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November 6, 1997

Mr. G. R. Horn
Sr. Vice President of Energy Supply
Nebraska Public Power District
1414 15th Street
Columbus, NE 68601

SUBJECT: COOPER NUCLEAR STATION - REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
REGARDINGTHEIMPROVEDTECHNICALSPECIFICATIONS(TACH 0.M98317)

Dear Mr. Horn:

By letter dated March 27, 1997, the Nebraska Public Power District (NPPD)
submitted a request for a license amendment to convert the current Technical
Specifications TSs) for the Cooper Nuclear Station (CNS) to a format
consistent with(NUREG-1433, Revision 1, " Standard Technical Specifications for
General Electric Plants, BWR/4."

The NRC staff, with technical assistance from its contractor, the Idaho
National Engineering Laboratory, has reviewed the information provided in the
above submittal. Based upon that ongoing review, the staff will require
additional information in order to complete its review of the conversion of
tte CNS TS to the improved format of NUREG-1433. The staff's initial request
for additional information (RAI) is enclosed. In order for the staff to
complete its review in a timely manner, we request that you submit a response
to the enclosed RAI within 45 days of the receipt of this letter.

If you have any questions regarding this request, please call me at
(301) 415-1336.

Sincerely,

ORIGINAL SIGNED BY:
James R. Hall, Senior Project Manager g

Project Directorate IV-1 Os
Division of Reactor Projects III/IV .

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Docket No. 50-298

Enclosure: As stated g
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*
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k,, * . . . + g# November 6, 1997

Mr. G. R. Horn
Sr. Vice President of Energy Supply
Nebraska Public Power District
1414 15th Street
Columbus, NE 68601

SUBJECT: COOPER NUCLEAR STATION - REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
REGARDING THE IMPROVED TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS (TAC NO. M98317)

Dear Mr. Horn:

By letter dated March 27, 1997, the Nebraska Public Power District (NPPD)
submitted a request for a license amendment to convert the current Technical
Specifications (TSs) for the Cooper Nuclear Station (CNS) to a format
consistent with NUREG-1433. Revision 1, " Standard Technical Specifications for
General Electric Plants, BWR/4."

The NRC staff, with technical assistance from its contractor, the Idaho
National Engineering Laboratory, has reviewed the information provided in the
above submittal. Based upon that ongoing review, the staff will require
additional information in order to complete its review of the conversion of
the CNS TS to the improved format of NUREG-1433. The staff's initial request
for additional information (RAI) is enclosed. In order for the staff to
complete its review in a timely manner, we request that you submit a response
to the enclosed RAI within 45 days of the receipt of this letter,

if you have any questions regarding this request, please call me at
(301) 415-1336.

Sincerely,

it,gJ
'

-

ames R. Hall, Senior Project Manager
Project Directorate IV-1
Division of Reactor Projects Ill/IV
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Docket No. 50-298

Enclosure: As strri.'

cc w/ enc 1: See nen Nge
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Hr. G. R. Horn
Nebraska Public Power Company Cooper Nuclear Station

CC:

Mr. John R McPhail, General Counsel Lincoln Electric System
Nebraska Public Power District ATTN: Mr. Ron Stoddard
P. O. Box 499 lith & 0 Streets
Columbus, NE 68602-0499 Lincoln, NE 68508

Nebraska Public Power District MidAmerican Energy
ATTN: Mr. P. D. Graham ATTN: Dr. William D. Leech, Manager-Nuclear

Vice President of Nuclear Energy 907 Walnut Street
P. O. Box 98 P. O. Box 657
Brownville, NE 68321 Des Moines, IA 50303-0657

Randol >h Wood, Director
Nebras ca Department of Environmental Nebraska Public Power District

Control ATTN: Mr. B. L. Houston, Nuclear
P. O. Box 98922 Licensing & Safety Manager
Lincoln, NE 68509-8922 P. O. Box 98

Brownville, NE 68321
Mr. Larry Bohlken, Chairman
Nemaha County Board of Comissioners
Nemaha County Courthouse
1824 N Street
Auburn, NE 68305

Senior Resident Inspector
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
P. O. Box 218
Brownville, NE 68321

Regional Administrator, Region IV
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
611 Ryan Plaza Drive, Suite 1000
Arlington, TX 76011

Ms. Cheryl Rogers, LLRW Program Manager
Division of Radiological Health
Nebraska Department of Health
301 Centennial Mall, South
P. O. Box 95007
Lincoln, NE 68509-5007

Mr. Ronald A. Kucera, Department Director
of Intergovernmental Cooperation

Department of Natural Resources
P.O. Box 176
Jefferson City, MO 65102
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Cooper Nuclear Station improve. . 5 Review Comments a, c cw , |_

!ITS Section 2.0, Safety Limits

>

2.0 DOO JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COmanentT STATUS I
i

_

1 L2 CTS 1.1.D CTS bases refers to safety limit i

IITS 2.1.1.3 ' of 18 inches above TAF to
, ensure adequate decay heat

i

! The current Safety Limit (CTS 1.1.D) for the reactor vessel water removal and does not refer to '

! level is that level shall be maintained not less than 18 inches above " normal active fuei zone." ;

I the top of the normal active fuel zone. This proposed Safety Limit Define differences between top
(ITS 2.1.1.3) requires that level be greater than the top of the of active fuel (TAF), top of i

active irradiated fuel. This represents a less restrictive change irradiated fuel and top of -
because the top of the irradiated fuel at CNS is less than 18 inches " normal active fuel zone." How |
ebove the top of the normal active fuel zone. The change still is "margen for effective action ~

| ensures adequate margin for effective action in the event of a level still maentaened? Explain. |
drop. i

NPPD Response: !
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TO Review Comments so.c=s c*uCaction 3.0, LCO and SR Appf tability

3.0 DOC JFD CHANGE'D!FFERENCE CORARAENT STATUS

1 A.2 CTS 1.0.J Revise DOC A.2 to
STS LCO 3.O.1 reflect the correct
ITS LCO 3.0.1 reference to 10

CFR.
DOC A.2 states that the information contained in the first paragraph of CTS
1.O.J related to the definition of LCO is duplicative to that provided in 70
CFR 50.36e. 10 CFR 50.36a is the rule containing requirements for technical
specification on effluents from nuclear power plants. It appears that this is a
typo. The correct reference is 10 CFR 50.36.

NPPD Response:

.

2 A.8 STS LCO 3.0.6 Reclassify this.

ITS LCO 3.0.6 change as less
restrictive and

DOC A.8 describes the addition of LCO 3.0.6 which provides guidance revise DOC
regarding the appropriate actions to be taken when a single support system accordingly.
inoperability also results in the inoperability of one or more supported
systems. No comparable guidance is provided in the CTS. DOC A.8 states
that the CTS and various NRC guidance documents have not provxied a
consistent approach to the combined support / supported inoperability, but
concludes that LCO 3.0.6 was included in the STS to " clarify existing
ambiguities and maintain actions within the realm of prewous interpretations.
Therefore, the change is classified as administrative. The staff does not
agree that this is an administrative change. Under the CTS, any time a
support system inoperability also made a supported system inoperable,
actions would have to be taken under the specifications for both system,
unless otherwise stated. Therefore, the staff believes that this is a less

restrictive change.
.

NPPD RESPONSE:

_

_ _ _ _ _ _
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Comments m_c=s cw.
ITS 3.1.3, Control Rod Operability

3.1.3 DOC JFO CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

1 LA.1 CTS 3.3.A.2.b and 3.3.B.1 CTS 3.3.A and bases states to
ITS 3.1.3 disarm CRD electrically while

ITS bases states to disarm
Details of the methods for disarming control rod drives (CRDs) in hydraulically. Explain..

CTS 3.3.A.2.b and 3.3.B.1 are proposed to be relocated to the
,

Bases. These details are not necessary to ensure the associated
CRDs of iru wrable control rods are disarmed. ITS 3.1.3 Required
Actions A.2 and C.2, which require disarming the associated CRDs
of inoperable control rods, are adequate for ensuring associated
CRDs and inoperable control rods are disarmed. As such, these
details are not required to be in the ITS to provide adequate
protection of the public health and safety. Changes to the Bases
will be controlled by the provisions of the proposed Bases Control
Program described in Chapter 5 of the Technical Specifications.

NPPD Response:

2 M.8 CTS 4.3.2.a Change is not more restrictive
ITS SRs 3.1.3.2 and 3.1.3.3 because 30% RTP > 22% RTP.

Surveillance could be performed
The Surveillance condition described in CTS 4.3.2.a as "above 30% at or above 30%; therefors, it is

rated thermal power" is proposed to be changed to " Thermal Power noted that this is an
is greater than the LPSP of the RWM," and shown in the form of a administrative change.
Note to proposed SRs 3.1.3.2 and 3.1.3.3. The LPSP is set at
22%, making this a more restrictive change. This change is
necessary to ensure that control rod insertion capability is verified
at the earliest opportunity in the applicable conditions.

.

NPPD Response:

;i

i

. _ - - _ . - - - - _ . . _ - _ _
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TO Review Comments m_o.s w.
j ITS 3.1.3, Control Rod Operability

,

3.1.3 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COGAMENT STATUS
I

3 A.2 CTS 3.3.C.3 Maximum scram insertion time Since control rod position is
,

ITS SR 3.1.3.4 Scram time verification only readable at even number j
increments. ITS SR 3.1.3.4

CTS 3.3.C.3 requires that the maximum scram insertion time for must be adjusted to account for i

90% insertion of any OPERABLE control rod not exceed 7.0 allowable maximum scram *

seconds. 90% rod insertion is equivalent to notch position 4.8 or insertion times that meet the
less. ITS SR 3.1.3.4 allows a maximum insertion time of 7.0

, criteria of CTS 3.3.C.3. See
seconds to reach notch position 6 which is only 87.5% insertion. comment 3.1.4-1 (DOC M.2).
This is a less restrictive change to the maximum control rod
insertion time.

NPPD ResponN: i

i
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Reviev Comments mpesm
ITS 3.1.4, Control Rod Scram Times

3.1.4 DOC JFD CHANGEIDIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

1 M.4 2 ITS SRs 3.1.4.1 and 3.1.4.4 Submit TSTF
STS SRs 3.1.4.1 and 3.1.4.4 change request
CTS 4.3.C.1 for this genenc

change. Add
The wording of STS SR 3.1.4.1 could be interpreted to require testing all control phrase to
rods following any fuel movement in the reactor pressure vessel (RPV) - even if proposed words in
only one bundle were moved in mid-cycle. The Bases for STS SR 3.1.4.1 make SR 3.1.4.4 Bases
clear the intent is to only require testing of affected control rods following fuel establishing that
movernent in the RPV. To avoid misinterpretation of the intent, ITS SRs 3.1.4.1 indivxiuc! rod
and 3.1.4.4 only require testing of all rods following refueling and after testing occurs "at
shutdown 2120 days. At other times, only affected rods are required to be times other than
tested. The proposed generic deviations from the STS appear consistent with the after refueling.-
intent as expressed in the STS Bases.

NPPD Response:

2 M.2 CTS 3.3.C.3, maximum scram insertion time Note 2 to ITS
ITS 3.1.4 Table 3.1.4-1, control rod scram times Table 3.1.4-1
ITS SR 3.1.' .4 scram time verification must be adjustedc

to account for the
Note 2 to ITS Table 3.1.4-1 refers to ITS LCO 3.1.3 to identify control rods with allowable
scram times greater than 7.0 seconds to notch position 06 as inoperable. This maximum scram
criteria is not consistent with CTS 3.3.C.3 which specifies the criteria as not insertion times
greater than 7.0 seconds to reach 90% of insertion which is notch position 4.8 or that meet the
less. Notch position 06 is only 87.5% of rod insertion travel. This requirement is criteria of CTS
also identified separately in ITS 3.1.3 as incorrect for ITS SR 3.1.3.4, scram time 3.3.C.3.
verification.

NPPD Response:
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Comments m_cas cw
ITS 3.1.8, SDV Vent and Drain Valves

I
i

i 3.1.8 DOC' JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

1 1 ITS 3.1.8 Actions ITS Action A is
Bases 4 less restrictive

CTS contain no action requirements in the event one or more SOV vent than STS Action
| or drain valves are both inoperable and open, except for a unit shutdown by A which requires

the definition of operability. (CTS are based on a design with only one a full retum to *

. valve in each vent or drain 1%e.) Assuming a design change to add a valve operabiltiy in 7
'

to each line, the ITS propot 1 an action requirement for one valve inoperable days. With one
in one or more lines (Action A) to isolate the associated line(s), instead of valve inoperable in
requiring the valvels) to be restored to operable status, as required by the a line, the other
STS. The SDV vent and drain valve's primary function is to isolate the SDV valve can still

! during a scram to contain the reactor coolant discharge. Thus, JFD 1 perform the
justifies this difference by pointing out that the isolation function is satisfied isolation function
if the line is isolated. In summary: without the need

ITS Required Action A.1 differs from the STS by requiring -in 7 days - to " permanently-
isolation of the associated line, instead of requiring restoration of the SOV isolate the line
vent and drain valve to operable status. This action requirement is the which requires
same as STS Required Action B.1, in the event both valves are inoperable in penodic drawwng
one or more lines (except the allowed time is 8 hours). Because of this, the of the line. WNP-
Note of STS Required Action B.1 precedes the Actions table in the ITS so 2 was granted
that it applies to both ITS Actions A and B. JFD 1 justifies this placement this deviation<

of the note by pointing out that in both cases, it is necessary to unisolate from the STS
the line under administrative controls to allow draining and venting of the based on their
SDV. This is done to prevent the scram on " Scram Discharge Volume CLB. It is not an;

'

Water Level- High." This difference to the STS t.as been approved by the approved genenc
'

NRC in the Safety Evaluations for Washington Nuclear Plant Unit 2 (WNP- change. Revise
2), Amendment 134 and LaSalle Units 1 and 2, Amendments 89 and 94, the Actions and
respectively. the note to adopt

JFD 1 states the additional SDV vent and drain valves assumed by the the STS wording
ITS ase being installed during refueling outage RE-17, Spring 1997 such and presentation.
that the CNS design will match the design assumed in the STS.

NPPD Response:
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Cooper thr4==r Station improved T3 Review Comments m c=s cw
ITS 3.2.3, Lineer Hoot Generation Rate (LHGR)

3.2.3 DOC JFD CHANGEtDFFBENCE N STATUS

1 LA.1 1 CTS 3/4.11.8 Linear Heat Generation Rate ILHGR) Acceptance of this change is
STS 3.2.3 Linear Heat Generation Rate ILHGR) contingent upon N detemwustion of

CNS appiscabilety to the General
CTS 3/4.11.B in total is not contaened in the ITS and its Electric Topical Report NEDE-24011-P-
requirements are moved to the Technical Requirements A (GESTAR-lil, General Electric
Manual based upon a letter from A.C. Thadani (NRC) to Standard Application for Reactor Fuel *
J.S. Chamley (GE), " Acceptance for Referencing of dated April 7,1987, as justification
Amendment 19 to General Electric Topical Report NEDE- for moving CTS 3/4.11.8 requerements
24011-P-A (GESTAR-lil, General Electric Standard to the TRM. NRC reviewing.
Application for Reactor Fuel * dated April 7,1987.

NPPD Roopense:

.

,y r- .wm-- -a__ --_ . _ _ _ - _ _ - _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ __
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Cooper Nuclear Station keproved TS Review Comments m p.scur

ITS 3.5.1, ECCS - Operating
:

3.5.1 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS
t

1 L14 CTS 4.5.A.1.e There is inadequate |
CTS 4.5.G.2 justification for deleting the

CTS Survedlance
The CTS requires daily checks and a quarterly calibration of the core Requirements. Retain the
spray header delta P instrumentation. The ITS does not include these requirements to check and !

requirements. calebrate the delta P
CTS 4.5.G.2 requires functionally testing and catiorating the pressure instrumentation and pressure
switches which monitor the LPCI, Core Spray, HPCI and RCIC systems switches in the ITS or provide ,

to ensure they are full, on a quarterly bases. ITS 3.5.1 does not justification for the omission. !
include this requirement.
Justification for omitting the CTS requirements is based on duplicate

,
i requirements in 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Section Xil. This section of '

the CFR deals with calibration of instruments and test equipment but :
not installed plant equipment. !

NPPD Response:

2 CTS 4.5.A.3.f Revise the submittal to j,

include the CTS requirement ;

i CTS 4.5.A.3.f requires performing an air test on the drywell and torus or to justify deletion of the |
headers and nozzles once every 5 years. These requirements are not requirement.

'

included in the ITS. There is no justification for deleting this CTS
;

requirement. '

NPPD Response:
,

n

<

l

I
.

4

_ __ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Comments *

mp.s cwy
ITS 3.5.1 ECCS - Operating

3.5.1 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS;

3 L2 CTS 4.5.A.1.b and c Revise DOC L2 with
CTS 4.5.A.3.b and c additional information such as !.

CTS 4.5.C.1.b and c plant-specs'ic operating
history or analysis to justify -

The Frequency of the CTS testing requirements for Containment Spray relay.ing the Frerpency for
pump and valve operability, Low Pressure Coolant injection pump and testing the pumps and motor

' valve operability, and High Pressure Coolant injection pump and valve operated valves associated
operability, is monthly (31 days). ITS 3.5.1 does not include this with CS, LPCI, and HPCI.
testing requirement. The CTS requirement is included in the Inservice
Testing Programs on a quarterly basis (once every 92 days). This

i decreases the Frequency of the CTS test requirements from 31 days
to 92 days. There is no specific documentation included or referenced

) to support this test Frequency.

NPPD Response: '

i

1 4 L18 8 CTS 3.5.A.2 ITS 3.5.1 Actions B and H !
CTS 3.5.A.5 are beyond-scope issues and '

ITS 3.5.1, Required Actions B.1 and B.2 are referred to the Reactor '

CTS 3.5.C.2 Systems Branch.
CTS 3.5.E.2 I

ITS 3.5.1, Required Actions H.1 and H.2
i

ITS 3.5.1 14 quired Actions B.1, and B.2, allow continued operation i
4

for 72 hours when one LPCI subsystem and one CS subsystem are !

inoperable. CTS 3.5.A.2, and 3.5.A.5, require entering an immediate
shutdown track for the same condition. ITS 3.5.1, Required Actions
H.1 and H.2 allow continued operation for 72 hours when one ADS
valve and one HPCI system are inoperable. CTS 3.5.C.2 and 3.5.E.2
require entering an immediate shutdown track for the same condition. '

This change extends the CTS Completion Time for both situations

) from immediate to 72 hours. !

,

,

- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ . - -.
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TO Review Comments m_cas em.
ITS 3.5.1, ECCS - Operating

3.5.1 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE CnaamaralT STATUS

NPPD Response:

5 2 CTS 3.5.C.2 The reasons for specifying a
ITS3.5.1 Required Action D.1 Completion Time of
STS 3.5.1 Required Action C.1 immediately are not plant

specific. In addition, staff
CTS 3.5.C.2 allows continued operation for a maximum of 7 days disagrees that the 1-hour
after HPCI is discovered Inoperable - providing that during such 7 days time could be confusing.
all active components that affect operability of the ADS, the RCIC Should RCIC become
system, both LPCI subsystems ans both core sprq subsystems are inoperable during the 14-day
ooerable. Cortesponding STS 3.5.1 Action C allows continued Completion Time for restoring
c,peration for a maximum of 14 days for the same condition prr.vided HPCI operability, the unit
the RCIC system is verified operable within 1 hour - by administrative would have to be in Mode 3
means. (Apparently, the STS does not consider it necessary to within the next 12 hours per

specify verifying the operable status of the other systems - ADS, LPCI, ITS Action I (STS Action Gl.
and core spray - because it is expected that the operators are Revise the submettal to adopt
continuously aware of changes in the status of these systems.) the STS 1-hour Completion
Corresponding ITS 3.5.1 Action D replaces the 1 hour Completion Time for verifying operability
Time with immediately. of the RCIC system.

NPPD Response:

l-
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; Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Comments m cmcw
ITS 3.5.1. ECCS - Operating

<

3.5.1 DOC 'JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

6 L13 CTS 3.5.E.3 Provide additional
CTS 4.6.D.5 documentation and
ITS SR 3.5.1.11 and Note justification for changing the
STS SR 3.5.1.12 and Note CTS required pressure for

performing the ADS manual
CTS 4.6.D.5 requires performing the ADS manual operation test once operation test, from 113 psig
per operating cycle with reactor pressure > 100 psig. In the event this to 920 psig, and the
test is not performert during the required interval, CTS 3.5.E.3 requires additional time pernwtted to,

performing this test within 12 hours after achieving 113 psig reactor perform this test after
; steam pressure. ITS SR 3.5.1.11 requires the same test, with an achieving 113 psig reactor

equivalent Frequency of 18 months. The Note to this surveillance pressurL

modifies to Frequency by only requiring the test be performed within a
12-hour limit same time, but not after achieving 113 psig, but when
adequate steam pressure and flow are achieved. Adequate steam
pressure is defined in the Bases as 920 psig. Thus, the time limit for
performing the test is increased by the amount of time it takes to
increase pressure from 113 psig to 920 psig. In addition, the 920
psig value is bracketed in the STS Bases. This means the ITS should '

use a plant-specific value. DOC L13 does not explain why the 920
psig value is applicable to CNS and why increasing the time to i

complete the test after achieving 113 psig reactor pressure is an ;

acceptable relaxation.

NPPD Response:

.

.

_ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -
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Cooper lah Stasien Improved TS Review Comments mpacw
ITS 3.5.2 ECCS - Shutdown

|
'

3.5.2 DOC JPD CHANGE /DFFEfENCE c nammasasT STATUS

1 L1 CTS 3.5.F.5.c The bases suggests that NPSH, worteming,
ITS SR 3.5.2.1 and recwcuistion/ makeup were considered

to determine the icwor water level limit.
CTS 3.5.F.5.c requires a Condensate Storage Tank (CST) There is no descussion on why 80,000
level of 230,000 gallons when in Mode 5 dunng an gallons of water required in the CTS are
OPDRV. ITS SR 3.5.2.1 requires 14 ft. (equivalent to no longer required in the iTS. Provide
150,000 gallons) for the same condetions. There is addrtional descusseca desenbing the
inadequate justification for the decrease in CST level. difference in analyses of the required

water levels.

NPPD Response:

'
2 2 STS SRs 3.5.2.1 and 3.5.2.2 Revise JFD 2 to further address the

ITS SR 3.5.2.1 uniqueness of the CNS LPCI water supply
design relative to other BWR/4 plants.

The iTS combines the two STS SRs to venfy that the
water supply (ies) to the LPCI subsystem (s) and/or core
spray subsystem (s) are above the mimmum volume
required. STS appears to assume a desegn in which LPCI is
not capable of beong alegned to draw from a condensate
storage tank (CST). Thus, STS SR 3.5.2.1 only addresses
the LPCI subsystem water source - the supo ession pool
water level. JFD 2 indecates that because the CST is also
available to the LPCI subsystem, thees the core spray water
supply survedlance, STS SR 3.5.2.2, can equally apply to
the LPCI subsystem. It appears this adaptation of the STS
to the CNS design is acceptable. . But staff needs more
information regarding why CNS design differs from that
assumed in the CTS.

NPPD Response:

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ -

<
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Cooper Nucleer Station improved TO Rev'ow Comments
~

!

m c ,s m

ITS 3.5.2, ECCS - Shutdown

!
, i

3.5.2 DOC JFG Cr1ANGE/D0FFERENCE COIMIENT STATUS
I t

3 L5 CTS 4.5.G.2 Maintain the CTS requirement to |
ITS 3.5.2 functionally test and calibrate the low

,

STS 3.5.2 pressure ECCS " keep filled" switches or
Iprovide justification for the omission.

CTS 4.5.G.2 requires functionelly testing and calibrat;on of ;

;the low pressure ECCS " keep filled" pressure s vitches. See Comment 3.5.1-1
ITS 3.5.2 does not include this requirement. Justification
for omitting the requirements is based on duplicate
requirements in 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Section Xfi. This

I section of the CFR deals with calibration of instruments
and tes* equipment but not installed plant equipment.

*
,

P

NPPD Desponse:
I

|
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Comments m_c-s c.n_
ITS 3.5.3, RCIC System

3.5.3 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

1 L3 CTS 4.5.D.1.b Relying upon industry operating |
'

CTS 4.5.D.1.c experience only is inadequate justification
for deleting the CTS requirement for

CTS 4.5.D.1.b and c require performing an Operability performing Operability tests on the RCIC
test on the RCIC pump and motor operated valve,s once pump and motor operated valves. Provide
every month. ITS 3.5.3 does not include these justification based on specific plant design
requirements. Justification is based on industry plant or conditions to substantiate deleting
operating exparience. There is inadequate justification these CTS surveillance requirements.
for deleting this CTS requirement.

NPPD Response:
'

t
;

2 L7 2 CTS 4.5.D.2 Revise the submittal to adopt the STS
ITS 3.E.3 Required Action A.1 Completion Time of 1 hour. See
STS 3.5.3 Required Action A.1 Comment 3.5.1-5.

CTS 4.5.D.2 requires immediately verifying the HPCI
system is Operable when the PCIC is determined
inoperable. ITS 3.5.3 Action A retains this CTS
requirement. However, the Completion Time of Revise DOC L7 to address changing
"Immediate" differs from the corresponding STS time of "immediate" to one hour and to address
1 hour. clarifying that HPCI system operability ba

verified by administrative means.
Note: DOC 1.7 incorrectly describes the disposition of
CTS 4.5.D.2 as being deleted; in fact it is retained as ITS

~,

3.5.3 Required Action A.1.
.

NPPD Response:
|

!

_ _ - - _ _ _ _ - - - . _ _
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Commenta assp.s cw
ITS 3.5.3, RCIC System

3.5.3 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

3 L5 CTS 4.5.D.1.e Changing the steam pressure allowed for
STS SR 3.5.3.4 conducting the test is referred to the

! ITS SR 3.5.3.4 Reactor Systems Branch for review.
Bases for ITS SR 3.5 3.4, STS markup

page B 3.5-27

The steam pressure for performing the RCIC system
cyclic flow test is changed from "approximately 150 :
psig" to ~s 165 psig," a bracketed number in the STS. ;

The CTS value of 150 psig should be retained, as !

indicated by the brackets in STS SR 3.5.3.4. Changing
the current number is a beyond scope change.

Note: The proposed Bases for ITS SR 3.5.3.4 is
consistent with the STS, giving a number of 150 psig.
Neither STS nor ITS Bases discuss the 165 psig
allowance - but should.

NPPD Response:
i

4 L9 CTS 4.5.G.2 There is inadequate justification for
omitting the CTS requirement from the

CTS 4.5.G.2 requires functionally testing and calibrating ITS. Retain the requirement to
,

the RCIC system " keep filled" pressure switches on a functionally test and calibrate the RCIC
quarterly basis. ITS 3.5.3 does not include this pressure switches in the ITS or provide
requirement. Justification for omitting the CTS justification for the omission.
requirerr,ent is based on duplicate requirements in 10
CFR 50, Appendix B, Section Xll. This section of the See Comment 3.5.1-1
CFR deals with calibration of instruments and test
equipment but not installed piant equipment. .

NPPD Response:
>

-, -- - - - - - . - -
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Comments .c=s cw
ITS 3.5.3, RCIC System

.u - n

3.5.3 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS
_

5 Bases Bases for ITS SR 3.5.3.5, STS markup This is not a justifiable plant-spec.rm or
2 page B 3.5-28 edi:c.nal difference. Adopt the STS

language proposed for omission.
The omission from the second paragraph addressing the
rational for the 18-month Frequency for the RCIC Such omissions may occur throughout the
automatic actuation test is not based on a plant-specific CNS ITS Bases. Unless the CNS design or
design difference and is not editorial. current licensing basis supports such

omissions, the STS wording should be
adopted. The response to this comment
should address the global aspects of this
type of Bases difference.

NPPD Response:

.

_ ___ _ _
. ..- - - -
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Cooper Nuclear Ctation improved T3 Review Commenta mi n_c=s em.
ITS 3.6.1.1, Pnmary Containment -

3.6.1.1 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

1 A.2 CTS 1.O.P Revise the CTS markup of ITS
A.13 CTS 3.7.A.2.a 5.6.1.1 to include a markup of

ITS B3.6.1.1 Bases - BACKGROUND CTS 1.0.P and provide additional
discussion and justification for

CTS 1.0.P defines Primary Containment Integrity. A markup relocating the details of the
of CTS 1.0.P is provided in the CTS markup of ITS 1.0, but definition to iTS B3.6.1.1 Bases-
not in the CTS markup of ITS 3.6.1.1. Justification A.2 in BACKGROUND and to ITS
the CTS markup of ITS 3.6.1.1 and justification A.13 in the 3.6.1.2 and ITS 3.6.1.3. See
CTS markup of ITS 1.0 both state that the definition of item Numbers 3.6.1.2-1 and
Primary Containment Integrity is deleted from the ITS. This 3.6.1.3-3.
it incorrect. The detaiis of the definition are relocated to ITS
B3.6.1.1 Bases- BACKGROUND, which is a Less Restrictive

(LA) change. In addition, the individual statements within
the definition (CTS 1.0.P.1,1.0.P.2,1.O.P.3 and 1.0.P.4)

are used as the basis for various ITS SRs and Bases
'statements in ITS 3.6.1.2 and ITS 3.6.1.3, which are

Administrative and Less Restrictive (LA) changes. See item >

Numbers 3.6.1.2-1 and 3.6.1.3-3. I

NPPD Response:
,

I

t

!

I
t

L

_ . , _
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Cooper Nuclear Ctation improved TS Review Comments mi. cas cm.
ITS 3.6.1.1, Primary Contamraent

.

3.6.1.1 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

2 A.4 CTS 4.7.A.1.d Licensee to consider updating
CTS 4.7.A.2 the Bases to include those
STS SR 3.6.1.1.1 and Associated Bases portions of the 11/2/95 letter

ITS SR 3.6.1.1.1 and Associated Bases and updated TSTF-52 when OG
provides revisions that are

CTS 4.7.A.1.d and 4.7.A.2 specify the visual inspections applicable to 10 CFR 50
and leak rate testing requirements for Primary Containment Appendix J, Option A.
based on 10 CFR 50, Appendix J, Option A as modified by
approved exemptions. Even though the STS is bases on
Appendix J Option A, the ITS modifies the SlS to explicitly
state 10 CFR 50 Appendix J Option A, to avoid confusion
since Appendix J also has an Option B. This change is
acceptable. Changes to the STS with regard to Option A
versus Option B are covered by a letter from Mr. Christopher
I. Grimes to Mr. David J. Modeen, NEl, dated 11/2/95 and
TSTF-52. While a majority of the changes in the letter and
TSTF-52 as modified by staff comments deal with Option B,
some of the changes are applicable to both Option A and *

Option B. !

NPPD Response:
,

1

i

:
,

e

,

,

.- - - - - - _ - - _ - . - - - - _ _ . - _ _ _ _ . _ - -
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Commento
,

3.,,cuse m.

ITS 3.6.1.1, Primary Containment

t

3.6.1.1 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS
,

|

3 A.4 CTS 4.7.A.2.c.2 Provide additional discussion and
CTS 4.7.A.2.f.3 justification to verify that the ;
CTS 4.7.A.2.f.4 Appendix J exemptions specified ;

tCTS 4.7.A.2.f.5 in CTS 4.7.A.2.c.2 and
ITS SR 3.6.1.2.1 and Associated Bases 4.7.A.2.f.4 are still valid
ITS SR 3.6.1.3.10 and Associated Bases exemptions at CNS and to

which licensee controlled
CTS 4.7.A.2.c.2, 4.7.A.2.f.3, 4.7.A.2.f.4 and 4.7.A.2.f.5 document they have been t

specify exemptions to 10 CFR 50 Appendix J. The relocated.
exemptions for MSIV leak rate testing (CTS 4.7.A.2.f.31 and ,

containment air lock leak rate testing (CTS 4.7.A.2.f.5) are
addressed in ITS SR 3.6.1.3.10, ITS SR 3.6.1.2.1 and their
associated Bases, respectively. See item Number 3.6.1.2-3
for further concerns with regard to the air lock exemption.
The exemptions for CTS 4.7.A.2.c.2 (ILRT frequency
extension of up to 8 months) and CTS 4.7.A.2.f.4 (main
steam line and fWwater lir.e expansion bellows leakage t

testing) do not seem to be retained in the ITS or its
associated Bases, except for the phrase in ITS SR 3.6.1.1.1 !
"in accordance with 10 CFR 50 Appendix J, as modified by

,

approved exemptions." Justification A.4 implies that all the
exemptions are to be retained.

I

NPPD Response:
[

i

4 A.5 CTS 3/4.7.A Correct this discrepancy. |
,

Justification A.5 indicates that a CTS requirement is moved I

to ITS 3.6.4.3, but does not identify the requirement nor the
CTS location. CTS Sections 3/4.7.A.1 through 3/4.7.A.5 do ;
not show requirements that are moved to ITS 3.6.4.3.

,

NPPD Response:

!

!

-___. - . - _ - .

L
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Cooper Nuclear Ctation improved TS Review Commenta _
m, cm cor.

ITS 3.6.1.1, Primary Containment t

!

3.6.1.1 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

5 Bases STS B3.6.1.1 Bases-APPLICABLE SAFETY Revise the statement
1 ANALYSES accordingly.

ITS B3.6.1.1 Bases-APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES t

STS B3.6.1.1 Bases-APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES
states: " Primary containment satisfies Criterion 3 of the NRC
Policy Statement." ITS 83.6.1.1 Bases-APPLICABLE
SAFETY ANALYSES changes this by deleting "NRC Policy
Statement" and replacing it with " Reference 4.~ Ref. 4 is
10 CFR 50.36(c)(2)(ii). A similar change is made in all other
sections of ITS 83.6. This change is incorrect: The Bases
must be able to stand alone, ieferences only provide'

supplemental information. Therefore, the correct change
should replace "NRC Policy Statement" with ~10 CFR
50.36(cH2)(ii)". Reference 4 h tt . references may be
retained if desired.

NPPD Response:

6 Bases STS B3 6.1.1 Bases -- SR 3.6.1.1.1 Correct the ITS markup to
1 ITS 83.6.1.1 Bases - SR 3.6.1.1.1 include ITS SR 3.6.1.3.10 in the

discussion of ITS B3.6.1.1
STS B3.6.1.1 Bases SR 3.6.1.1.1 states that failure to meet Bases - SR 3.6.1.1.1.
various other STS SR 3.6.1.x.x's does not necessarily result
in failure of STS SR 3.6.1.1.1. ITS B3.6.1.1 Bases-SR
3.6.1.1.1 deletes all STS SR 3.6.1.x.x's except STS/ITS SR
3.6.1.2.1. The total deletion of the other SR 3.6.1.x.x's is
incorrect. STS SR 3.6.1.2.13 MSIV leakage is retained in
the ITS as ITS SR 3.6.1.3.10.

NPPD Response: ;

i

|
_ - - - --

. _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Comments nn.csc=[
ITS 3.6.1.2, Primary Containment Air Lock

- i

3.6.1.2 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

1 A.2 CTS 1.0.P.2 Revise the CTS markup of ITS
A.5 CTS 3.7.A.2.a 3.6.1.2 to include a markup of
A.13 ITS B3.6.1.1 Bases - BACKGROUND CTS 1.0.P.2 and provide |

ITS B3.6.1.2 Bases-LCO additional discussion and
justification for the

CTS 1.0.P defines Primary Containment Integrity. A tr.orkup of Administrative and Less
CTS 1.0.P is provided in the CTS markup of ITS 1.0, but not in Restrictive (LA) changes of
the CTS markup of ITS 3.6.1.2. Justification A.2 in the CTS relocating the airlock details
markup of ITS 3.6.1.2 and justification A.13 in the CTS markup of the definition to ITS
of ITS 1.0 both state that the definition of Primary Containment B3.6.1.1, ITS 3.6.1.2, and
integrity is deleted from the ITS. This is incorrect. The details ITS 83.6.1.2.
of the definition with regard to CTS 1.0.P.2 are ralocated to ITS
B3.6.1.1 Bases-BACKGROUND, ITS 3.6.1.2 ACTIONS, ITS SR
3.6.1.2.1 Note, and ITS B3.6.1.2 Bases which are

Administrative and Less Restrictive (LA) changes. See item
Number 3.6.1.2-7.

NPPD Response: !

2 A.4 CTS 4.7.A.2.f.5 Licensee to consider updating
STS SR 3.6.1.2.1 and Associated Bases ITS SR 3.6.1.2.1 Notes and

; ITS SR 3.6.1.2.1 and Associated Bases Associated Bases to include
those portions of the 11/2/95 i

See item Number 3.6.1.1-2. letter and updated TSTF-52.

when OG provides revision
that are applicable to 10 CFR

| 50 Appendix J, Option A.
i

NPPO Response:

- . _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Comments mu.cm ed
ITS 3.6.1.2, Pnmary Contamment Air Lock

t

3.6.1.2 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

3 A.4 CTS 4.7.A.2.f.5 Provide additional discussion
ITS SR 3.6.1.2.1 and Associated Bases and justification for this

I relocation of details.
CTS 4.7.A.2.f.5 specifies the leak rate testing for the Primary
Containment Air Lock, which contains an exemption from 10
CFR 50 Appendix J Option A. While the specifics of the
exemption are included in ITS SR 3.6.1.2.1, the details of the
performance of 'l s test are relocated to the ITS B3.6.1.2
Bases-SR 3.6.1.2.1. Justification A.4 does not address this
relocation of details to the Bases.

NPPD Response:

4 A.4 3 CTS 4.7.A.2.f.5 Provide additional discussion
7

ITS SR 3.6.1.2.1 and justification to show that
the 0.23 scfh leakage rate is

ITS SR 3.6.1.2.1.b specifies an overall air lock leakage rate of based on current licensi:~.g ,

s 0.23 scfh when tested at 2 3.psig. CTS 4.7.A.2.f.5 does not basis. :

specify a leakage rate for the 3 psig air lock leakage test. 'i
However, CTS 4.7.A.2.f.5 does state that for test pressures I

less than 58 psig, the leakage is adjusted to the equivalent
;

value at 58 psig. No discussion or justifi' ation is provided to i

show from where the 0.23 scfh leakag. ote came.

i

NPPD Response:

I

!
!

;

!

i
!

r
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Comments wr c scd
-w

ITS 3.6.1.2, Pnmary Containment Air Lock

I3.6.1.2 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

5 M.1 STS SR 3.6.1.2.2 Licensee to update submittal
ITS SR 3.6.1.2.2 and Associated Bases to be in accordance with

TSTF-17 or provide additional
STS SR 3.6.1.2.2 verifies that only one door in the air lock can justification for the deviations
be opened at a time on a frequency of 184 days. TSTF-17 based on current licensing
modifies STS SR 3.6.1.2.2 and associated Bases by deleting basis, system designi or
the Note and changing the frequency to 24 months. ITS SR operational constraints.
3.6.1.2.2 and its associated Bases implement TSTF-17;
however, the SR frequency and Bases changes are not in
accordance with TSTF-17.

NPPD Response:

6 CTS 3.7.A.2.a Correct this discrepancy. '

ITS 3.6.1.2 Action A i

,

Justification L.2 states the following: " Proposed ITS 3.6.1.2
ACTION A is proposed to be added to CTS 3.7.1.2...". There is
no CTS 3.7.1.2 in the CTS markup.

i

NPPD h;sponse- !

| ,

t

!

u
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. .fCooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Comments '

un_c=s em
ITS 3.6.1.2. Pnmary Containment Air Lock

l
!

3.6.1.2 ' DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS
.

7 L.2 CTS 1.0.P.2 Reclassify this change as
CTS 3.7.A.2.0 More Restrictive ar:d provide ;

ITS 3.6.1.2 ACTION A additional discussion and *

justification as appropriate.
,

CTS 3.7.A.2 requires containment integrity. The CTS definition
of containment integrity (CATS 1.0.P.2) requires at least one f

OPERABLE air lock door. ITS 3.6.1.2 ACTION A is added to r

provide Required Actions when one air lock door is inoperable. !

The justification for this change (L.2) is classified as Less !
Restrictive. However, this change adds Required Actions where i

none were tequired by the CTS and is, therefore, More
;

Restrictive.
,

NPPD Response:
.

'8 Bases ITF, B3.6.1.2 Bases - APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALY';ES See item Number 3.6.1.1-5
1 ITS B3.6.1.2 Ba":es - REFERENCES

'

See item Number 3.6.1.1-5

NPPD Response:

;

1

k

(

I
t

>

b

=

--:
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!. Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Revsew Commenta mo_c-s cur .
ITS 3.6.1.3, Primary Containment isolation Valves (PCIVs)

,

!

) 3.6.1.3 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS |

1 A.4 3 CTS 3.7.A.2.b Revise the ITS markup
Bases STS SR 3.6.1.3.2 Note 2 of ITS SR 3.6.1.3.1 :

3 ITS SR 3.6.1.3.1 and Associated Bases Note to reflect CTS !,

Bases 3.7.A.2.b |
'

6 CTS 3.7.A.2.b allows the Drywell and Suppression Chamber requirements. Provide !

Purge and Vent Systems to be in operation with the 24 inch additional discussion i

supply and exhaust valves open provided that if venting and and justification as
purging is through the Standby Gas Treatment (SGT) System, necessary for this |

both SGT trains shall be OPERABLE and only one SGT train change. See item i

shall be in operation. This condition is not applicable provided Numbers 3.6.1.3-2 and I

the 2 inch bypass lines are used. Note 2 to STS SR 3.6.1.3.2 3.6.4.3-8. i

is modified in the ITS to address this requirement. The Note in
ITS SR 3.6.1.3.1 as proposed does not meet the intent of the i

CTS requirements. It would allow venting and purging to -
continue with one SGT subsystem inoperable. This is

I unacceptable. In addition, the justification (3) used to add the f

Note justifies deleting purge valve leakage limit SRs not the
adding of this Note. See item Numbers 3.6.1.3.2 and
3.6.4.3-8. t

!
I NPPD Response: j

t

f

i

?
.

h

i

i

- - -
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Commento mu_c-s cw
ITS 3.6.1.3, Primary Contamment isolation Valves (PCIVs)

,.

3.6.1.3 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

2 A.4 3 CTS 3.7.A.2.b Revise the iTS 3.6.1.3
Bases ITS 3.6.1.3 ACTIONS ACTIONS as necessary *

3 ITS SR 3.6.1.3.1 and provide the
Bases ITS 3.6.4.3 ACTIONS appropriate discussions

6 and justifications. See
Because of the plant specific requirements associated with item Number 3.6.4.3-
CTS 3.7.A.2.b, a Note has been added te ITS SR 3.6.1.3.1 8.
(See item Number 3.6.1.3-1.) and the staff pioposes
ACTIONS be included in ITS 3.6.4.3 with regard these
requirements (See item Number 3.6.4.3-8). Consideration
should also be given to adding appropriate Conditions,
Required Actions and Completion Times to ITS 3.6.13 to
supplement the proposed staff requirements of ITS 3.6.4.3
ACTIONS.

NPPD Response:

;

e

t

F

|

i

[

!

i

i
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Comments nu_c=s cw
ITS 3.6.1.3, Primary Containment isolation Valves (PCIVs)

,

3.6.1.3 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS .

3 A.13 CTS 1.0.P.1 Revise the CTS markup
M.7 CTS 1.0.P.3 of ITS 3.6.1.3 to '

CTS 1.0.P.4 include a markup of
ITS 3.6.1.3 - SRs and Associated Bases CTS 1.0.P.1,1.0.P.3,

and 1.0.P.4 and
CTS 1.0.P defines Primary Containment Integrity. A markup provide additional
of CTS 1.0.P is provided in the CTS markup of ITS 1.0, but discussion and
not in the CTS markup of ITS 3.6.1.3. Justification A.13 in justification for the
the CTS markup of ITS 1.0 states that the definition of Administrative /Less
Primary Containment integrity is deleted from the ITS. This is Restrictive changes.
incorrect. The details of the definition with regards to CTS *

1.0.P.1,1.0.P.3 and 1.0.P.4 are relocated to ITS B3.6.1.1
,
'

Bases-BACKGROUND and to various ITS 3.6.1.3 SRs which
are Less Restrictive (LA)/ Administration changes. |

!
;

NPPD Response: j
i

!

!

l

<

:
1

. +,
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Commento . m s_c=s c=t
ITS 3.6.1.3, Primary Contaenment isolation Valves IPCIVs)

t

3.6.1.3 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMiENT STATUS '

4 M.2 1 CTS 4.7.D.1.a Provide additional !
Btses ITS SR 3.6.1.3.5 and Associated Bases discussion and -

2 justification for the IST
CTS 4.7.D.1.a requires verifying the closure time (isolation isolation time
time) of the PCIVs on a frequency of once per operating cycle frequency change for
(18 months). ITS SR 3.6.1.3.5 will perform this requirement those PCIVs that are
in accordance with the in service Testing Program (IST). This not tested on a
change in frequency is based on the fact that the IST program quarterly frequency.
requires testing of some PCIVs every quarter. Thus the
change is considered More Restrictive. While the staff does
not dispute that some PCIVs may have to be tested for

,

isolation times on a quarterly frequency, no mention is made in j
the justification (M.2) as to the isolation time test frequency '

for the balance of the PCIVs. Will the IST isolation time test
frequencies for the balance of the PCIVs be less than once per f ;

operating cycle (18 months) (More Restrictive change),18 '

months (Administrative change), or greater than 18 months
(Less Restrictive)? !

L

INPPD Response:
!

!

I
:
t

!

!

!

I
.
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[Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Commenta nn c-scw
ITS 3.6.1.3 Pnmary Containment Isoletion Valves (PCIVs) :

!
.

3.6.1.3 DOC JFD CHANGE /DiFFERENCiii COMMENT STATUS |
|

5 M.6 6 CTS 3.7.D Delete this generic (
STS 3.6.1.3 ACTION I change. [

ITS 3.6.1.3 ACTION F .j

ITS 3.6.1.3 ACTION F is proposed to be added to CTS 3.7.D I

in the event any RA and associated Completion Time cannot i

be met in MODES 4 and 5. STS 3.6.1.3 Condition i defines
the acronym OPDRVs in Condition 1. ITS 3.S.1.3 ACTION F ;

'

removes the phrase " Operation with a potential for draining
the reactor vessel (OPDRVs) from Condition F and places it 4
RA F.1 in place of "OPDRVs." The justification (M.6) states [
that the only OPDRVs that need to be suspended are those
associated with tne RHR Shutdown Cooling System. The

'justification does not provide adequate justification as to why
ITS 3.6.1.3 ACTION F should not apply to the other OPDRVs
implied by the justification. Since the ras are connected by
an "or" there is no guaranty that RA F.1 will be used for when
the RHR valves are inoperable rather than RA F.2. While the
staff considers the addition of ITS 3.6.1.3 ACTION F as
acceptable, the staff has determined that the modifications s

made are a generic change which is beyond the scope of i

review for this conversion. I

i

NPPD Response: i

:
!

I

f

!

f
:
,

_ - _ _ . _ _ _ - - -
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!' Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Commento : un_cascw -
ITS 3.6.1.3. Pnmary Containmmt isolation Valves (PCIVs)

3.6.1.3 - DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS-
,

t6 L.9 4 CTS 1.0.J. Delete this gcwric (
Bases CTS 3.7.A.2.a change. [

6 CTS 4.7.A.2.f.3 i

STS 3.6.1.3 ACTION D and Associated Bases !

ITS 3.6.1.3 ACTION D and Associated Bases

!
. CTS 4.7.A.2.f.3 specifies the MSIV leakage limits while CTS !

1.0.J and 3.7.A.2.a specify the remedial actions to take upon
{'discovery of leakage rates exceeding specified limits. CTS

4.7.A.2.f.3 provide additional operability requirements, and f
remedial actions in which to complete the repairs and retests '

i

associated with CTS 4.7.2.f.3. ITS 3.6.1.3 Condition D

[(L changes STS 3.6.1.3 Condition D from " Secondary
! containment bypass leakage rate not within limit" to "One or :

more penetration flow paths with one or more MSIVs not !
within leakage limits." Based on STS B.3.6.1.3 Bases RA D.1 {
discussion, STS 3.6.1.3 Condition D includes both secondary ;

containment and MSIV leakage. Therefore, the proposed [
change to Condition D is acceptable. However, the change of |
the Completion Time associated with RA D.1 from 4 hours to !

{|
an ITS time of 8 hours is not adequately justified. The
justification used is consistency with the Completion Time of
RA A.1. The Completion Time associated with STS 3.6.1.3 !

RA D.1 takes into account the safety significance of I

containment leakage versus valve inoperability. Thus the STS;

Completion Time for leakage is less than the Completion Time -
for an inoperable MSIV. In addition, the staff finds this
change to te generic and beyond the scope of review for a
conversion.

i
i

e

____________ - _ - - _ _ _ - _ - - _ . _ _ _ _ - . , . . . - -
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Commenta xqc=s cw
ITS 3.6.1.3. Primary Containment isolation Valves (PCIVs) i

3.6.1.3 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS | !

NPPD Response: !

,

7 7 STS SR 3.6.1.3.2 and Associated Bases Revise the submittal
Bases STS SR 3.6.1.3.15 and Associated Bases justification to justify

3 ITS SR 3.6.1.3.1 and Associated Bases the change based on
:

ITS SR 3.6.1.3.11 and Associated Bases plant special
nomenclature.

STS SR 3.6.1.3.2, SR 3.6.1.3.15 and their associated Bases :
refer to purge valves. In the same situation ITS SR 3.6.1.3.1,

,

SR 3.6.1.3.11 and their associated Bases refer to purge and
vent valves. The justification (7) is based on being consistent i

with similar guidance in other specifications and not on plant
specific considerations. This justification is not applicable to .

this plant specific case.

,

NPPD Response:
i

8 Bases ITS B3.6.1.3 Bases - RA C.1 and C.2 Delete this change.
1

ITS B3.6.1.3 Bases - RA C.1 and C.2 adds a sentence to the
second paragraph. The additional sentence is justified (Bases i

1) on editorial clarification. The sentence does not clarify the
paragraph and only repeats what is said in the first sentence
of the paragraph.

.

NPPD Response:
|

I

,

m _ ________
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Cs n.aa ',

ITS 3.6.1.3, T.:..;;y Containment isolation Valves IPCIVsl
, ws c=s cw

!
!

3.6.1.3 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS- 'I

9 Bases STS B3.6.1.3 Bases-RA C.1 and C.2 Delete these changes.
1 STS B3.6.1.3 Bases-SR 3.6.1.3.3

|
,

STS B3.6.1.3 Bases-SR 3.6.1.3.4 '
t

ITS B3.6.1.3 Bases-RA C.1 and C.2 .t
ITS B3.6.1.3 Bases-SR 3.6.1.3.2
ITS B3.61.3 Bases-SR 3.6.1.3.3

ITS B3.6.1.3 Bases-RA C.1 and C.2 changes the STS l;

B3.6.1.3 Bases-RA C.1 and C.2 words in the third paragraph !
from " valves and blind flanges" to " isolation devices." I

Likewise ITS B3.6.1.3 Bases for SR 3.6.1.3.2 and SR
3.6.1.3.3 changes the STS word "PClV" to " isolation device" !
in numerous places. In the first case the word change to

|" isolation devices" was proposed in TSTF 196 which has been L

rejected by the staff. In the other case, the paragraphs and;

;'

sentences that refer to "PCIVs" are discussing valves and not
!

blind flanges. Therefore the correct terminology to use is the !
STS wording "PCIVs." Isolation devices refer to more than i

tjust PCIVs and blind flanges.-
i

!.
NPPD Response: t

i
!

10 Bases ITS B3.6.1.3 Bases -' APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES See item Number -

3 ITS B3.6.1.3 Bases -REFERENCES 3.6.1.1-5
{
tSee item Number 3.6.1.1-5 i,

i

NPPD Response:

;

>

!
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Commenta m,3,c=s cwe
ITS 3.6.1.3, Pnmary Containment isolatoon Valves (PCIVs) !

t

3.d.1.3 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

11 Bases ITS SR 3.6.1.3.11 Revise ITS B3.6.1.3
3 STS B3.6.1.3 Bases-LCO Bases-LCO as proposed

(

ITS B3.6.1.3 Bases-LCO to reflect ITS SR '
3.6.1.3.11 and provide -

ITS B3.6.1.3 Bases-LCO deletes the following STS B3.6.1.3 the appropriate
Bases-LCO sentence from the second paragraph: "The(18] discussion and f

| inch purge valves must be maintained sealed closed [or justification.
blocked] to prevent full opening." justification used (Bases 3)

,

is a general addition / deletion justification, which is not
|!applicab!c in this case. Because of ITS SR 3.6.1 3.11 the

deleted statement is partially correct- that portion. dealing with
valve blockage. Therefore the sentence should be retained in

-,

the following form: "The inch 24 inch purge and vent valve is i
blocked to prevent full opening." ;

!
v
i

NPPD Response: !

!
i

:

!
.

,

:

|

|
|

I

:
t

. .- . . ,
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Cooper Nuciaer St: tion improved TS Review Comments - !mis c,.sce

ITS 3.6.1.3, Primary Contaenment isolation Valves (PCIVs) !
t

:

3.6.1.3 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS !

12 Bases STS B3.6.1.3 Bases-SR 3.6.1.3.2 Either delete this ,

'6 ITS B3.6.1.3 Bases-SR 3.6.1.3.1 change or provide !
additional discussion :

The second and third sentences in STS B3.6.1.3 Bases-SR and justification for this |
3.6.1.3.2 state the following: "If a purge valve is open in deletion based on
violation of this SR, the valve is considered inoperable. If the current licensing basis, !
inoperable valve is not otherwise known to have excessive system design or |
leakage when closed, it is not considered to have leakage operational constraints.,

;

outside of limits." ITS B3.6.1.3 Bases-SR 3.6.1.3.1 deletes
i these sentences based on the justification (Bases 6) of |

changes made to the specification. This justification is i

inadequate, since no changes were made to ITS SR 3.6.1.3.1
| which would justify these deletions.

,

- :

NPPD Response:
{
!

| 13 Bases STS B3.6.1.3 Bases-SR 3.6.1.3.2 Delete this change or
6 ITS B3.6.1.3 Bases-SR 3.6.1.3.1 provide additional *

discussion and '!
L The third sentence from the end of STS B3.6.1.3 Bases-SR justification for this !

j 3.6.1.3.2 states the following: "The (181 inch purge valves deletion based on |
| are capable of closing in the environment following a LOCA." current licensing basis, j

| ITS B3.6.1.3 Bases-SR 3.6.1.3.1 deletes this sentence based system design, or - |

! on the justification (Bases 6) of changes made to the operational constraints. ;

| specification. No changes were made to ITS SR 3.6.1.3.1 :

| which would require this change. In addition, changes made i

! to the ITS B3.6.1.3 Bases-BACKGROUND and ITS SR !

f 3.6.1.3.11 imply that the purge valves automatically close !
'

during or following a LOCA. |

! i
__

| 1

+ I

--
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Comments m3 c scw

ITS 3.6.1.3, 7.L..--y Containment isolation Valves IPCIVsl
.

3.6.1.3 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS i

NPPD Response: |
,

| . .

t

|
14 Bases STS SR 3.6.1.3.13 and Associated Bases Add Note to ITS SR

'

6 ITS SR 3.6.1.3.10 and Associated Bases 3.6.1.3.13 and retain
t

Bases description of -|
The Bases for STS SR 3.6.1.3.13 refers to a Note 1 while Note. Provide '

STS SR 3.6.1.3.13 does not show a Note. Therefore, the additional justification
Bases discussion on the Note was deleted from the ITS SR and discussion to !

3.6.1.3.10. This is an error. The Note should be added to ITS support this change. |
SR 3.6.1.3.10 and the discussion retained in the Bases. This !

:Note deals with leakage limit applicability and is associated j

with ITS 3.6.1.3 ACTIONS Note 4. Also, BWR 16 C.5 |
corrected this error. This error has been corrected by TSB-13. j

!

NPPD Response:
.

.i.

_

i

, 1

:

!
;

i

!

4

6

:
,

f
*

.

_ _ ______ _ _ _ ______ _ _ __.- _ -. ,, ..t_
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Commenta wi._c-s cur
ITS 3.6.1.4, Drywell Pressure

3.6.1.4 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE
'

COMMENT STATUS

1 Bases ITS B3.6.1.4 Bases - Applicable Safety Analyses See item Number 3.6.1.1-5
2 ITS B3.6.1.4 Bases - REFERENCES

See item Number 3.6.1.1-5

__

NPPD Response:

l .

' I

'

.>

I

i
!

1

I

,

I

|
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Comment 3 m3 c=sem

ITS 3.6.1.5, DryweN Air Temperature

3.6.1.5 DOC JFD - CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

1 Bases ITS 83.6.1.5 Bases - APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYES See item Number 3.6.1.1-5
1 ITS 83.6.1.5 Bases - REFERENCES t

| See item Number 3.6.1.1-5

NPPD Response:

i.

4

|

t

!.

$

!

[

!
!

!

!

!

,

I
* !

_____ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - - - _ _ _
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! Cooper Nuclear Station Improved TS Review Commenta m3_c s cwr
ITS 3.6.1.6, Low-Low Set (LLS) Valves

3.6.1.6 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

1 Bases ITS B3.6.1.6 Bases - APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES See Item Number 3.6.1.1-5
1 ITS B3.6.1.6 Bases - REFERENCES <

'

See item Number 3.6.1.1-5
P

NPPD Response:

:

;

t

|

- !

.

.

,

1
i

,
,

!

- ________________--:
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Comments aw cv cL,
,

ITS 3.6.1.7, Reactor Busidmg-to-Suppression Chamber Vacuum breekers

3.6.1.7 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

| 1 A.2 2 CTS 4.7.A.3.a Delete this generic change.
| Bases STS SR 3.6.1.7.2 |

6 ITS SR 3.6.1.7.2 and Associated Bases

CATS 4.7.A.3.a and STS SR 3.6.1.7.2 required performing a
functional test of the each vacuum breaker every 3 months /92
days respectively. ITS 3.6.1.7.2 requires this test in
accordance with the IST Program. The justification states that

g

the IST Program requires this test quarterly and therefore is !

equivalent. However, while the IST program frequency is !

currently quarterly, there is no guaranty that it will remain ;

quarterly. The staff deems this change to be generic and '

beyond the scope of review for this conversion.

NPPD Response:

,

. - - - - - - - _ _ _ . - - _ _ - - - . . - -
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Comments wic= cm j
fTS 3.6.1.7, Rr, actor Building-to-Suppression Chamber Vacuum Broekars ,

!
,

3.6.1.7 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS' '|
:1

2 L.1 CTS 3.7.A.3 Provide discussion and 1

ITS LCO 3.6.1.7 justification for this More j

ITS 3.6.1.7 ACTIONS and Associated Bases Restrictive change. |

|

CTS 3.7.A.3.a requires to OPERABLE suppression chamber-
reactor building vacuum breakers. ITS LCO 3.6.1.7 requires
each vacuum breaker be OPERABLE. Since there are a total of :

4 reactor building-to-suppression chamber vacuum breakers !
this change increases the number required OPERABLE vacuum |
breakers from 2 to 4. CTS 3.7.A.3.b specifies the ACTIONS to !

be iaken when one of the required two reactor building-to- {
suppression chamber vacuum breakers is inoperable. Thus the i

CTS allows plant operation with 2 vacuum breakers inoperable !

and no ACTIONS need to be taken until 3 vacuum breakers I
become inoperable. The addition of ITS 3.6.1.7 ACTIONS A ,f
through D require remedial actions be taken as soon as one out {
of the four vacuum breakers becomes inoperable. 'In addition, i

the justification (L.1) states that the CTS fails to make the |.

distinction between loss of function and loss of redundancy i

and is therefore " unnecessarily conservative." The staff ' |
'

believes that the CTS is less conservative because of this lack ;

of distinction. Thus, the changes associated with L1 are More i
Restrictive changes rather than Less Restrictive changes. !

t

INPPD Response-
;

.

!

!

I
i

i

!
!



p 1
-

c.oper - - - - __.
j .- ITS 3.8.1.7, Reector Building-to-Suppression Chamber Vacuuns Bseekers

. ;

!
'

l
I

:

3.6.1.7 DOC JFD CHANGE /DIFFEfENCE N STATUS i
i'

3 Bases STS B3.6.1.7 Bases - APPUCABLE SAFETY ANALYSES Either retain the STS }
'1 ITS B3.6.1.7 Bases - APPUCABLE SAFETY ANALYSES worthng or provede the [j

[ requeed details in ITL '

! STS B3.6.1.7 Bases - APPUCABLE SAFETY ANALYSES states 83.6.1.7 Bases -
i' that the analytscal methods and assumptions involving the APPUCABLE SAFETY
I reactor busideng-to-suppression chamber vacuum breakers in the ANALYSES. Provide

accident analyses are referenced in the FSAR. ITS B3.6.1.7 addstional discussson and
Beses - APPUCABLE SAFETY ANALYSES deletes this justsfication as necessary.

: reference, and just says that the analytical rnethods and
; assumptions are used. The justsfacation used to delete this

&L. we is Bases 1, which is a general justification. The
Bases needs to either desenbe the methods and assumptions,

used or provede a reference to where they can be found. The
j same change is made in ITS B3.6.1.B Bass - APPUCABLE
| SAFETY ANALYSIS (See hem Number 3.6.1.8-5). j
I !
! !

! NPPO Response: l
r

i l
i . I

f4 Bases ITS B3.6.1.7 Beses - APPUCABLE SAFETY ANALYSES See hem Number 3.6.1.1-5.

| 1 ' ITS B3.6.1.7 Bases - REFERENCES i,

.

; See item Number 3.6.1.1-5
i

.

NPPD Reponse:
'

:

i
i

i

c. :

f
,

i

i
'

,

I

|- i
-

- .- - - - - . .- .. -. .-. . _ _ _ .
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Cooper Nuclear Station Improved TS Renew Comments wv,c s crn
ITS 3.6.1.7, Reactor Building-to-Suppression Chamber Vacuum Brookers

3.6.1.7 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS <

5 Bases . STS B3.6.1.7 Bases - LCO Delete this change.
2 ITS B3.6.1.7 Bases - LCO

ITS B3.6.1.7 Bases - LCO extensively modifies for enhanced
clarity (Justification Bases 2) STS B3.6.1.7 Bases - LCO. The
modifications do not provide enhanced claritf and are

,

; somewhat confusing. The staff would consider this extensive '

change as generic and beyond the scope of review for this I

conversion.
!

NPPD Response: '

6 Bases STS B3.6.1.7 Bases - APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES Either retain the S FS I
4 ITS B3.6.1.7 Bases - APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES wordmg, provide plant- |

specific wording, or
STS B3.6.1.7 Bases - APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES epp.up.iete plant spet~

|specifies the five case that were considered in the safety references for each of the
analyses to determine the adequacy of the extemal vacuum five STS cases or the plant-
breakers. ITS B3.6.1.7 Bases - APPLICABLE SAFETY specific cases. Provide

ANALYSES deletes this information entirely. The justification additional discussion and
(Bases 4) states that the appropriate analyses are in the justification as necessary.
UFSAR, and that the discussion in the Bases is not needed.
This is incorrect. The discussion is needed in the Bases to
provide a degree of understanding on how these technical
concems were addressed at CNS.

i

NPPD Response:
I



O

Cooper Nuclear Staten improved TO Review Comments wr c=s cs
ITS 3.6.1.7, Reactor Busiding-to-Suppression Chamber Vacuum Brookers

3.6.1.7 DOC JFD CHANGE /DIFFEf1ENCE COMMENT STATUS

7 Bases STS B3.6.1.7 Bases - APPLICABill1Y Provide additiona!
5 ITS B3.6.1.7 Bases - APPLICABILITY justification and descussion

for this deletion based on
STS B3.6.1.7 Bases - APPLICABluTY justi%s the operability current licensmg bases,
of the Reactor Building-to-Suppression Pool vacuum breakers in system design or
MODES 1,2, and 3. Two conditions related to excessive operatienal constraints.
negative pressure necessitate this MODE Applicability, an
inadvertent actuation of the Suppression Pool Spray System
and depressurization of the drywell. ITS B3.6.1.7 Bases
APPLICABILITY states that depressurization of the drywell
could occur due to inadvertent actuation of the Drywell Spray
System. All mention of inadvertent actuation of the
Suppression Pool Spray System inadvertent actuation has been
deleted. The justification does not adequately address this
deletion except to say that the major concem is a LOCA inside
the drywell. The STS does not differentiate between the two
conditions, since they are both of concem. In addition, if this
is such a major concem why isn't a plant specific LCO
proposed for the Drywell Spray System as was done with
Browns Ferry ITS? The staff also considers this change to be a
potential generic change. In addition, see item Number
S3.6.2.4-1.

NPPD Response:

B None None CTS 3.7.A.3 Provide descussion and
ITS 3.6.1.7 and Associated Bases justification for adding the

ACTIONS Note.
ITS 3.6.1.7 adds a Note to the ACTIONS stating that separate
Condition entry is allowed for each line. The CTS does not
contain this allowance. No discussion or justification is
provided.
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Cooper Nuclear Station Improved TS Review Comments m.v c=s c=r -
ITS 3.6.1.7, Reactor Busiding-to-Suppresshm Chamber Vacuum Breakers

,

* '
_

,

3.6.1.7 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS
!

NPPD Response: '

i !
,

5

!
|
>

!
t
r

1

I.,

,

'
e

?
I

[
,
(

P

(
.

6

)

i
;

ii

!

i

4

i

i

i

!

l
.

|

,
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Cooper Nucleer Station improved TO Review Comments me c=s on
,

CNS ITS 3.6.1.8, Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Breekers
'

l 3.6.1.8 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

1 A.4 CTS 3.7.A.4.c Correct these
!LA.1 CTS 4.7.A.4.d dimpancies.

ITS SR 3.6.1.1.2

Justification A.4 states that CTS 3.7.A.4.c and 4.7.A.4.d are moved to
ITS 3.6.1.1 as ITS SR 3.6.1.1.2. Justification LA.1 states that the ;

details of CTS 3.7.A.4.c are moved to the Bases. CTS 4.7.A.4.d is
marked in the CTS markup Moved to ITS 3.6.1.1; A.4.~ CTS 3.7.A.4.c
in the CTS markup is shown as deleted, with no designations or
explanation as in CTS 4.7.A.4.d.

t

!
l

NPPD ".+..s;

2 2 STS 3.6.1.8 RA A.1 Delete this generic |
ITS 3.6.1.8 RA A.1 change. ;

ITS 3.6.1.8 RA A.1 makes editorial wording changes to correspondmg j
portions of the STS. The justification is that editorial changes are made ;

for consistency. The change is not consistent with other ras, is !
!considered generic, and beyond the scope of review for this conversion.
[
,

NPPD Response: !
!
:

f
!

I

'
,

-

,

_ _ . . ___ _
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Cooper Nucioer Staten improved TO Review Comments nco c=s cirn
"

CNS ITS 3.6.1.8, Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Brookers
y.

F

3.6.1.8 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

3 4 .STS SR 3.6.1.8.1 Delete this genenc
ITS SR 3.6.1.8.1 and Associated Bases change.

,

! STS SR 3.6.1.8.1 requires the vacuum breakers be verified closed every
14 days and after any discharge or steam or any operation causing a
vacuum breaker to open. ITS SR 3.6.1.6.1 deletes the second frequency |
(steam or operational opening). The justification (4) states that this

i
frequency is not needed since ITS SR 3.O.1 would not be met and
appropriate actions taken. The justification also states that if conditions }
exist for the vacuum breakers to be potentially opened, control room i

| operators would be alerted to the possibility and would ensure the i

vacuum breakers were closed at the completion of the evolution. The SR
,

frequency assures that this is done. Further justification for these
frequencies / justifications is that they delay the entering into the )
appropriate actions based on statements made in the LCO Bases section I<

'

(See item Number 3.6.1.8-8). The staff has determined based on the
justification that this is a generic change which is beyond the scope of i

review of a conversion. |
r

NPPD Response: [
-

f
3 i

i

i

i i
'

t

[
1 i

i
,

i-

|

I

I
"

!

.-, - - . -. . - ~
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Cooper Nuclear Statum improved TS Review Comments me.c-s on
CNS ITS 3.6.1.8, Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Breakers

'

3.6.1.8 DOC JFD CHANGE 1 DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

4 5 STS 3.6.1.8.2 Delete this generic
Bases ITS 3.6.1.8.2 and Associated Bases change.

5
STS SR 3.6.1.8.2 requires a functional test of the vacuum breakers
within 12 hours of any discharge of steam into 'he suppression chamber
and following any operation that causes the vacuum breaker to open. ITS
SR 3.6.1.6.8.2 deletes these frequencies /condit;ons. The justification (5)
quotes a memorandum from C. E. McCracken to C.I. Grimes, dated
9/8/92, providing the basis for the SR frequency. The staff determmed
that this was sufficient justification to retain the frequencies / conditions in
Revision 1 to NUREG 1433. The licensee provides additional discussion
for deleting these frequencies based on the NRC memorandum. Further
justification for these frequencies / justifications is that they delay the
entering into the appropriate actions based on statements made in the
LCO Bases section (See item Number 3.6.1.6-8). The staff has
determined that this is a generic change which is beyond the scope of
review for a conversion.

NPPD Response:

5 Bases ITS B3.6.1.8 APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES See item Number
3 3.6.1.7-3.

'
See item Number 3.6.1.7-3.

NPPD Response:

, !
l !

6 Bases ITS B3.6.1.3 Bases - APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSEE See item Number
3 ITS B3.6.1.8 Bases - REFERENCES 3.6.1.1-5

See item Number 3.6.1.1-5

_ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _



. _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _

l

Cooper Nuclear Station Improved TS Review Comments me. cec =r
CNS ITS 3.6.1.8, Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Brookers

3.6.1.8 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

NPPD Response:

7 Bases ITS B3.6.1.8 Bases - APPLICABILITY See item Number
4 3.6.1.7-7 and

Bases See item Numbers 3.6.1.7-7 and S3.6.2.4-1. S3.6.2.4.1
6

NPPD Response:

8 Bases STS B3.6.1.8 Bases - LCO Return the words
5 ITS B3.6.1.8 Bases - LCO "donng testing or~

ITS SR 3.6.1.8.1 to the LCO Bases
section.

The LCO Bases for STS 3.6.1.8 requires the vacuum breakers to be
closed except during testing or when performing their intended function.,

ITS B3.6.1.6 Bases LCO deletes the exception for ~during testing or."
ITS SR 3.6.1.6.1 verifies that the vacuum breakers are closed. ITS SR
3.6.1.6.1 has a Note associated with it that provides an exception dunng
surveillance testing. The deletion of phrases "during testing or~ from the
LCO Bases section negates the Note. It should be noted that the same
phrase is retained in ITS 83.6.1.7 Bases - LCO.

NPPD Response:

- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _



I -

Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Comments nn.c-s cs
ITS 3.6.2.1, Suppression Pool Average Temperature

3.6.2.1 IX)C JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

1 L2 2 CTS 3.7.A.1.c Delete this generic
Bases CTS 3.7.A.1.d change. See item
4 CTS 3.7.A.1.e Number 3.6.2.1-3.

STS LCO 3.6.2.1
STS 3.6.2.1 ACTIONS and Associated Bases
ITS LCO 3.6.2.1
ITS 3.6.2.1 Condition A
ITS 3.6.2.1 RA B.1
ITS 3.6.2.1 Condition C and Associated Bases

CTS 3.7.A 1.c requires a maximum suppression pool temperature of 95*;:
during normal power operation. CTS 3.7.A.1.d requires a maximum
suppression pool temperature of 105*F during testing which adds heat to the
suppression pool. CTS 3.7.A.1.e scrams the reactor when the suppression
pool temperature reaches 110*F. STS LCO 3.6.2.1.a requires a suppression
pool average temperature be s 95'F when any OPERABLE intermediate range
monitor (IRM) channel is > 25/40 divisions of full scale on Range 7, while STS
LCOs 3.6.2.1.b and c reqeire a suppression pool average temperature be s
105* F when any IRM channel 2 25/40 divisions on Range 7 and s 110*F when
all IRM channels are s 25/40 divisions on Range 7. ITS 3.6.2.1 changes the
IRM criteria in both the LCO and ACTIONS to 1% RTP. Both STS B3.6.2.1
Bases-LCO and justification 2 state that 1% RTP is not readely quantified with
much accuracy. However, the Bases states that 25/40 divisions of full scale
on IRM Range 7 is a convenient measure of when reactor is providing power
essentially equivalent to 1% RTP. Since 1% RTP cannot be readily quantified
vith much accuracy the STS specifies an acceptable means to determine this.
Therefore, the staff finds the ITS change unacceptable and gerwric. See item
Number 3.6.2.1.3.

NPPD Response:

>

f

_ _-_--____ - _______ _ __ -__________- ___-. _ _ _ _ _ _
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.

Cooper Nuclear Station "..,,.c.;d TO Review Comments a n_c=scer
ITS 3.6.2.1, Suppression Pool Average Temperature

,

3.6.2.1 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

2 L3 CTS 4.7.A 1.c Provide .dditional ;

discussion and :

CTS 4.7.A.1.c requires an extemal visual inspection of the suppression justification to show |

I chamber whenever there is indication of relief valve operation with the that NEDO-30832
|

local suppression pool temperature reaching 160*F or greater. L3 states has been reviewed
that ITS 3.6.2.1 does not retain this CTS requirement in accordance with and approved by the
NEDO-30832, " Elimination of Limit on BWR Suppression Pool staff and its |
Temperature for SRV Discharge with Quenchers," dated December applicability and/or

~

1984. The discussion and justification do not indicate if NEDO-30832 acceptance by the i
i has been reviewed and approved by the staff. It also does not indicate staff for use as CNS.

its applicability to CNS. This item may be considered a beyond scope of
review item for this conversion since its applicability to CNS may not
have been approved by the staff.

NPPD Response:
!

,

1 >

!

i |

1
,

i
I

,

t

h

f

i
,
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i

Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Corwnents sm_c=s dn i

ITS 3.6.2.1, Suppression Pool Average Temperature I

3.6.2.1 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS I

3 2 CTS 3.7.A.1.c Provide additional
Bases CTS 3.7.A.1.d discussion and
4 CTS 3.7.A.1.e justification for this

ITS LCO 3.6.2.1 Less Restrictive
ITS 3.6.2.1 ACTIONS A, B, and C and Associated Bases change. See item

Number 3.6.2.1-1.
'

CTS 3.7.A.1.c requires a maximum suppression pool temperature of
95'F during normal power operation. CTS 3.7.A.1.d requires a

. maximum suppression pool temperature of 105* during testing which
j adds heat to the suppression pool. CTS 3.7.A.1.e scrams the reactor

when the suppression po< I temperature reacher 110*F. ITS LCO
' 6.2.1.a requires suppression pool average temperature is s 95*F with
THERMAL POWER 21% RTP and performing no testing that adds heat t

to the suppression pool. ITS LCO 3.6.2.1.b requires suppression pool !
average tempernre s 105'F with THERMAL POWER 21% RTP and
testing that adds heat to the suppression pooi. ITS LCO 3.6.2.1.c

[
requires the suppression pool average temperature s 110' F with ;
Thermal Power s 1% RTP. Adding a specific THERMAL POWER level j
limi's to these CTS LCOs is a Less Restrictive change and was not [
discussed and justified. See item Number 3.6.2.1-1. '

j

NPPD Response:

!

4 Bases ITS 3.6.2.1 Bases - APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES See item Number !

3 ITS B3.6.2.1 Bases - REFERENCES 3.6.1.1-5 L

!
I

See item Number 3.6.1.1-5 '

|

NPPD Response:
.

I

t

_ _ - _ _ - _ .- - -



- _ _ - ________--__-.

_

C::;:: >=4==r Station : ..._uf TS Review Comments nn c-scJr j
ITS 3.6.2.1, Suppession Pool Average Temperature j

|

3.8.2.1 I DOC JPD CHANGE /DEFDW3CE COMMENT STATUS

5 Bases STS B3.G.2.1 Bases - RA D.1.D.2 and D.3 Correct this
5 ITS 83.6.2.1 Bases - RA D.1, D.2 and D.3 descrepancy.

STS B3.6.2.1 Bases - RA D.1, D.2 and D.3 states the following: "Geven
the high suppression pool average temperature in this Condition..." ITS
B3.6.2.1 Bases - D.1, D.2, ard D.3 decapitalizes the 'C" in ~ Condition ~
and justifies it as a typographocal error. This is incorrect. The condition
referred to is Condition D. Therefore, it should be " Condition" rather
than " condition."

NPPD Response:

6- CTS 3.7.1.c d.e, and f. Provide addstionel
ITS LCO 3.6.2.1 h==iari and
ITS 3.6.2.~ ACTIONS A, C, D, and E. justification regardmg ,

whether the CTS and
CTS 3.7.1.c. d, e, and f spectfy temperature limits that are expressed as ITS are equivalent in
" temperature" without specifying whether the temperature is an average how temperature

~

for the suppression pool or a smgle temperature measurement. ITS LCO hmets are specdied.
3.6.2.1 and ACTIONS 3.6.2.1 A,' C, D, and E specify the temperature
limits as " average temperature." No descussion or justification is
provided to indicate that the CTS and ITS are equivalent

NPPD Response:

-- _ - -_



. .

_ _ - - _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _

.

Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Comments an_c=ca
ITS 3.6.2.2, Suppression Pool Water Level

3.6.2.2 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS
,,

1 A.2 CTS 3.7.A.1 Revise the CTS
L1 ITS 3.5.2 markup to indicate

that the change
CTS 3.7.A.1 specifies that at any time the nuclear system is pressurized "except as specified
or work is being done which has the potential to drain the vessel in...and 3.5.f.5.~ is
(OPORVs) the suppression pool water level shall be within limits except as an Administrative
specified in CTS 3.5.F.5. The applicability that deals with OPDRVs has change (A.2). ;

Ibeen moved to ITS 3.5.2 by justification A.2 which is acceptable. The
exception for CTS 3.5.F.3 is also moved to ITS 3.5 ? but it is justified by
an L1. L1 states that this is an Administrative Change that deals with
OPDRVs. The staff agrees that the change is Administrative not less
Restrictive and believes that justification A.2 is the appropriate change
designation.

NPPD Response:

2 Bases ITS B3.6.2.2 Bases-APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES See item Number
3 ITS B3.6.2.2 Bases - REFERENCES 3.6.1.1-5

See Item Number 3.6.1.1-5

l

NPPD Response:



- .___ _ .. - . - . - - - . - . .

__

.

Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Comments nnp.s c*
ITS 3.6.2.3, Residual Heat Removal (RHR) Suppression Pool Cooling ;

3.6.2.3 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS
t

1 M.1 1 STS 3.6.2.3 ACTION B Delete this
Bases ITS 3.6.2.3 ACTIONS B and C and Associated Bases generic
4 change.

STS 3.6.2.3 ACTION B requires a shutdown if the ras and associated
Completion Times are not met and for two RHR Suppression Pool Cooling
subsystems inoperable (loss of function). ITS 3.6.2.3 breaks STS 3.6.2.3
ACTION B up into two ACTIONS - ACTION B - two subsystems inoperable (loss
of function) and ACTION C - ras and Completion Times not met. ACTION B
instead of requiring a shutdown per the STS, requires the restoration of one

' RHR subsystem to OPERABLE status within B hours. The justification used (1)
provides a number of reasons to allow this change. In addition, other BWR/4

i

conversions have proposed this same change using the stated reasons as well
as others. In all cases, the staff finds that total loss of RHR Suppression Pool
Cooling requires an immediate shutdown. It is the staff's understanding that
this change was submitted to the OGs as a TSTF and was rejected. Therefore,
the change is unacceptable and is considered a generic change that is beyond
the scope of review for this conversion.

NPPD Response:

2 Eases ITS B3.6.2.3 Bases - APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES See item
'

2 ITS B3.6.2.3 Bases REr-ERENCES Number
3.6.1.1-5. !4

See item Number 3.6.1.1-5.
i

!

NPPD Response:

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _
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L

Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Comments mncmcw
ITS 3.6.2.3, Residua 4 Heat Removal IRHR) Suppressio.a Pool Cooling

3.6.2.3 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS
:

3 Bases STS B3.6.2.3 Bases - RA A.1 Correct this (
3 ITS B3.6.2.3 Bases RA A.1 discrepancy.

4 i
'

STS B3.6.2.3 Bases RA A.1 states the following: "In this Condition, the
remaining RHR...~ ITS B3.6.2.3 Bases-RA C.1 decapitalizes t'ie letter "C" in
" Condition ~. This is incorrect. The sentence is referring to Condition A;
therefore, the "C" in " Condition ~ should be capitalized.

1 NPPD Response:
:

4 Bases STS B3.6.2.3 Bases - SR3.6.2.3.2 Provide
6 ITS B3.6.2.3 Bases - SR 3.6.2.3.2 additional

discussion
STS B3.6.2.3 Bases - SR 3.6.2.3.2 states that the inservice inspections of the and ;

RHR Pump trend performance. ITS B3.6.2.3 Bases - SR3.6.2.3.2 deletes the justification L

reference to performance trending. The justification (Bases 6) states that the for this |
change is revised to be consistent with the specifications. This justification is change.
inadequate and does not apply in this case.

,

NPPD Response: '

i

5 Bases ITS B3.6.2.3 Bases - LCO Delete this !
I7 generic

A paragraph has been added to ITS 83.6.2.3 Bases-LCO which discusses RHR change. '

OPERABILITY in Mode 3 when below the actual RHR shutdown cooling |

permissive pressure. The justification used (Bases 7) states that the addition is !

an editorial change for clarity. The change is. not an editorial clanty change, but ;

a technical change. As such, the staff finds the change to be generic and {
beyond the scope of review for this conversion.

i

NPPD Response:

, -

__ . _ - -



.

Cooper Nuclear Station Improved TS Review Comments
~

wu c=sce
STS 3.6.2.4. Residual Heat Removal (RHR) Suppression Pool Spray

S3.6.2.4 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

1 R.1 1 CTS 3/4.5.A Include CTS 3/4.5.A
Bases STS 3.6.2.4 and Assochted Bases in ITS 3.6. Provide

1 additional
CTS 3.5.A specifies the OPERABILITY requirements for the Core Spray discussions and
and LPCI Systems. CTS 4.5.A.3 specifies the surveillance required to justifications for any
determine Drywell and Suppression Pool Spray System OPERABlWTY - changes made to the
RHR pump tests (CTS 4.5.A.3.b and d) and air test of spray header CTS /STS. ;

(CTS 4.5.A.3.f). STS 3.6.2.4 specifies the OPERABlWTY requirement [
for the RHR Suppression Pool Spray. ITS 3.6. does not ir.clude STS !

3.6.2.4 based on the premise (R.1) that CTS 4.5.A;3.f does not meet |
the Criterion specified in 10 CFR 50.36(c)(2)(ii). This justification is
incomplete in that it does not address the other aspects of the RHR

;

Suppression Pool Spray System and Drywell Spray System
encompassed by CTS 3/4.5.A. In addition, the staff has determined
and stated in the Bases of STS B3.6.2.4 that the RHR Suppression
Pool Spray System does meet Criterion 3 of 10 CFR 50.36(c)(2)(ii).
Since this system was in the CTS and the staff determination is that it
meets Criterion 3, this specification should be included in the ITS. -

However, STS 3.6.2.4 of NUREG-1433 may not be the appropriate TS !

in the CNS case, STS 3.6.1.7 "RHR Containment Spray System" of
NUREG-1434 (BWR-6) may be the more appropriate TS to use. Also,
consideration should be given to acJing a separate LCO for Drywell ,

Spray System. See item Number 3.6.1.7-7. !
f
i

'
NPPD Response :

!

!
l
i

f

!
;

$

,

-- _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - . - - _
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TO Review Comments se c=s cw

ITS 3.6.3.1, Prim-ry Conisenment Oxygen Concentration

3.6.3.1 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

1 1 STS 3.6.3.3 See item
ITS 3.6.3.1 Number

Bases S3.6.3.2-1.
4 The change in numbering from STS 3.6.3.3 (Pr mary Containmerit Oxygen

Concentration) to ITS 3.6.3.1 will depend on the resolution of item Number
S3.6.3.2-1

NPPD Response:

2 Bases STS B3.6.3.3 Bases - BACKGROUND See item
1 ITS B3.6.3.3 Bases - BACKGROUND Number

S3.6.3.2-1.
STS 83.6.3.3 Bases - BACKGROUND references ce:'ain STS LCO one of which is
STS LCO 3.6.3.2 "Drywell Cooling System Fans". Tn.s ITS deletes this reference
based on the justification that STS 3.6.3.2 is not includeo di the CNS ITS. This
deletion will depend on the resoluticti of item Number S3.6.3.2-1

NPPD Response:

3 Bases ITS B3.6.3.1 Bases - APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES See item
2 ITS 83.6.3.1 Bases - REFERENCES Number

3.6.1.1-5.
See item Number 3.6.1.1-5.

NPPD Response:

-



__.

.

Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Comments m u.c=s &
STS 3.6.3.2, Drywell Coohng System Fans

,

S3.6.3.2 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS !

1 1 STS 3.6.3.2 and Associated Bases Provide additional
Bases discussion and

1 STS 3.6.3.2 specifies the requirements and surveillances for Drywell justification for this
Cooling System Fans. The ITS does not contain this specif% ion. The deletion based on !

justification (1) used states that CNS does not assc..e Drywell Cooling current licensing
System Fans are available to assure adequate mixing. STS B3.6.3.2 bases, system design |
Bases APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES states that even thot.gh no or operational i

credit for mechanical mixing is assumed in the analysis, the system does constraints.
,

meet Criterion 3 of 10 CFR 50.36(c)(2)(ii), for other reasores. '

!
i

NPPD Response- |

!

!
;

I

I
t

f

I

+

t

I

l
D

i
i
1
t

!
l

I

_. _ _ _ _______
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TO Review Comments
_

w c-sc=r
ITS 3.6.4.1. Secondary Contomment

:

3.6.4.1 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS
.

1 A.5 4 CTS 1.0.V ITS 3.6.4.1 Revise the CTS markup
A.13 Bases 1 CTS 3.7.C.1 ITS 3.6.4.2 of ITS 3.6.4.1, 3.6.4.2,

M.6 Bases 5 CTS 3.7.B.1 ITS 3.6.4.3 and 3.6.4.3 to 'mclude a
markup of CTS 1.0.V

CTS 1.0.V defines Secondary Containment integrity. A markup and provide additional ;

of CTS 1.0.V is provided in the CTS markup of ITS 1.0, but not descussion and ;

in the CTS markups of ITS 3.6.4.1, 3.6.4.2 and 3.6.4.3. justification for these
Justification A.5 in the CTS markup of ITS 3.6.4.1 and 3.6.4.2 Administrative changes. '

and justification A.13 in the CTS markup of ITS 1.0 both state See item Numbers
t

that the definition of Secondary Containment integrity is deleted 3.6.4.1-4, 3.6.4.2-2 and !

from the ITS. This is incorrect. The details of the definition with 3.6.4.3-2.
regard to 1.0.V.1 is encompassed by ITS SR 3.6.4.1.3, 1.0.V.2
is encompassed by ITS LCO 3.6.4.3 ar.d 1.0.V.3 is encompassed
by ITS LCO 3.6.4.2, ITS SR 3.6.4.2.2 and ITS SR 3.6.4.2.3.
These Administrative changes either have not been justified, or
are characterized as More Restrictive changes. See item
Numbers 3.6.4.1-4, 3.6.4.2-2 and 3.6.4.3-2.

i

!

NPPD Response: !

2 M.4 CTS 3.7.C.1 Revise the CTS markup
CTS 3.7.C.1.e.b to include these More;

j ITS 3.6.4.1 APPLICABILITY Restrictive changes.
ITS 3.6.4.1 ACTION C See item Number

3.6.4.1-3.
Justifiestion M.4 states that a new APPLICABILITY is proposed
to be added to CTS 3.7.C.1 (ITS 3.6.4.1) and a corresponding
Condition (ITS 3.6.4.1 Condition C) and Required Actions (ITS

*

! 3.6.4.1 RA C.3) for Operations with the Potential for Draining
| the Reactor Vessel (OPDRVs). The CTS markup does not show
: these changes and the M.4 change that is shown (CTS
! 3.7.C.1.e.b) has nothing to do with these changes. See item

Number 3.6.4.1-3.
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fCooper in-4==r Stauion Improved TS Review Comments 3 .pa cer !

ITS 3.6.4.1, *- - _ --, Contamment !
"

, -

j. ' ,l,,

Ij 3.6.4.1 DOC JFD CHANGE /DIFFEIENCE criannasasT STATUS

NPPD Response:
[

-

,

!' ;

i 3 M.4 CTS 3.7.C.1.e.b Revese the CTS rnarkup
| ITS 3.6.4.1 RA C.1 Note to show this change as
#'

an Admenestrative
CTS 3.7.C.1.e.b specifies the remedeal actions for an inoperable change and provide

,

| secondary contamment when movmg irradseted fuel or dunng descusseos and i
core alterations. A statement is provided in CTS 3.7.C.1.e.b that justifscation for this [,

| ttu provisions of CTS 1.0.J are not appiscable. CTS 1.0.J is the Admirustrative change. |
| shutdown requeremete of the CNS TS. The CTS markup shows j
j this as becomeng ITS 3.6.4.1 RA C.1 Note "LCO 3.0.3 is not i

i appiscable~ and is desegnated M.4. ITS LCO 3.0.3 and CTS 1.0.J '

are t_My the same requerement. Thus the iTS 3.6.4.1RA C.1
,

3.
Note and the CTS statement on 1.0.J are the same. Thus the

; change is an Admmistrative change rather than a MJte
i- 1.h;ctive change. See item Number 3.6.4.1-2.

NPPD F _ , _ _ .
;

4 M.6 4 CTS 1.0.V.1 Delete the TSTF 18
j Beses STS SR 3.6.4.1.3 and Associated Bases changes or provide
i 1 ITS SR 3.6.4.1.3 and Associated Bases addetsonal descussion and
i Boses justificatson for the

5 STS SR 3.6.4.1.3 venfies that the secondary contaenment devistoons from the STS. t

} access doors are closed except when it is bemg used for e.my or i
exit, ther* at least one door shall be opened. ITS SR 3.6.4.1.2 I<

and its associated Bases modsfies STS SR 3.6.4.1.3 and its !,

| associated Bases based on CTS 1.0.V.1 and TSTF 18. TSTF 18 I

has been rejected by the staff.
|3

1 t
! | f;

i
j NPPD N ;; a

[
t

f

<

-m_ . - . , . , . _ _ _ _ . . , - , _-- _ . _ _ _ _ , - _ , . - - . . . _, _ _ - , - - , _ . - _ , ,
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Comments unpodn
ITS 3.6.4.1, Secondary Contamment

3.6.4.1 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

5 LA.2 ITS CTS 4.7.C.1.c Provide additional
B3.6.4.3 ITS B3.6.4.3 Bases - BACKGROUND discussion end

Bases justification for this Less
1 CTS 4.7.C.1.c specifies details regarding wind conditions when Restrictive change.

verifying Secondary Containment integrity. These details (calm
wind between 2 and 5 mph) are not included in ITS SR
3.6.4.1.4. The justification (LA.2) states that the design details
art, moved to the Bases for ITS 3.6.4.3. However, ITS B3.6.4.3
Bases - BACKGROUND states that wind condieions are " neutral
wind conditior's" which the staff defines as Omph, which is a
Less Restrictive change.

Nppo ,"p:

6 Bases ITS B3.6.4.1 Bases - APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES See item Number
3 ITS B3.6.4.1 Bases - REFERENCES 3.6.1.1-5.

See item Num* er 3.6.1.1-5.o

_

NPPD Response:

7 Bases ITS 83.6.4.1 Bases - SR 3.6.4.1.1 Provide additional,

4 discussion and
The following statement is added to ITS B3.6.4.1 Bases - SR justification for this
3.6.4.1.1: " Momentary transients on the installed... failure to technical change.
meet this SR.~ The justification used (Bases 4) to add this
statement is an editorial clarity justification. This justification is
inadequate for this technical change, which is not specified in the
CTS.

NPPD Response:



- - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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Cooper Nuclear @tation improved TS Review Comments ==o.c-s cer
ITS 3.6.4.1, Secondary Contamment

3.6.4.1 DOC JFD CHANGE /DfFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

8 CTS 3.7.C.1.e Provide a discussion arvJ ,

ITS 3.6.4.1 ACTION C justifi,ation for this
More Restrictive change.

CTS 3.7.C.1.e requires the restoration of secondary containtne st
integrity within 4 hours or suspend fuel handling opera as arx'
core alterations. ITS 3.6.4.1 ACTION C requires the irr mediate
suspension of fuel handling, core alterations and OPDF Vs wit'. I

no time is allowed to restore secondary containment. Ns ~iS
3.6.4.1 ACTION C is More Restrictive than CTS 3.7.C.1.e. No
discussion or justifications are provided for this More Restrictive
change.

NPPD Response:

i



.

Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Comments war.c scar
ITS 3.6.4.2, Secondary Containment isolation Valves (SCIVs)

3.6.4.2 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

1 A.4 CTS 3.7.C.1 Provide a
ITS 3.6.4.2 ACTION Note 2 discussion and

justification for this
A new Note is proposed to be added to CTS 3.7.C.1 as proposed ITS Less Restrictive
3.6.4.2 Note 2. Note 2 provides explicit instructions (separate Condition change.
entry for each flow path) for the proper application of the ACTIONS for TS
compliance. This change is classified as an Administrative change that is
consistent with the intent of the CTS ACTIONS for inoperable secondary
containment isolation valves. This justification is incorrect. The wording
of CTS 3.7.C.1 and in particular CTS 3.7.C.1.e does not convey the
implicit or explicit instructions to allow separate Condition entry for each
secondary containment flow path. Thus the addition is considered as a
Less Restrictive change.

NPPD Response:

2 A.5 ' TS 1.0.V.3 ITS SR 3.6.4.2.2 See item Number
A.13 CTS 3.7.C.1 ITS SR 3.6.4.2.3 3.6.4.1-1.
M.5 ITS LCO 3.6.4.2

See item Number 3.6.4.1-1.

NPPD Response:

3 Bases ITS B3.6.4.2 Bases - APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES See item Number
1 ITS B3.6.4.2 Bases - REFERENCES 3.6.1-1-5.

See item Number 3.6.1.1-5.

NPPD Response:
.

_ .



.

.

Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Comments wr_c-s cs
ITS 3.6.4.2, Secondary Containment Isolation Valves (SCIVs)

3.6.4.2 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

4 tsases STS B3.6.4.2 Bases - APPLICABILITY Provide additional'

1 ITS B3.6.4.2 Bases - APPLICABILITY discussion and
justification for this

The last sentence in STS B3.6.4.2 Bases - APPLICABILITY states the deletion based on
following: " Moving irradiated fuel assemblies in the Isecondaryl current licensing
containment may also occur in MODES 1,2, and 3.~ ITS B3.6.4.2 Bases - basis, system
APPLICABluTY deletes this sentence and justifies the deletion on the basis design or
of a plant specific nomenclature, etc. This is a just an inadequate operational i

justification, since the statement is a true statement. constraints.
i

|

NPPD Response:

i
; ,

'

5 Bases STS B3.6.4.2 Bases - RA B.1 Delete the change. I

4 ITS B3.6.4.2 Bases - RA B.1
i ;

|

The last sentence of STS B3.6.4.2 Bases - RA B.1 states: "This clarifies
that only Condition A is entered if one SCIV is inoperable in each of two |
penetrations." ITS B3.6.4.2 Bases -RA B.1 modifies the end of the !

sentence as follows: "...if only one SCIV is inoperable in multiple
penetrations." The change is justified on the basis of enhanced editorial '

clarity. The staff concludes that the change does not clarify the sentence.
>

NPPD Response:

:

I

I
r

!

i

l

!
--
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Comments no.c=s cin
ITS 3.6.4.2. Secondary Containment isolation Valves (SCIVs)

3.6.4.2 DOC JFD CHANGE /DOFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

6 Bases STS B3.6.4.2 Bases - SR 3.6.4.2.2 Retain the STS
4 ITS 83.6.4.2 Bases - SR 3.6.4.2.2 wording or provide

plant specific '

The last sentence of STS B3.6.4.2 Bases - SR 3.6.4.2.2 states: "The wordmg specifying
isolation time and frequency of this SR are in accordance with the the location of the
Inservice Testing Program..." ITS B3.6.4.2 Bases - SR 3.6.4.2.2 deletes SCIVs isolation

,

the words " isolation time and" using the justification of editorial times. Provide
clarity / consistency. The deletion is unacceptable. The wording of the additional
sentence assumes that the isolation times for the SCIVs are specified in descussion and
the IST program. Therefore the words must stay. justification as

appropnate. !

NPPD Response:
;

i

>

1

i



.

!
>

Cooper >=r4==r Station Impre.J TS Review Comments 3 : c=scJr
ITS 3.6.4.3, Standby Gas Treatment (SGT) System

i

I 3.6.4.3 DOC JFD CHANGFJDIFFEfENCE COMMENT STATUS [
i

1 A.5 2 CTS 4.7.B.4.b Provide addstional !
3 STS SR 3.6.4.3.4 descussion and !

Bases ITS SR 3.6.4.3.4 and Associated Bases justification includmg
1 an updated SGT

Bases CTS 4.7.B.4.b requires demonstrating manual OPERABILITY of the System desenption
5 bypass valve for SGT subsystems filter coolmg. STS SR 3.6.4.3.4 and appropnete P&lDs

would meet this CTS requirement. However, STS SR 3.6.4.3.4 is to show that the
modified by ITS SR 3.6.4.3.4 to require vedfying the SGT units cross tie conversion from CTS
damper is in the correct posvtion, and each SGT room air supply check 4.7.B.4.b to ITS SR
valve and SGT dilution air shutoff valve can be opened. In addition, a 3.6.4.3.4 is correct.
Note is added to ITS SR 3.6.4.3.4 which specifies that the SR is not
required when one SGT subsystem is isolated. Insufficient information
is provided in the justifications and the ITS B3.6.4.3 Bases to assure the
staff that the conversion from CTS 4.7.B.4.b to ITS SR 3.6.4.3.4 is I

correct. I
!

NPPD Response:

2 A.13 CTS 1.0.P.2 See item Number
ITS LCO 3.6.4.3 3.6.4.1-1

{
See item Number 3.6.4.1-1 i

f
t

NPPD Response:
r

i
i

!

!

!
I
i

f
i

. . _ . _ . . - . . ._ _ , . _ . . _ _ _ _ . _
___..______,!_- . . _ ._ _

_ . _
--

_
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Cooper >=4==r Station improved TS Review Comments 3 s.c=ce
ITS 3.6.4.3, Standby Gas Treatment (SGT) System

3.6.4.3 DOC JPD 6 N STATUS

3 L1 ' CTS 3.7.B.3 Revise the submsttal
CTS 3.10.E to show this change

as an Admenestrat've
When one SGT subsystem is inoperable, CTS 3.7.B.3 and 3.10.E require change.
the diesel generator (DG) for the redundant SGT subsystem be
OPERABt.E. If this is not met, the CTS definition of I.CO requwes
immediately entenng a shutdown path. This requerement is not includedr

in ITS 3.6.4.3 but is moved to ITS 3.8.1, AC Sources- Operateg. The .
justification for this change is desegnated L1. This is incorrect. The
change is an Admwwstrative change. Any changes to the requerements

~

with regard to DG OPERABluTY need to be discussed in ITS 3.8.1, not
ITS 3.6.4.3.

NPPD Response:

4 L2 CTS 4.10.E Revise CTS submettal
8 _ '2 ITS 3.6.4.3 R.A. C.1 to show that CTS

4.10.E is modified by -
CTS 4.10.E. requires penodecally venfysng the OPERABit.ITY of the other L3. Revise
SGT subsystem when one SGT subsystem is inoperable dunng fuel justification L2 to
handling operations. This Sur.; E;r.ce Requerement is not adopted in account for the
ITS 3.6.4.3. This is not entirely correct. ITS 3.6.4.3 RA C.T allows the unsque cucumstances

option of placing the other SGT subsystem in operation rather than of L3.

suspending fuel handling operations. This is descussed as part of
justification L3. Thus even though penodecally venfymg the
OPERABluTY of the other SGT subsystem is not requered by the ITS
under certain cwcumstances CTS 4.10.E is used as stated above.

NPPD Response:

- - ._. _- _ _



.

Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Comments sus _c=s cer ,

sTS 3.6.4.3, Standtw Gas Treatment (SGT1 System
,

3.6.4.3 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS | '

,

!

| 5 Bases ITS B3.6.4.3 Bases - BACKGROUND See item Number
,

1 3.6.4.1-5 ',

See iterr; Nwnber 3.6.4.1-5. !

NP?D Response:
!

!
| 6 Bases ITS B3.6.4.3 Bases - APPUCABLE SAFETY ANALYSES See item Number j
j 1 ITS B3.6.4.3 Bases - REFERENCES 3.6.1.1-5

See item Number 3.6.1.1-5
i

!
NPPD Response: I

'

i

!'

7 Bases STS B3.6.4.3 Bases - RA A.1 Correct this !
3 ITS B3.6.4.3 Bases - RA A.1 discrepency. i

L

i
STS B3.6.4.3 Bases - RA A.1 states the following: ~1n this Condition, j

! the remaining ." ITS B3.6.4.3 Bases - RA C.1 decapitalizes the letter ;

"C" in " Condition". This is incorrect. The sentence is refernng to
1 Condition A; therefore, the "C" in Condition" should be capitalized.

|-
<

NPPD Response:

!

! i

:

i

t

a

.__--- - _ _ _ _ - - _ - - . _._
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' Cooper Nucteer Station emproved T@ Review Comments ' i.o cas c~ !,

ITS 3.6.4.3, Standby Gas Treatment (SGT) System
f

i i
3.6.4.3 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS !

i

!8 CTS 3.7.A.2.b Revise the CTS /ITS ;

ITS 3.6.4.3 ACTIONS markup to address
'

CTS 3.7.A.2.b in ITS,

CTS 3.7.A.2.b allows the Drywell and Suppression Chamber Purge and 3.6.4.3 and provide
Vent Systems to be in operation with the 24 inch supply and exhaust , - ppropnate'

valves open provided that if the venting and purging is through the SGT discusssons and ;

System, both SGT trains shall be OPERABLE and only one SGT train justifications for the ' '

,

shall be in operation. Based on the CNS CTS if one SGT subsystem is retention of this
I inoperacia, then one of the following actions woiald be taken w;th regard condition and

'

to venting and purging of containment: associated remedial 't
a. The VenHng and Purging System is realig.W such that the 2 measures in ITS '[
inch bypass lines are utilized per the * Note to CTS 3.7.A.2.b, 3.6.4.3 ACTIONS. 'I
b. Venting and purging is suspended until twts SGT Systems are See item Numbers j
restored to OPERABLE status, or 3.6.1.3-1 and !

I c. 'The plant is shutdown in accordance with CTS 1.0.J. 3.6.1.3-2. 1

I

g .fThis particular condition is plant specific and is not addressed in the
ACTIONS for ITS 3.6.4.3, nor are justifications and discussions provided .}
for not including tleis condition in ITS 3.6.4.3. See item Number

.f3.6.1.3-1 and 3.6.1.3-2 for additional concerns with regard to this ~i
condition. !

!

!
t

NPPD Response: I

t

i
1

I
.i

1
i
!
I

1
: .
! i
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~Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Conenento 3r_cus cm
ITS Section 3.7, Plant Systems ,

,

3.7 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS |

1- 1.A.1 CTS 3/4.6.H, Shock Suppressors (Snubbers) Please reclassify this change as an
"R" and modify the justification to |

DOC LA.1 states that the snubber requirements of CTS 3/4.6.H address the TS criteria, or provide !
are to be relocated from the CTS to the TRM, provides a an explanation as to why this [
justification for the relocation, and states that the relocated change shouid not be classified as I

requirements are not required to be included in the ITS to provide an "R".
adequate protection of the public health and safety. Why isn't [
this change classified and justified as an "R," i.e., a true relocated .

change?
>
i

!

NPPD Response:

!

,

a

i

k

,

i

!

i

;

i

,

i
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Commento m_cw eer
ITS 3.7.1, Residual Heat Removal Service Water hster (RHRSWB) System

' '

3.7.1 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

1 1 CTS 3.5.8 Provide plant specific
CTS 4.5.B justification for changing the
STS LCO 3.7.1 nomenclature of the system.
STS 3.7.1 Actions C and D
STS SR 3.7.1.1
ITS LCO 3.7.1
ITS 3.7.1 Actions A and B !

ITS SR 3.7.1 I

t

The nomenclature for the system in CTS 3.Si.8, CTS 4.5.5, STS 3.7.1, j
LCO, Actions C and D, and SR 3.7.1.1 is Residual Heat Removal Service i
Water (RHRSW) System. The nomenclature in the ITS is Residual Heat *

Removal Service Water Booster (RHRSWB) System. No justification for t

the change to the CTS is provided. The justification for the deviation
from the STS is that the change reflects plant specific nomenclature.
This statement is not consistent with the CTS. !

|
t

NPPD Response: [
!

2 M.2 1 STS SR 3.7.1.1 Explicitly state whether the
ITS SR 3.7.1.1 RHRSW system contains

automatic valves and if it i

ST3 SR 3.7.1.1 is applicable to manual, power operated, and automatic does, provide justification for
valves in the RHRSW flow path. ITS 3.7.1.1 does not include not including them in ITS SR [
automatic valves. The justification states that the change is made to 3.3.1.1. [
reflect plant specific system description. This implies that there are no

,

automatic valves in the RHRSW system , but it isn't explicitly stated. !
7

NPPD Response: !

,

I



.

Cooper Nuciear Station improved TS Review Commenta m_c=s cin
ITS 3.7.1, Residual Heat Removal Service Water Booster (RHRSWB) System

3.7.1 DOC JFD
_

CHANCE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

3 3 STS 3.7.1 Required Actions C.1 and D.1 It is the STS convention to
ITS 3.7.1 Required Actions A.1 and B.1 place such notes in the

Required Action column.
The marked up copy of STS 3.7.1 indicates that the note for RequirN Please revise the STS
Actions C.1 and D.1 are repositioned in ITS 3.7.1 Required Actions A.1 markup and eliminate JFD 3
and 8.1 to be consistent with the Writers Guide. However, the notes to be consistent with the
are not repositioned in the smooth copy of ITS 3.7.1. smooth copy of the ITS.

NPPD Response:

4 L.1 2 CTS 3.5.B.1 This change is beyond the
CTS 3.5.B.2 scope of the conversion
STS 3.7.1 Actions A and C review and has been referred
ITS 3.7.1 Actions to the Project Manager for

,

resolution.
Both the CTS (CTS 3.5.B.1, CTS 3.5.B.2) and STS 3.7.1 Action A allow

thirty days to restore an inoperable RHRSWB pump. STS 3.7.1 Action
C is an additional requirement to address one inoperable RHRSW
system for reasons other than an inoperab!n RHRSW pump. ITS 3.7.1
does not include the condition of one inoperable RHRSW pump nor the
STS allowance to restore in 30 days. The justification states that only
one pump in each subsystem (2 pumps) is required by the analyses. |

This justification is based, in part, on GENE 637-045-1293. This is a
change to both the CTS and STS.

t

| I
- ;

NPPD Response: None required at this time.

l .

!

___________________ _____- _-_ - - _ -
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Commenta snp.s ch i

ITS 3.7.1, Residual Heat Removal Service Water Booster (RHRSWB) System j

3.7.1 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

5 M.1 CTS 3.5.B.3 Explain why you would not
ITS 3.7.1 Required Actions A.1 and B.1 enter the Actions for an

inoperable RHR SDC
The proposed change adds a note requiring the applicable Conditions subsystem in the same
and Required Actions of LCO 3.4.7 to be entered for an RHR SDC circumstance under your
subsystem made inoperable by the inoperable RHRSWB System. The CTS. The staff does not
justification states that this is a more restrictive change because it is an believe that this is a more

b added requirement to cascade to LCO 3.4.7. restrictive change.
)

NPPD Response:

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _
. . . . . . . . . . . .
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Comments mp scar
ITS 3.7.2, Service Water (SW) and Ultimate Heat Sink (tfHS)

3.7.2 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

1 L.4 CTS 3.12.C.2 Revise the
ITS 3.7.2 justification to
ITS 3.8.1 Required Action B.2 correctly state

the CTS
With any inoperable active component that affects operability of one SW requirement.
subsystem, CTS 3.12.C.2 requires that all active components that affect operability

'

of the operable subsystem (the other subsystem), including the associated DG, be
operable. These requirements are deleted in ITS 3.7.2 but are included in ITS 3.8.1
Required Action B.2. The justification for this change incorrectly states that the
CTS requires ensuring operability of required features in the same division as an'
inoperable DG. The CTS actually requires ensuring operability of required features
in the same division as the operable DG. |

NPPD Response:

2 2 STS 3.7.2 Required Action D.1 Revise the
ITS 3.7.2 Required Action A.1 submittal to

adopt the STS
The bracketed words "RHR shutdown cooling" in STS 3.7.2 Required Action D.1 wording.
are modified in ITS 3.7.2 Required Action A.1 to "RHR shutdown cooling
subsystem." The justification provided for this change does not appear appropriate
and the change makes the wording of this note inconsistent with the wording of
similar notes in other specifications (e.g., ITS 3.7.1).

NPPD Response:

I

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -
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Cooper Nuclear Station !mproved TS Review Comments m_c=s cL2
ITS 3.7.2, Service Water (SW) and Ultimate Heat Sink (UHS)

3.7.2 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

3 L.1 5 CTS 3.12/J.? This change is
STS 3.7.2 Required Action D.1 beyond the scope
ITS 3.7.2 Required Action A.1 of the conversion

review and has
CTS 3.12.C.2 allows continued operation for 30 days with one inoperable SW been referred to
pump. With one SW subsystem (two inoperable SW pumps) the CTS requires the Project
shutdown to Mode 4 within 36 hours, STS 3.7.2 Required Action D.1 allows Manager for
operation to continue indefinitely with one inoperable SW pump and continued resolution.
operation for 72 hours with one inoperable SW subsystem. If STS Required Action
D.1 is not met STS Required Action E.2 requires shutdown to Mode 4 within 36
hoars. This is modified by ITS 3.7.2 Required Action A.1 to allow continued
operation for 7 days with one inoperable SW subsystem. The ITS changes both the !

CTS and the STS. In addition ITS 3.7.2 Required Action A.1 extends the CTS
Completion Time for shutdown by 7 days.

NPPD Response: None required at this time.

4 L.1 2 CTS 3.12.C.2 and C.3 This change is
STS 3.7.2 Actions A, B and D beyond the scope
ITS 3.7.2 Actions of the conversion

review and has
CTS 3.12.C.2 and 3.12.C.3 require all SW pumps to be operable and provide been referred to
actions if one or two SW pumps are inoperable. STS 3.7.2 Actions A (also the Project
referenced in Action D) and B have Required Actions if one SW pump is inoperable Manager for
or if one SW pump in each subsystem (two SW pumps inoperable). These Actions resolution.
are not retained in ITS 3.7.2. This is a change to both the CTS and STS.

NPPD Response: None required at this time.

_ . _ __~ = . _ - = _ _ -
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Comments m ec cw
ITS 3.7.3, Reactor Equipment Cooling (REC) System

3.7.3 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS
s

1 L.1 4 | CTS 3.12.B.1 and B.2 This change is
STS 3.7.2 Actions A and B beyond the scope I

ITS 3.7.3 Action A of the conversion j

review and has
'

CTS 3.12.B.1 and CTS 3.12.B.2 allow 30 days to restore and inoperable REC been referred to ;

pump. STS 3.7.2 Action A provides the same 30-day allowance for an inoperable the Project
pump. This requirement is replaced in ITS 3.7.3 Action A to allow 72 hours to Manager for
restore one inoperable REC subsystem. The justification states that the change is resolution.
based on the fact the either REC loop has sufficient capacity with one pump
operating to transfer the essential services design cooling load during postulated
transient or accident conditions. The justification also states "If one of the two
subsystems is Inoperable, currently no time is allowed and a shutdown is
required." This statement appears to be incorrect because CTS 3.12.8.2 allows
an inoperable active component for 30 days if the other subsystem, the Core
Standby Cooling Systems, and the associated DG are operable. This is a change
to both the CTS and the STS.

NPPD Response: None required at this time.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Comments sn_cas cwr
ITS 3.7.3, Reactor Equipment Cooling (REC) System

3.7.3 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

2 L.4 CTS 3.12.B.2 Cerrect the
ITS 3.7.3 justification and

the CTS markup.
CTS 3.12.B.2 contains requirements to ensure that all active component that
affect operability of the ECCS Systems and the DG associated with the operable
subsystem are operable. These requirements are not retained in ITS 3.7.3. . The
justification incorrectly refers to the RHRSWB pumps instead of the REC pumps.
Also, the CTS markup does not incorporate all of the text related to this change
(i.e., text referring to the operability of the Core Standby Cooling Systems).

:
NPPD Response:

-

i
.

!
,

t

$

i
i

!

i

:

---
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Comments m_cmew
ITS 3.7.6, Spent Fuel Storage Pool Water Level

3.7.6 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

1 L.1 CTS 3.10.C Provide additional discussion that
ITS 3.7.6 Applicability addresses how minimum water level

will be maintained when fuel
CTS 3.10.C states that the applicabili4 is whenever irradiated assemblies are not being moved
fuelis stored in the spent fuel pool. ITS 3.7.6 states that the after ITS implementation (i.e., what
applicability is during movement of irradiated fuel assemblies is happening to the CTS
in the spent fuel storage pool. The justification (and the requirement for this situation).
Bases) is based on satisfying the analysis of the fuel handling

,

accident but does not address how water level is maintained I

when fuel assemblies are not being moved.

NPPD Response:

_ _ _ _ _ _
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Cooper Nuclear Station knproved TS Review Comments ve_cus em
ITS 3.7.6, Spent Fuel Storage Pool Water Level

3.7.6 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

'2 A.2 Bases CTS 3.10.C Provide additional discussion of the
2 ITS LCO 3.7.6 and associated Bases fuel handling accident analysis

assumptions that demonstrate that
CTS 3.10.C specifies that spent fuel pool level be maintained the ITS value is the appropriate
8.5 ft above the top of the fuel. ITS LCO 3.7.6 requires that technical specification limit.
spent fuel storage pool water level be 2 22 ft 5 inches over i

the top of the irradiated fuel assemblies seated in the spent :

fuel storage pool racks. The justification states that 8.5 ft
,

above a bundle being handled by the refueling bridge gmpple is
approximately 22 ft 5 inches above the top of irradiated fuel
seated in the spent fuel pool. Also, the Background section of

' the Bases for ITS 3.7.6 states that the water level above the
irradiated fuel assemblies is an impEcit assumption of the fuel
handling accident. The STS Bases refer to the water level as
an explicit assumption. |

NPPD Response:

4

i
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| Cooper Nucleer Station improved TS Review Comments m_c=s cur
'

| ITS 3.8.1 AC Sources - Operating
l
;

3.8.1 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

|
1 L.1 CTS 3.9.B.1.b Provide additional

ITS 3.8. I Action C discussion and justification
| for de!eting the
I CTS 3.9.B.1.b requires verifying operability of the diesel requirement.

| generators and associated critical buses. ITS 3.8.1 Action C does
not require verifying the associated critical buses are OPERABLE.
No discussion or justification is provided for deleting this

i requirement.

NPPD Response: -

i

2 2 STS SR 3.8.1.2 Note 2 This is not a justifiable '

ITS SR 3.8.1.2 Note 2 plant-specific or editorial
difference. Revise the

STS SR 3.8.1.2 Note 2 indicates that a modified start may be submittal to adopt the . +

used for this SR as recommended by the manufacturer. When STS wording.
modified start procedures are r'ot used, the time, voltage, and
fregrency tolerances of SR 3.8.1.7 must be used. The
corresponding note in ITS SR 3.8.1.2 states that a modified start
may be used for this SR consistent with the manufacturer's
recommendations. When modified start procedures are not used,
the time, voltage, and frequency requirements of SR 3.8.1.7 must 3
be used. These changes in wording are not justified.

NPPD Response:
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- Cooper Nuclear Station Improved TS Review Comment 0 m_c=s cw
~

ITS 3.8.1 AC Sources - Operating ;

=

i !
3.8.1 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE _ COMMENT STATUS-

3 A.11 CTS 1.0.J Revise the subrmttal with
' CTS 3.9.B.1 a L-type DOC to justify fCTS 3.9.B.2 the longer shutdown

!
ITS 3.8.1 Condition G Completion Times. j

!
CTS 3.9.B.1 and 3.9.B.2 do not provide Actions for the condition !

of three or more AC sources inoperable. However CTS 1.0.J !
!

,

requires being in Mode 3 within 6 hours and Mode 4 within 36 :;
'

hours when either the emergency or normal AC power source for [
L one train of a system is inoperable and the redundant train cf the :!

system is inoperable (because of an inoperable support system or |
because the system itself is inoperable or because one of its AC
sources is inoperable). ITS 3.8.1 Condition G is added to direct
entry into LCO 3.0.3 for the condition of three or more AC
sources inoperable. ITS LCO 3.0.3 requires being in Mode 3
witl.in 13 hours and Mode 4 within 37 hours. This is a less !
restrictive change because an additional hour is allowed to j

| complete the shutdown. !

i
i

NPPD Response: :!
t

>

i

>

t

I

f

i
.I

I

I
fr

6
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Commento an, cus cw
i,

ITS 3.8.1 AC Sources - Operating ,

3.8.1 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS I

!

4 A.4 3 CTS 4.9.A.2.a.1 Revise the submittal to !

CTS 4.9.A.2.a.2 adopt STS SR 3.8.1.2
STS SR 3.8.1.2 Note 1 Note 1, which is

;

ITS SR 3.8.1.2 consistent with CTS.
I

l

|
CTS 4.9.A.2.a.1 and CTS 4.9.A.2.a.2 state that CTS 4.9.A.2.a.2 ;

(DG timed start test), satisfies CTS 4.9.A.2.a.1 (DG modified, ,
'

start test). This statement is omitted from corresponding ITS SR
3.8.1.2, the modified start test. This results in a STS deviation :

because STS SR 3.8.1.2 Note 1 states that performance of SR
3.8.1.7 satisfies SR 3.8.1.2. The justification for deleting this
statement from the CTS and STS is not plant specific or editorial.

NPPD Response:

5 M.5 8 CTS 4.9.A.2.a.1 Revise the submittal to
CTS 4.9.A.2.a.2 include specific load

STS SR 3.8.1.3 values in SR 3.8.1.3,
ITS SR 3.8.i.3 consistent with the STS !

and the ' assumed accident -

CTS 4.9.A.2.a.1 and CTS 4.9.A.2.a.2 state that each diesel shall load'. In the response,
be started and loaded to >_50% rated load. ITS SR 3.8.1.0 states state the ' assumed
that the EDG is loaded to greater than the ' assumed accident accident lead" and where
load'. This differs from STS SR 3.8.1.3 which indicates, by it is stated in the Bases.
brackets, that plant-specific load values should be provided. DOC
M.5 states that the specific values are in plant procedures and the
Bases. The only load values given in the Bases are in the Bases
Background discussion of DG toad vs. time ratings. It is unclear
which of these correspond to the ' assumed accident load".

NPPD Response:

>
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Comments 3.._c=s c n
ITS 3.8.1 AC Sources - Operating

3.8.1 OOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

6 M.10 8 CTS 4.9.A.7 , & 4.9.A.2.a.2 Revise the submsttal to
: & SR 3.8.1.7 include specific voltageSTS SR 3. -

ITS SR 3.8.i .e & SR 3.8.1.7 and frequency values in
! SR 3.8.1.2, consistent

CTS 4.9.A.2.a.1 states that each diesel shall be started and with the STS and the
loaded for greater than 2 hours. ITS SR 3.8.1.2 requires starting current licensing basis.
the EDG and achieving rated voltage and frequency. This differs
from the STS SR 3.8.1.2 which indicates, by brackets, that plant
specific values for frequency and voltage should be provided. JFD
8 states that the specific values are already in plant procedures
and will be added to the 8ases for ITS SR 3.8.1.2 and SR 3.8.1.7.

NPPD Response:

7 L.5 2 CTS 4.9.A.2.a.1 These are not j.sttifiable
L.9 9 STS SR 3.8.1.3 Notes 1 and 2 plant-specific or editorial

ITS SR 3.8.1.3 Notes 1 and 2 differences. Revise the
submettal to adopt STS SR

Note 1 to ITS SR 3.8.1.3, DG load test, differs from STS 3.8.1.3 3.8.1.3 Notes 1 and 2.
Note 1 by stating that ' gradual loading is permitted consistent See comment 3.8.1-05.
with the manufacturer's recommendations' instead of ztating that
' gradual loading is permitted as recommended by the
manufacturer.' Also, ITS Note 2 differs from STS Note 2 by
replacing 'outside the load range' with 'below the required limit'

NPPD Response:

.

. _ _ _ . _ _ _ _

--
-
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Cooper Nuclear Stmion improved TS Review Commenta w cus2w !
ITS 3.8.1 AC Sources - Operating

,

1

3.8.1 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

8 M.12 8 CTS 4.9.A.2.b Revise the submittal to
STS SR 3.8.1.19 include specific voltage

| ITS SR 3.8.1.11 and frequency values in
SR 3.8.1.11, consistent

CTS 4.9.A.2.b requires demonstrating that the diesel will start with the STS and the .

,

| and accept the emergency load within the specified time sequence current licensing basis.
j but does not specify voltage and frequency requirements. ITS SR :

3.8.1.11 c.2 and c.3 specify that rated voltage and frequency'

must be achieved. This differs from STS SR 3.8.1.19 which i

| indicates, by brackets, that plant specific values for frequency and
;

j voltage should be provided. JFD 8 states that the specific values -

,

are in plant procedures and are added to the Bases.

NPPD Response: -

i

9 M.12 6 CTS 4.9.A.2.b. Provide justification for !

STS SR 3.8.1.19 this STS deviation based
ITS SR 3.8.1.11 on current licensing basis,

system design, or
CTS 4.9.A.2.b requires demonstrating that the diesel will start operational constraints.
and accept the emergency load within the specified time sequence
but does not specify how long the EDG must supply the loads
during the test. ITS SR 3.8.1.11 c.4 specifies that the EDG must
supply only the auto-connected emergency load for 2 5 minutes. |

This differs from STS SR 3.8.1.19 which requires thot the EDG
supply both the permanently connected and auto-connected
emergency loads for 2 5 minutes. No justification is provided for

i
omitting permanently connected emergency loads from the |
requirement. I

!

!NPPD Response: i

t

L

. - _ - - - -.



4 R

| -

,

|
Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Commenta m_cus e" .

'

ITS 3.8.1 AC Sources - Operating

3.8.1 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS
,

I

10 M.8 12 STS SR 3.8.1.14 Revise the submittal to Check with
ITS SR 3.8.1.9 adopt STS SR 3.8.1.14 ET.

! with a 24-hour load test
,

ITS SR 3.8.1.9 is a view requirement to load test the DG for at and load value ranges
! least 8 hours where 2 of the hours are at 105% to 110% of the specified in kW.

continuous rating and the remaining hours are at 90% to 100% of
the continuous rating. ITS SR 3.8.1.9 differs from STS SR
3.8.1.14 which requires (1) a 24 hnur test with 2 hours at a
specified load range and the remaining hours at another specified

| load range; and (2) stating plant-specific load values in kW. JFD
12 bases the 8-hour test on IEEE Standard 387-1995, Section
7.5.9 and Table 3 for cyclic testing, noting that a 24-hour test is
only recommended for preoperational testing. Staff does not
agree with this justification. In addition, plant-specific load values
in kW should be specified in the SR itself, not only in the Bases.

NPPD Response:
,

11 M.8 6 STS SR 3.8.1.18 Revise ITS SR 3.8.1.10 to
ITS SR 3.8.1.10 include a plant-specific

acceptance limit
ITS 3.8.1.10 is a new regt:rement to verify that the interval expressed as a percentage |
between each sequenced load is 'within specified !imits' for the of the design interval. i

timed logic sequence. ITS SR 3.8.1.10 differs from corresponding
STS SR 3.8.1.18 which specifies that the interval must be
't 10% of design interval'. The '110% of design interval' is a
bracketed item where the plant specific value is to be entered.
JFD 6 does not specifically discuss substituting "within specified
limits" for a specific percentage limit. -

NPPD Response:
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Commenta f
*

m_c=s cw
ITS 3.8.1 AC Sources _- Operstmg

i

t

3.8.1 DOC J8D CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

12 2 STS LCO 3.8.1 c Revise JFD 2 to explicitly .

STS 3.8.1 Action F state how the reviewer's i

ITS 3.3.1 note for not adopting STS i

3.8.1 Action F is satisfied.
STS LCO 3.8.1.c requires three automatic sequencers and STS Otherwise, adopt STS

I 3.8.1 Action F applies to one automaiic load sequencer inoperable LCO 3.8.1 c and Action F. !

! (these are bracketed items). ITS 3.8.1 does not adopt these [
-requirements for automatic sequencers. JFD 2 states that these i

' bracketed items are not applicable to CNS, but does not explain i

why. i

INPPD Response:

13 2 STS SRs 3.8.1.4, 3.8.1.5, and 3.3.1.6 Revise the submittal to
ITS SRs 3.8.1.4, 3.8.1.5, and 3.8.1.6 explicitly confirm whether

or not CNS DGs have
STS SRs 3.8.1.4, 3.8.1.5, and 3.8.1.6 indicate that surveillances engine mounted tanks. If i

are to be performed on engine mounted tanks (this is a bracketed they do, adopt the STS
item). Requirements for engine mounted tanks are not adopted in requirements. ,

corresponding ITS SRs 3.8.1.4, 3.8.1.5, and 3.8.1.6. JFD 2
contains no specific information to explain why these i

requirements are not applicable to CNS. ?

NPPD Response:

i

i

I'
__ _ _ . _ _ _
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Commento ~

m_cw w
ITS 3.8.1 AC Sources - Operating

3.8.1 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

14 10 STS SR 3.8.1.9 single-largest-load rejection by DG Note: Comments are
,

STS SR 3.8.1.10 fullIcad rejection by DG numbered the same as for |
STS SR 3.8.1.11 DG start on LOOP the associated reason. !
STS SR 3.8.1.12 DG start on ECCS initiation !

STS SR 3.8.1.13 automatic DG trip bypass test
STS SR 3.8.1.15 DG hot-restart and load test
STS SR 3.8.1.16 transfer of loads from DG to offsite circuit Comment for reasons (a),
STS SR 3.8.1.17 automatic retum of DG to standby mode from (b), (c), (d), (e), (h), (1), (k), '

test mode upon an ECCS initiation signal (I), and (m).: This is likely
STS SR 3.8.1.20 simultaneous start of both DGs true for most facilities:

thus this reason is generic,
ITS do not adopt the listed SRs because they do not " materially not plant-specific.
contribute to the demonstration of DG Operability." This

'conclusion is based on the following reasons: Except for SR 3.8.1.17,
which tests a feature not

(a) test of non-credited design feature in the Cooper deign, no
SR 3.8.1.9 SR 3.8.1.10 SR 3.8.1.13 plant-specific reasons are
SR 3.8.1.16 given for not adopting

,

these surveillances.
(b) other DG is adequate to mitigate DBA Revise the submittal to '

SR 3.8.1.9 adopt these requirements.

(c) consequences of overspeed bounded by failure of DG itself (
SR 3.8.1.10 i

(d) operator action required regardless of overspeed, but not
assumed for first 10 minutes after DBA '

SR 3.8.1.10 SR 3.8.1.16

,

continued continued

!

i

L

,

. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _
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Cooper Nuclear Ctation improved TS Review Commenta se, ci.siw
_

ITS 3.8.1 AC Sources - Operating

3.8.1 DOC- JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE ~ COMMENT STATUS

14 (continued) (continued)
contd.

(e) combined LOOP-LOCA test (ITS SR 3.8.1.10) bounds separate
tests

SR 3.8.1.11 SR 3.8.1.12

(f) not consistent with current test practices (CTS 4.9.A.1.a and (f) CTS specify separate
4.9.A.1.b). LOOP and LOCA tests,

SR 3.8.1.11 SR 3.8.1.12 apparently in conflict with
' current test practices.' |

|

(g) not consistent with current test practices (g) Adding these test
SR 3.8.1.15 SR 3.8.1.20 requirements is not

inconsistent with current
testing practice, since
they are not currently
done.

(h) Hot restert capability demonstrated during initial plant startup
testing.

SR 3.8.1.15
I

(1) Monthly start and load test adequately demonstrate ability to
operate and start at normal operating temperatures - the DG is
designed to start when " hot".

SR 3.8.1.15

continued continued-

____-______-_ - - .
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Comments 3., cmiw
_

ITS 3.8.1 AC Sources - Operating
.

3.8.1 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS
t

14 (continued) (continued)
contri.

(j) Not ennsistent with current test practices (j) It appears that
Sh 3.8.1.17 automatic realignment to |

standby mode is not part !
'

| of design, so it cannot be
tested. Thus, this reason'

is pant-specific and
'acceptable.

(k) DGs do no'. perform any safety-related function for a LOCA
event (i.e., ECCS initiation), when offsite sources remain
available.

SR 3.8.1.17
.

(I) Current licensing basis does not require postulating that a
LOOP occurs some time subsequent .o when a LOCA occurs.

SR 3.8.1.17

(m) Separation and independence are part of the design and thus
do not ne.ed to be verified by (periodic) testing; they are ensured ,

by configuration control and existing maintenance practices
S*d 3.8.1.20 *

t

NPPD Response: |

t

>

V

i

!
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Commenta m_c=s car
ITS 3.8.2 AC Sources - Shutdown

3.8.2 DOC JFD CHAN. i/ DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

1 3 STS 3.8.2 Action A Note This generic difference is
ITS 3.8.2 Action A Note consistent with the STS

Bases for Action A and
STS Action A Note states "....with one required division de- appears acceptable. NPPD
energized...." The corresponding note in the ITS states is requested to propose a
"....when any division is de-energized...." JFD 3 bases this generic change to the STS j
difference on avoiding a possit fe misinterpretation that the note as a condition of adopting |

would not apply if more than one division is de-energized as a this difference in the ITS. j

result of Condition A. This is not a plant specific basis.

NPPD Response:

2 ITS 3.8.2 Actions Note This note is unnecessary.
TSTF-36 Revise the submittal to omit

this note.
ITS propose a note to the Actions that says LCO 3.0.3 is not
applicable. This difference from the STS is based on TSTF-36. This Note should also be
NRC rejected TSTF-36 and its first revision. The TSB reviewer removed from ITS 3.8.5 and
has recommended rejection of Revision 2. 3.8.8.

NPPD Response:

3 1 ITS SR 3.8.2.1 Make appropriate changes
STS SR 3.8.2.1 upon resolution of comment

3.8.1-14.
The listed SRs of IT,S 3.8.1 omit the SRs of STS 3.8.1 that CNS
does not propose t5 adopt.

NPPD Response:

I
---_-__ -____
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Revier' Commenta m2_cus [w
ITS 3.8.3 Diesel Fuel Oil, Lube Oil, and Star *.ing Air

3.8.3 DOC JFD CHANGE /DIFFEP14_CE COMMENT STATUS
|

1 A.2 CTS 4.9.A.2.d ITS SR 3.8.3.J Adding the centrifuge test
CTS 4.9.A.2.e ITS 5.5.9 for new fuel is a difference
Bases for ITS SR 3.8.3.3 from the STS and a change |
DOC LA.3 for ITS Section 5.5 to the CTS. Thus, it is a j
JFD 25 for ITS Section 5.5 beyond-scope change. Ed t

Bases JFD 6 for *TS Section 3.8.3 Tomlinson or EELB must !
TSTF-106 (approved) review it. d

ITS 5.5.9, Diesel Fuel Oil Testing Program, and ITS SR 3.8.3.3, ,

which requires verifying fuel oil properties in accordance with [
ITS 5.5.9, replace CTS 4.9.A.2.d and 4.9.A.2.e. ITS 5.5.9 i

Iestablishes the diesel fuel oil tests the program must include
But certain details, such as the surveillance test interval for nect | [
fuel oil parameters of density, kinematic viscosity, flash point,
and appearance, are moved to the Bases for SR 3.8.3.3 and the
Diesel Fuel Oil Testing Program itself, outside TS. As discussed *

in JFD 25 for ITS Section 5.5, ITS 5.5.9.a.3 (and associated -

Bases discussion of SR 3.8.3.3) allow an alternate test for
verification of acceptability of new fuel (prior to addition to the
storage tank) with regard to water and sediment content - the
ASTM-D975-1989a water and sediment by centrifuge test - in !

lieu of the ASTM-D4176-1991 clear and bright test as specified
by CTS 4.9.A.2.e.1.d.

.

NPPD Response:

.

L

?

i

!

!

!
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Commenta mp.s Em
ITS 3.8.3 Diesel Fuel Oil, Lube Oil, and Startina Air

-

3.8.3 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

2 4 STS 3.8.3 Required Action E.1 This is not a justifiatic plant
ITS 3.8.3 Required Action E.1 specific or editorial

STS Required Action E.1 requires restoring starting air receiver difference. Revise the
pressure to A [225] psig. ITS 3.8.3 Required Action E.1 submittal to adopt the STS
replaces 11225] psig with "within limit." The justification is wording.
based on being consister.t with the Required Actions of this
specification. This is not a plant specific change but is a j
possible generic change that should 1:, accomplished with a
TSTF.

NPPD Response:

3 6 STS 3.8.3 Action E Provide justification for the
STS SR 3.8.3.4 STS deviation based on
ITS 3.8.3 Action E current licensing basis,
ITS SR 3.8.3.4 system design, or

STS 3.8.3 Action E and SR 3.8.3.4 state "... starting air operational constraints.
receiver..." ITS 3.8.3 Action E and SR 3.8.3.4 revises this
statement to ".... required starting air receiver..." The
justification states that the changes reflect plant specific design
and analysis but does not provide any details about actual
specific design or analysis.

NPPD Response:

|

..

. . . _. . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

_
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Commenta wp.s Y .
' ITS 3.8.4, DC Sources - Operating

3.8.4 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

1 1 a. Bases discussion of ITS LCO 3.8.4 a. This is not a
Bases discussion of ITS 3.8.4 Applicability justifiable plant-specific

The ITS Bases replaces the STS words ' anticipated operational or editorial difference.
occurrence (AOO)'. with ' abnormal operational transient.' Note this Revise the submittal to l

'

is a gicbol difference and should be addressed throughout the ITS adopt the STS wordmg.
Bases. b. Revise all Bases to

reflect this STS
4 b. Bases discussion of Applicable Safety Analysis for ITS 3.8.4 preference.

-last sentence c. Adopt the STS word
This is a global comment - the last sentence should cite the since 'specified' doesn't
regulation 10 CFR 50.36(c)(2)(ii) directly, not by referring to add any clarity and
Reference 5. could be confusing in

the technical
3 c. Bases discussion of ITS 3.8.4 Required Actions B.1 and B.2 specifications. Note,

The ITS Bases uses the word 'specified* in place of the STS word this comment should be
' required' regarding the time to reach Mode 4 allowed by RG 1.93. applied globally to all of

the Bases.
I d. Bases discussion of ITS SR 3.8.4.1 d. This is not a

The ITS omits the STS words "(or a battery cell)." justifiable plant-specific
or editorial difference.

3 e. Bases for ITS SR 3.8.4.8, 3rd paragraph Revise the Bases to
The ITS Bases replace STS's " battery rate of deterioration is adopt the omitted
increasing" with " battery is getting old and capacity will decrease words.
more rapidly." e. This is not a

justifiable plant-specific
or editorial difference.
Revise the submittal to
adopt the STS wording.

NPPD Response:

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ -
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.. Cooper Nuclear Station Improved TO Review Commenta m.c=scwr
.

ITS 3.8.4,' DC Sources - C;1 ;"..,.

3.8.4 DOC- JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

2 L.6 CTS 4.9.A.3.d.3 Revise the submsttal
ITS SR 3.8.4.8 with a justification for -

*

DOC L.6 does not address omitting from SR 3.8.4.8 the 17-year in- this omission.
service criteria for requiring a battery discharge test.

NPPD Response:

3 2 STS 3.8.4 Action C - Provide justification for
ITS 3.8.4 Actions this STS deviation 3

STS 3.8.4, required actions for DG DC subsystem, is omitted from which desenbes details [
ITS 3.8.4. JFD 2 states these action requirements are not of CNS design I
applicable to the CNS design, but fails to offer details explaining differences. |
why it is not applicable to the CNS design. j

!

NPPD Response: ;

i

,

~

f
.

i

.i
!

I
i

!
i

!

!
.
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Cooper Nuclear St: tion improved TS Review Comments 3 p.s Ew
ITS 3.8.4, DC Sources - Operating

i

3.8.4 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

4 L.1 3 CTS 3.9.B.3.a ITS 3.8.4 Action A This item is referred to .

CTS 3.9.B.3.b STS 3.8.4 Action A the PM for tech staff |
'

ITS 3.8.4 Action C review.
CTS 3.9.8.3.a and CTS 3.9.B.3.b provide Actions, including
restoring the inoperable battery within 2 hours or the inoperable:

battery charger within 4 hours when one 125 V DC or 250 V DC
battery or oattery charger is inoperable. ITS 3.8.4 Action A is
applicable to only the 125 V DC batteries and associated chargers ;
(subsystems) and ITS 3.8.4 Action C, not contained in STS 3.8.4, '

is separately specified for the 250 V DC subsystems. Action C
requires declaring the associated supported features inoperable i

immediately. According to the Bases for ITS 3.8.4 Action C:
[

a. An inoperable 250 V DC subsystem renders the RCIC system !
and the Division 1 LPCI . subsystem inoperable. The applicable
action requirements, Action A of ITS 3.5.1 and Action A of ITS
3.5.3 allow 7 days and 14 days, respectively, to restore the RCIC '

and LPCI subsystems.
b. An inoperable 250 V DC subsystem renders the HPCI system i

and the Divi:: ion 2 LPCI subsystem inoperable. Corresponding
Action E of ITS 3.5.1 allow 3 days to restore the HPCI and LPCI

;
subsystems.

|
Increasing the Completion Times from 2 or 4 hours to the times !

'given in ITS Section 3.5 is a significant change and is beyond the
scope of the conversion

NPPD Response: .

,

3

;

I

i
t

I

!
--_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Comments 3.s cus cw

ITS 3.8.5, DC Sources - Operating

3.8.5 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS

1 4 STS 3.8.5 SR 3.8.5.1 Revise the submittal to conform
ITS 3.8.5 SR 3.8.5.1 to the STS wording.

STS SR 3.8.5.1 states "For DC sources required to te
OPERABLE,:....." ITS SR 3.8.5.1 replaces sources with
electrical power subsystems and states "For DC electrical i

Ipower subsystems required to be OPERABLE, ..... ~ The
justification is based on being consistent with the werding of
the LCO and ACTION. This is not a plant specific change but
is a possible generic change to the STS that should be
accomplished using the STS generic change process.

NPPD Response:

2 5 STS SR 3.8.5.1 Revise the submittal to conform
ITS SR 3.8.5.1 to the STS wording.

STS SR 3.8.5.1 lists the SRs to be performed in a column
format. ITS SR 3.8.5.1 lists the same SRs in a sentence
format. The justification is based on being consistent with
the Writers Guide. This is not a plant specific change but is a
possible generic change to the STS that should be
accomplished using the STS generic change process.

NPPD Response:

|

|

___ - _ _
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Cooper Nuclear Station improved TS Review Comments m.cwh
ITS 3.8.5, DC Sources - Operating I

l

3.8.5 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE N STATUS

3 ITS 3.8.5 Actions Note and associated Bases This note is nc* necessary.
discussion 6 plain how tiere could be an
TSTF-36, " inability to s spend movement

of irradiated fuel assemblies ~ for
ITS 3.8.5 adds a note to the Actions of STS 3.8.5 stating up to G hours.~ ' Withdraw it
LCO 3.0.3 is not applicable." The justification is based on from the submittal.
information in TSTF-36. The disposition of TSTF-36 R.1 and
R.2 is "Pending."

NPPD Response:

'
i

s

. - _ _ - _ . - - _ _ - -
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i ITS 3.8.6, Bettery Cell Persmeters !
'

t

|
I

3.8.6 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS f
,

1 CTS Table 3.9-1 footnote (5) Provde discussion and |
-

| iTS Table 3.8.6.1 footnote (b) justification for the CTS ;

; change stating that level
CTS Table 3.9-1 footnote (5: equires correcting specific gravity correct;on is not required
for electrolyte temperature and level. ITS Table 3.8.6.1 when on float charge and
footnote (b) has the same requirement but also states that level battery charging current is
correction is not required when on float charge and battery < 2 amps.
chargmg current is < 2 amps. No discussion or justification is
provided for this change to the CTS.

NPPD Respoase:

I
.

2 3 STS 3.8.6 Condition B These a e not plant specific i
'

STS Table 3.8.6.1 Category C differences. Revise the
ITS 3.8.6 Condition B submettal to adopt the STS !

STS Table 3.8.6.1 Category C wordmg.

i
a. The third Condition of STS Condition B states "... parameters NPPD is encouraged to '

not within Category C values." ITS 3.8.6 Condition B replaces initiate a genenc change , j

the word " values" with " limits". The justification is to more proposal to the TSTF. ;.

closely match the I.CO description. ;

,

b. The STS Table 3.8.6.1 Category C column is entitled "

" Category C: Allowable 1.imits for Each Connected Cell.* ITS !

Table 3.8.6.1 deletes the word " Allowable." The justification is |
to be consistent with manner in which Category C * Limits" are !

described in the Actions and that is will avoid confusion with (
the te..? " Allowable Value' used in the Instrumentation section. !

I These are not plant specific changes but are possible genenc !
changes that should be accomplished using the STS genenc i

change process. [

NPPD Response:

,

I
- - _ _ _ - - _ - - - - - -
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ITS 3.8.6, Bettery Cell Parameters

l' |

3.8.6 DOC JFD i CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS
'

3 2 ITS LCO 3.8.6 This difference is
ITS SR 3.8.6.3 acceptable; thus the STS

should be corrected. NPPD
Unlike the STS, the ITS specifically requires electrolyte is encot@ to initiate a,

temperature to be within limits (given in SR 3.8.6.3) because genenc change proposal to !<

ITS Table 3.8.6-1 does not specify electrolyte temperature the TSTF. |
'

!imits. This is a generic d;fference from the STS. ,

NPPD Response: ;

!

!
! i

!

|
!

, >

b

b

|
t

s

'

!

:i

f

i

b

I

!
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iTS 3.8.7. Distribution Systems - Operating

|

3.8.7 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COmanergT STATUS j

1 4 STS LCO 3.8.9 STS SR 3.8.9.1 Revise the submrttal to
STS 3.8.9 Action B ITS LCO 3.8.7 explicitly confirm
STS 3.8.9 Action E ITS 3.8.7 Actions whether or not CNS
ITS Bases Table B 3.8.7-1 has AC vital buses or a

DG DC d. Lic# power

The STS LCO 3.8.9 and SR 3.8.9.1 include the AC vital bus and distribution system.
Action B contains Cor ditions and Required Actions for the AC vital
bus. These are not included a corresponding ITS 3.8.7. In addition in addition, the smooth

ITS 3.8.7 does not include STS Action E for the DG DC electrical versson of the Bases
power distribution system. The justification for these STS changes is table is incorrectly
that the bracketed items are not applicable to CNS. This implies that labeled B 3.8.9-1:it
CNS does not have a vital AC bus or a DG DC electrical power should be B 3.8.7-1.
distribution system. However this is not specifically stated in either
the justification for the deviation or in the Bases discussion.

I

NPPD Response:

n

2 1 STS 3.8.7 and 3.8.8 Revise the submittal to
explicitly confirm

STS 3.8.7 and STS 3.8.8 contain requirements for inverters when whether or rd CNS
operating and when shutdown, respectively. The ITS does not has inverters or
implement these requirements. The justification states that these STS comparable equipment,
sections are deleted because they are not applicable to CNS. such as MG sets.
Although not explicitly stated in either the justification or the Bases,
this implies that CNS does not have inverters. In addition there is no
discussion of how the function of supplying AC power that is denved
from DC (such as by using inverters or MG sets) is provided.

NPPD Response:

I

. _ _ - _ _ _ - _ . .
.. . .,



- . . .. . . .. . . .

..

.

Cooper Nuclear Station improved TO Review Comments m_c=s cw
*

ITS 3.8.7, Distribution Systems - Operating

3.8.7 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS
,

3 A.4 5 CTS 3.9.A.1.d This item is referred to
CTS 3.9.B.3.a the PM for tech staff
CTS 3.9.B.3.b review.
STS 3.8.9
ITS 3.8.7 Action D

ITS 3.8.7 Action D is included to require that supported sutrsystems
(including LPCI, RCIC, and HPCI subsystems) be declared iry>perable
immediately upon discovery that a 250 V DC distribution subsystem is
enoperable. As discussed in Comment 3.8.4-4, in terms of when a
shutdown is required, this changes relaxes this time from 2 or 4 hours
to 3 or 7 days, depending upon the division that is inoperable. This is
a significant change and is beyond the scope of the conversion.

NPPD Response: '

l

!

i

!

!

t

[
:

I
!

l

!
i

I
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ITS 3.8.7 Distribution Systems - Operating

,

;
t

:

3.8.7 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COWINIENT STATUS
!

4 5 ITS LCO 3.8.7 Revise the submrttal to i

ITS 3.8.7 Actions conform to the STS !

ITS Bases Table 3.8.7-1 presentation of f
Bases discussion of ITS LCO 3.8.7, STS markup insert 1 requwements - a j

complete list of f

The Bases for the simplified Actions table in STS 3.8.9 is that all electrical busses and
safety related electrical busses, motor control centers, panels, etc. peneis in the Bases i

would be listed in the Bases table, relieving the operator from. table. ,

decianng inoperable numerous components supplied by orme of these !
busses or panels. For swnpiicity, a common time of 8 hours was Note that the ITS for i

established for AC distribution subsystems and 2 hours for DC Hatch 1 and 2 were [
distribution subsystems, and 2 hours for Vital AC subsystems - approved with no i

; regardless of the importance of the systems supported by these Bases table, tmt with a !,
I distribution subsystems. By not listing in the Bases table all panels fairly comprehensive !

supplying *afety-related loads, the ITS conflicts with the rational listmg of electncal |
behind the STS Actions table. NPPD proposes to mix cosc di.8, no- busses and panels in [
cascading, and Action-directed cosc d;.g in the ITS 3.8.7 Actions the LCO itself. See the j

| table. The STS tries to avoid such an arrangement. The CTS Hatch SE page 278. '

| requwements for distribution systems are only covered by the Such a presentation '

I definition of operability - which ;mplies that anytime a panel or bus is may be acceptable for |
discovered inoperable, all supported loads should be declared CNS. |

.

inoperable and appropnate TS action requwements should be met.
I.e., complete cascading. The STS approach - no cascadmg - was !

! concluded to be an improvement. [
!

The 250 V DC busses may be a special case because of the relatively I
few safety related subsystems they support. Thus, ilS Action D, [
which directs cascading to the ECCS and RCIC specifications, may be i
an ecceptable difference from the STS. Its acceptance is open j
pending resolution of Comments 3.8.4-4 and 3.8.7-3. r

4 r

!
;

NPPD Response:
|
I,

ij
't

; .

!
_ __ _ I. . - _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ -_-___.
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3.0.0
ITS 3.8.8, Distributi roved TS Review CoDOC JFDj 1

on Systsms - Shutdowmments
2 ,

STS LCO 3.8.10 CHANGE / DIFFERENCE
n

STS SR 3.8.10.1STS 3.8.10 Condition A
= c s 5,r

ITS LCO 3.8.8 and Required Action A 2 COMMENT

Revise the submittal toSTATU$ITS 3.8.8 Condition A
. .4

ITS SR 3.8.10.1 explicitly confirm
The STS 3.8.10 LCOand Required Action A 2 4 See Commnot CNS has AC vitalbuwhether orSR 3.8.10.1 includes re, Condition A Required Acti

..

Actions for the AC vit l b
ses.

ent 3.8.7-1
quirements, Conditionson A.2.4 andccrresponding ITS 3.8 8

a
us. These

changes is that the plant. . Thejustification for thesare not included in the, and Required
provided for the brack tspecific value/ nom e STSnot have e

editems
in ither the justificatia vital AC bus. Howeve. This implies thenclature has beene

discussion.
NPPD Response: on for the deviationr this is not specificallat CNS does

orin the Basesy stated

2

STS 3 - 'O
ITS 3.u ACTIONS

3 .

ITS 3.8.8 contains 'TIONS
is based on hiformation i3.8.10 stating LCO 3 0 note to the ACTIONS not f

3.8.5-3See Comments 3.8 2 2. .3 is not applicable. ThejuNPPD R:sponse:
n TSTF-36. oundin STS . and

stificationi
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ITS 3.8.8, Distribution Systems - Shutdown

3.8.8 DOC JFD CHANGE / DIFFERENCE COMMENT STATUS
~ 2 STS LCO 3.8.10 Revise the submittal to

STS 3.8.10 Condition A and Required Action A.2.4 explicitly confirm whether or
STS SR 3.8.10.1 not CNS has AC vital buses.
ITS LCO 3.8.8 See Comment 3.8.7-1.
ITS 3.8.8 Condition A and Required Action A.2.4
ITS SR 3.8.10.1

The STS 3.6.10 LCO, Condition A Required Action A.2.4 and
SR 3.8.10.1 includes requirements, Conditions, and Required
Actions for the AC vital bus. These are not included in the
corresponding ITS 3.8.8. The justification for these STS
changes is that the plant specific value/ nomenclature has been
provided for the bracketed items. This implies that CNS does
not have a vital AC but. However this is not sp?cifically stated
in either the justification for the deviation or in the 8ases
discussien.

-

NPPD Response:

2 STS 3.8.10 ACTIONS See Comments 3.8.2-2 and
ITS 3.8.8 ACTIONS 3.8.5-3.

ITS 3.8.8 contains a note to the ACTIONS not found in STS
3.8.10 stating LCO 3.O.3 is not applicable. The justification
is based on information in TSTF-36.

NPPD Response:

)

_ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _


