced. Compliance with the

| BPWS during low power operation is not possible with these locations of control rods remaining
| inserted. These locations of the inserted control rods have been evaluated to criteria used for
| initial plant design and licensing requirements and found satisfactory using the methods and

limits acceptable for initial design and licensing in the applicable modes of operation. The
results confinn that the control rods can remain inserted during low power operation and will not
increase the effects of the design basis event. Therefore, this change to the Control Rod Pattern

| requirements for operation until refueling outage 8 (April 1999) is bounded by the generic
evaluation.

PROPOSED CHANGE:

The current generic evaluation allows for eight control rods to be out of position with no
adjacent control rod out of service when BPWS is required. When a control rod is found out of,

compliance with BPWS, TS 3.1.6 requires the control rod to be moved to the correct position or
to be declared ir. operable within 8 hours. In addition, TS 3.1.3," Control Rod Operability,"
Actions D and E require that inoperade control rods not in compliance with BPWS be restored
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within 4 hours or the plant niust be in Mode 3 (shutdown)in the following 12 hours. With nine-

or more control rods out of compliance with BPWS, the TS require:

1) no funher withdrawal of a control rod, and
i 2) insertion of a SCRAM within I hour.
!

As stated in the preceding discussion, the evaluation conducted to support the five insened

| control rods used to suppress power around the imperfections is limited to this single
configuration. Therefore, any additional control rod failure results in non-compliance with
Control Rod Pattem and requires the same actions to stop any withdrawal and the plant must be
in Mode 3 within I hour. Thus, the new specification with one or more additional control rods

,

| not in compliance with this specific configuration, will require the reactor mode switch to be
placed in the shutdown position within 1 hour. This will insert a SCRAM signal. This proposed
action is a combination of the current TS 3.1.6 Actions A and B. Modification of this

| specification would be supported by the evaluation and is consistent with the original TS 3.1.6.
The administrative problem of reversing these conditions after this fuel is removed would also i

result in an additional licensing action by EOl requesting the NRC to review and approve the |
removal of the new restrictions. The schedule of this second request would be determined by the

,

| startup from the outage during which the imperfections were removed, cun ently scheduled for
! Refueling Outage-8. >

1
|
!

| Alternatively, RBS proposes this set of restricum i - ocluded as a Special Operations
specification (proposed TS 3.10.9) applicable only during fuel Cycle 8. It identifies the five
control rods remaining inserted and contains the action, upon finding a single additional control
rod out of compliance with this Control Rod Pattern, of: (1) no further withdrawal of a control
rod, and (2)insenion of a SCRAM within I hour. This special operation would also contain the
same applicability and the surveillance currently in SR 3.1.6.1. The SR currently included in ;

l3.10.7 is not appropriate with the movement of all control rods except the five inserted to
suppress power remain controlled by BPWS and, therefore, the surveillance contained in 3.1.6 is
more appropriate.

The use of a Special Operation is controlled by specification LCO 3.0.7. This proposed TS is
consistent with the current TS 3.10.7 which allows the requirements of TS 3.1.6 to be suspended |

when performing shutdown margin, SCRAM time testing and other actions provided that
,

| additional restrictions are met. Among these requirements is an approved control rod sequence
'

(i.e., a specific evaluation of the Control Rod Pattern).

| The use of a Special Operation wii' provide the benefit of clear and specific directions for the

| plant operators to respond to the speific control rod configurations. In addition, this proposed
'

resolution will not require any immediate action by EOI or the NRC upon removing this fuel.
Plant operation can return to compliance with the standard TS 3.1.6, which would be preferable
to the restrictions in the proposed TS 3.10.9.

1
i

|
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This proposed TS would also be within current restriction in TS 3.1.3 when control rods are-

declared inoperable since the actions require no funher withdrawal and a SCRAM within I hour
regardless of operability or inoperability of a control rod. The single controlling parameter is

-

the compliance with the revised BPWS. Therefore, the proposed TS 3.10 specification will
require the control rods to be in the same conditions and limit the plant to con 6gurations
supporting the CRDA or require exit from the applicable operating modes ( < 20 % power). In :

!summary this path will allow for:

1) the use of a single special operation for control rod patterns at low power until the fuel is
'

removed,

2) a clear and direct speci6 cation to be written for the operations of the plant and

L 3) an easy return to normal specification and requirements once the subject fuel assemblies 1

are removed.
,

In addition to the proposed TS, EOI will include a BASES to the proposed TS. These B ASES I

-will include discussions on each area identified in the other TS, including background, I,

~
'

applicable safety analysis LCO, applicability, actions and surveillance requirements. A
summary of the sections is:

Background; following the current special operation 3.10.7 with the restriction that this
TS is only allowed for Cycle 8 and the associated evaluations with the 5 identified,

control rods.

~ Applicable safety analysis; following 3.10.7 which requires a specific evaluation

LCO; following TS 3.1.6 with the restriction that the special operation is for Cycle 8
only and the specific CR configuration.

Applicability; following TS 3.1.6.

Actions; following Action B of TS 3.1.6 with the entry condition of one control rod not
in compliance with the special operation BPWS.

1

Surveillance requirements; following the requirements of SR 3.1.6.1.

A mark-up of the applicable special operation TS pages is included in Attachment 3. The
proposed supporting BASES are included in Attachment 4.

| .

! i

I
i

.

;

|
|1
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' EnvironmentalImpact Consideration-

EOI has reviewed this request against the criteria of 10 CFR 51.22 for environmental
considerations. Since this request involves (i) no significant hazard consideration, (ii) no
significant change in the types or significant increase in the amounts of any effluents that may be
released offsite, and (iii) no significant increase in individual or cumulative occupational
radiation exposure, EOl has concluded that the proposed change meets the criteria given in 10
CFR 51.22 (c)(9) for a categorical exciosion from the recuirement for an environmental impact
statement.

:

Notification of State Personnel

A copy of this amendment request has been provided to the State of Louisiana, Department of
Environmental Quality - Radiation Protection Division.

1

REFERENCES j

1. General Electric Standard Application for Reactor Fuel (GESTAR II), NEDE-24011-P-A-
13, August 1996.

2. NEDO-21231," Bank Position Withdrawal Sequence," January 1977.

3. General Electric Fuel Bundle Designs, NEDE-31152-P, Revision 6, June 1997.

|
4. NUREG-0800," Standard Review Plan," Revision 2. '

i

5. NEDO-10527," Rod Drop Accident Analysis for Large Boiling Water Reactors," March )
1972.

'

6. General Electric Letter LB-262-98-177 dated November 10,1998.

|

:

l
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION:

1. The request does not involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of;

| an accident previously evaluated.
|

) '

|

Accidents analyzed in the SAR have been examined for any impact caused by this exception
to the BPWS operation. The limiting event is the CRDA as described in SAR Sections
4.3.2 and 15.4.9. The limit on energy addition to the fuel is 280 cal /gm as identified in the j
SRP section 15.4.9. Bank Position Withdrawal Sequence is established to reduce maximum ;
incremental control rod worths and thus minimize consequences resulting from an accident. |

| The reactor will be operated as before using BPWS. Having the current rod configuration
with 5 rods to minimize impact on the two fuel cladding imperfections, in lieu of eight rodsi

| inoperable separated by two cells, will not effect initiators of a Control Rod Drop Accident.
f In addition, this existing rod configuration has been analyzed and the resulting consequences

continue to be bounded by the licensing evaluations. The insertion of the identified control
rods will not efTect the assumed reactivity insertion time of any event. The location of the
control rods has been reviewed by GE using the NRC approved methodology. Operation
within these limits will ensure that the consequences of a transient or accident remain within
the acceptable limits of the evaluation. Specifically, rod wonhs for the proposed

; configuration are bounded by the rod worths allowed for these configurations per TS; thus,
the proposed configuration is more conservative than that allowed per TS. The results
confirm all assumed limits are maintained. The proposed change ensures that the
consequences of abnormal operation and accidents are acceptable.

1
,

The additional Technical Specification will control the configuration of the plant to that
supponed by the evaluation. If this evaluated configuration is not supported, the plant will
be required to be placed in a configuration where the Control Rod Drop Accident is not

| applicable, as the current specification requires. The plant is therefore maintained within

| limits as currently allowed. With these limits the consequences of an event are not
! increased.

The probability of an accident is not effected by the proposed Technical Specification
changes since the operation of systems or equipment that could initiate an accident are not
ef fected. Therefore, the proposed changes d-o not significantly increase the probability or
consequences of any previously evaluated accident.

i
"

<

|

I
,
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l 2. The request does not create the possibility of occurrence of a new or different kind of

'

.

accident from any accident previously evaluated.

The proposed changes do not involve any alteration of plant hardware or significant change
in plant operation. Assuming the 5 suppression rods are bypassed in lieu of eight rods

| separated by two cells does not effect event initiators or event consequences. No plant
| modifications are required which would effect plant operation. Operation with the control

rod pattern in the proposed conGguration will ensure the results of a CRDA will remain
within the assumptions of the current safety analysis. The system will continue to ensure
that the limits of control rod worth remain within the assumptions of the CRDA. The
revised Technical Specifications will continue to assure that plant operation is consistent
with the assumptions, initial conditions, and assumed power distribution and, therefore, will
not create a new type of accident.

The proposed Technical Speci6 cations will maintain the plant in a configuration supported
,

| by evaluation. The response to a CRDA will be within current accepted limits and therefore
l no event of a difTerent kind has been created. The proposed Technical SpeciGcation

changes do not introduce any new modes of plant operation nor involve new system I

interactions. Therefore, operation with the 5 suppression rods inserted does not create the |
possibility of an occurrence of a new or ditTerent kind of accident from any accident

'

previously evaluated.

! 3. The request does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.

| The proposed Technical Specification and the rod pattern control system will continue to
ensure the limits of control rod worth remain within the assumptions which support the
CRDA analysis of 280 cal /gm maximum energy heat addition to the fuel. This imposed1

limit of 280 cal /gm provides a margin of safety from the experimental value of

| approximately 330 cal /gm at which the fully molten state for UOroccurs. The existing rod
configuration with 5 suppression rods inserted to minimize impact on the two fuel cladding
imperfections has been analyzed using NRC approved methodology. Cycle specific
evaluation has confirmed that the consequences resulting from a CRDA continues to be
bounded by the licensing analysis for this event. Since there are no changes in the
acceptance criteria, the proposed changes will not create a reduction in the margin of safety.
These limits establish the necessary restrictions on power operation and thereby ensure that

'
the core is operated within the assumptions and initial conditions of the transient and
accident analyses.

| As demonstrated in the evaluation, operation within these limits will ensure that the margin

i of safety will be maintained to the same level described in the Technical Speci6 cations
Bases and the USAR and the consequences of the postulated transient or accidents are not

; increased. This limit of 280 cal /gm is not exceeded during any transient or postulated

i
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'

accident. Therefore, the proposed Technical Specincations to allow startup and continued-

operation in the icw power region with these control rods inserted do not involve a,

significant reduction in margin of safety.
|
!-

On this basis,it is concluded that: (1) the proposed change does not constitute a signincant |
!

hazards consideration as denned by 10CFR50.92; (2) there is a reasonable assurance that the
health and safety of the public will not be endangered by the proposed change; and (3) this
action will not result in a condition that significantly alters the impact of the station on the

'

environment as described in the NRC final environmental statement.
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