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IES Utlites Inc.
Duane Arnold Energy Center
3277 DAEC Road
52324-9785
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Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attn: Document Control Desk
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Washington, DC 20555-0001

Office: 319.851.7611
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Subject:

Duane Arnold Energy Center
Docket No: 50-331
Op. License No: DPR-49
Technical Specification Change Request (TSCR-026): "Adoption of NRC
Approved Generic Changes to Improved Technical Specifications"

File:

A-117

Dear Sir(s):
In accordance with the Code of Federal Regulations, Title 10, Sections 50.59 and 50.90, IES
Utilities Inc. hereby requests revision to the Technical Specifications for the Duane Arnold
Energy Center (DAEC).
The DAEC implemented Improved Technical Specifications (ITS) in 1998 via Amendment
223 using NUREG 1433, Rev.1 as a model. The Industry and the NRC Staff have been
working to improve the ITS NUREGs and as a result, generic changes have been developed.
The proposed amendment adopts selected NRC approved generic changes to the ITS
NUREGs.
The sixteen (16) changes in this submittal come from the Technical Specification Task Force
(TSTF) process developed by the Industry and the NRC. Three (3) of these changes are
Bases only changes but are included for completeness relative to the TSTF process.
This application has been reviewed by the DAEC Operations Committee and the Safety
Committee. A copy of this submittal, along with the 10CFR50.92 evaluation of"No
Significant Hazards Consideration", is being forwarded to our appointed state official
pursuant to 10 CFR Section 50.91.
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This letter is true and accurate to the best of my knowledge and belief.
IES UTILITIES INC.
By

_••______
bavid L. Wilson
Vice President, Nuclear

State of Iowa
(County) of Linn
Signed and sworn to before me on this
by "al/&
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in and for the State of Iowa

-4-NANCY S.FRANCK
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J. Kerr
E. Protsch (w/o)
B. Mozafari (NRC-NRR)
J. Dyer (Region III)
D. McGhee (State of Iowa)
NRC Resident Office
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EVALUATION OF CHANGE PURSUANT TO 10 CFR SECTION 50.92
Background:
The Duane Arnold Energy Center (DAEC) implemented Improved Technical
Specifications (ITS) in 1998 via Amendment 223 using NUREG 1433, Rev.1 as a model.
The Industry and the NRC Staff have been working to improve the ITS NUREGs and as a
result, generic changes have been developed. The proposed amendment adopts selected
NRC approved generic changes to the ITS NUREGs.
The sixteen (16) changes in this submittal come from the Technical Specification Task
Force (TSTF) process developed by the Industry and the NRC. Three (3) of these changes
are Bases only changes but are included for completeness relative to the TSTF process.
IES Utilities Inc., Docket No. 50-331
Duane Arnold Energy Center, Linn County, Iowa
Date of Amendment Request: November 22, 1999
Description of Amendment Request:
The following are the NRC approved generic changes which are requested for the DAEC.
For each of the requested changes the following is provided:
"*
"•
"•
"*

The TSTF number and title
Description of change requested for the DAEC
Comparison between the requested change and the TSTF
Justification for the change based on the TSTF justification with DAEC differences

TSTF-71, Rev. 2: Add example of SFDP to the 3.0.6.Bases
Description of Change
A brief example of the application of the Safety Function Determination Program
(SFDP) is added in the Bases for LCO 3.0.6.
Comparison to TSTF
The proposed change is consistent with the TSTF.
Justification
Same as TSTF justification. The application of the SFDP under LCO 3.0.6 is
better explained using examples. No technical content is changed.
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TSTF-76, Rev. 1: Remove references to the onsite review function
Description of Change
Removes Operations Committee review and acceptance of Offsite Dose
Assessment Manual (ODAM) changes from the Technical Specifications (TS).
This requirement is located in the DAEC Updated Final Safety Analysis Report

(UFSAR).
Comparison to TSTF
The proposed change is consistent with the TSTF.
Justification
Same as TSTF justification. The ITS NUREGs have relocated the onsite review
committee functions to licensee controlled documents (DAEC's UFSAR).
TSTF-104, Rev. 0: Relocates discussion of exceptions from LCO 3.0.4 to the Bases
Description of Change
Removes the additional discussion provided in LCO 3.0.4 with respect to the use
of exceptions and provides the reworded discussion in the Bases.
Comparison to TSTF
The proposed change is consistent with the TSTF.
Justification
Same as TSTF justification. Change provides consistency with LCO 3.0.3 by
moving the discussion to the Bases. Rewording the discussion improves clarity.
TSTF-118, Rev. 0: Administrative Controls Program Exceptions
Description of Change
Revises administrative controls to add provisions of SR 3.0.2 and SR 3.0.3 to the
Diesel Fuel Oil Testing Program testing frequencies.
Comparison to TSTF
The proposed change is consistent with the TSTF.
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Justification
Same as TSTF justification. These SRs are already applicable to the testing
frequencies in the individual surveillances that reference this Program, but the
lack of an applicability statement in the Programs Section creates confusion.
TSTF-122, Rev. 0: Revise LCO 3.0.2 Bases to Remove Possible Confusion
Description of Change
Revises two sentences in LCO 3.0.2 Bases to remove possible confusion
concerning inoperable redundant equipment.
Comparison to TSTF
The proposed change is consistent with the TSTF.
Justification
Same as TSTF justification. Original wording discusses inoperability of redundant
equipment without introducing the topic. Change puts intent in proper context.
TSTF-152, Rev. 0: Revise Reporting Requirements to be Consistent with 10 CFR 20
Description of Change
Revises discussion of Occupational Radiation Exposure Report and Radioactive
Material Release Report to be consistent with 10 CFR 20.
Comparison to TSTF
The proposed change is consistent with the TSTF.
Justification
Same as TSTF justification. Change implements guidance in NRC letter dated
7/28/95 on changes to TS resulting from 10 CFR 20 rule changes.
TSTF-153, Rev. 0: Clarify Exception Notes to be Consistent with the Requirement
Being Excepted
Description of Change
Revises several Residual Heat Removal LCO exception notes to be consistent
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with the wording used in the LCO being excepted.
Comparison to TSTF
The proposed change is consistent with the TSTF.
Justification
Same as TSTF justification. Inconsistent wording is confusing and in some cases
implies additional actions. The changes remove the ambiguity.
TSTF-165, Rev. 0: Revise the LCO 3.0.5 Bases to Refer to Testing and Not SRs
Description of Change
The Bases for LCO 3.0.5 is changed to use the words "required testing" instead of
the acronym "SR". LCO 3.0.5 uses the word "testing".
Comparison to TSTF
The proposed change is consistent with the TSTF.
Justification
Same as TSTF justification. Change addresses testing that is not a surveillance.
Intent of LCO is not changed. Bases is made consistent with the LCO.
TSTF-166, Rev. 0: Correct Inconsistency Between LCO 3.0.6 and the SFDP
Regarding Performance of an Evaluation
Description of Change
Revise LCO 3.0.6 to explicitly require an evaluation per the Safety Function
Determination Program. Delete statement "additional ... limitations may be
required" from LCO 3.0.6.
Comparison to TSTF
The proposed change is consistent with the TSTF.
Justification
Same as TSTF justification. Both the SFDP and the LCO 3.0.6 Bases explicitly
require an evaluation upon entry into LCO 3.0.6, but LCO 3.0.6 says additional
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evaluations may be required.
TSTF-205, Rev. 3: Revision of Channel Calibration, Channel Functional Test, and
Related Definitions
Description of Change
Revises definitions of CHANNEL CALIBRATION, CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL
TEST, and LOGIC SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TEST to remove ambiguity.
Comparison to TSTF
The proposed changes in definitions are consistent with the TSTF but the TSTF

changes to the Bases are not being adopted. The wording in DAEC's Bases that
was developed during the ITS submittal process does address the TSTF issue

(method of testing) and is more consistent with the DAEC licensing basis.
Justification
Same as TSTF justification. The list of required devices in the definitions is
replaced with a phrase similar to "all devices required for Operability" to make it
clear what "required" means and to clarify which devices need to be tested or
calibrated. The meaning and intent of the definitions are not changed. Also, an
unnecessary phrase at the end of two of the definitions is deleted to eliminate a
conflict between the definition and the Bases.
TSTF-225, Rev. 0: Fuel movement with inoperable refueling equipment interlocks
Description of Change
Adds an alternative Required Action to suspending fuel movement in the reactor
vessel when the refueling locks are inoperable. The alternative is to insert a
control rod withdrawal block and verify all control rods are fully inserted in core
cells containing one or more fuel assemblies.
Comparison to TSTF
The proposed change is consistent with the TSTF.
Justification
Same as TSTF justification. The change increases consistency within the TS
between Refueling Equipment Interlocks and Control Rod Position Indication.
Like the current Required Action, the proposed alternative ensures that
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unacceptable operations are blocked.
TSTF-269, Rev. 1: Allow administrative means of position verification for locked or
sealed valves
Description of Change
Requirements for repetitive verification of the status of "locked, sealed, or
secured" components are modified to allow the verification to be "by
administrative means".
Comparison to TSTF
The proposed change is consistent with the TSTF.
Justification
Same as TSTF justification. Change is acceptable because the function of locking,
sealing, or securing components is to ensure these devices are not repositioned.
TSTF-278, Rev. 0: Battery Cell Parameters (LCO 3.8.6) includes more than Table
3.8.6-1 limits
Description of Change
LCO 3.8.6 is revised to require that battery cell parameters be "within limits". The
reference to "Table 3.8.6-1" is deleted. Also, changes are made to Conditions and
Required Actions to make the references to Table 3.8.6-1 consistent.
Comparison to TSTF
The proposed change is consistent with the TSTF.
Justification
Same as TSTF justification. The LCO requirements need to include surveillance
limits as well as Table 3.8.6-1 limits. References are changed for consistency.
TSTF-279, Rev. 0: Remove "applicable supports" from Inservice Testing Program
Description of Change
The reference to "applicable supports" is deleted from the description of the
"Inservice Testing Program" contained in TS Section 5.5. The Technical
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Requirements Manual (TRM) contains the requirements for "applicable supports".
Comparison to TSTF
The proposed change is consistent with the TSTF.
Justification
Same as TSTF justification. Supports are addressed under the Inservice Inspection
Program. The inspection and testing requirements are in the TRM.
TSTF-300, Rev. 0: Eliminate DG LOCA-Start SRs while in S/D when no ECCS is
Required
Description of Change
Exceptions are added to the Diesel Generator (DG) SR requirements for LCO
3.8.2, AC Sources-Shutdown. These exceptions will eliminate the requirement
that the DG be capable of responding to Emergency Core Cooling System
(ECCS) initiation signals while the ECCS subsystems are not required to be
OPERABLE.
Comparison to TSTF
The proposed change is consistent with the TSTF. However, since NUREG SRs
3.8.1.11, 3.8.1.12, and 3.8.1.19 were combined into DAEC SR 3.8.1.13 in the
conversion to the ITS, the wording of the exception is modified in order to
accomplish the same result in the DAEC TS (i.e., eliminate the requirement for
NUREG SRs 3.8.1.12 and 3.8.1.19 to be met).
Justification
Same as TSTF justification. During shutdown modes, when the vessel is defueled
or when the reactor cavity is flooded, the ECCS systems are not required to be
OPERABLE so the DG ECCS start functions serve no safety function.
TSTF-323, Rev. 0: EFCV Completion Time to 72 hours
Description of Change
Extend the Completion Time to isolate the affected penetration flow path to 72
hours for inoperable Excess Flow Check Valves (EFCV).
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Comparison to TSTF
The proposed change is consistent with the TSTF.
Justification
Same as TSTF justification. EFCVs are on penetrations that have been found to
have acceptable barriers in the event that the single isolation valve failed.
Basis for proRosed No Significant Hazards Consideration:
The Commission has provided standards (10 CFR Section 50.92(c)) for determining
whether a significant hazards consideration exists. A proposed amendment to an
operating license for a facility involves no significant hazards consideration if operation
of the facility in accordance with the proposed amendment would not (1) involve a
significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously
evaluated; (2) create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated; or (3) involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
On the following six pages, the requested TSTF changes are evaluated in groups based on
the type of change being made. Based upon these evaluations, we have determined that
the proposed amendment will not involve a significant hazards consideration. The six
groups (types) and the associated TSTFs are as follows:
ADMINISTRATIVE CHANGES: TSTFs 71,118, 122, 152, 153, 165,205,278
MORE RESTRICTIVE CHANGES: TSTF 166
LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES-REMOVED DETAIL: TSTFs 76,104,279
LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES-RELAXATION OF COMPLETION TIME:
TSTF 323
LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES-RELAXATION OF REQUIRED ACTION:
TSTFs 225,269
LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES-RELAXATION OF SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENT ACCEPTANCE CRITERIA: TSTF 300
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10 CFR 50.92 EVALUATION FOR
ADMINISTRATIVE CHANGES

The DAEC is adopting NRC approved TSTF-71, TSTF-1 18, TSTF-122, TSTF-152, TSTF-153, TSTF-165,
TSTF-205, and TSTF-278 generic changes to the Improved Standard Technical Specifications (ISTS) as
outlined in NUREG-1433, "Standard Technical Specifications, BWR/4 Plants". The proposed changes
involve reformatting, renumbering, and rewording of Technical Specifications with no change in intent.
These changes, since they do not involve technical changes to the Technical Specifications, are
administrative.
This type of change is connected with the movement of requirements within the current requirements, or
with the modification of wording that does not affect the technical content of the current Technical
Specifications. These changes will also include non-technical modifications of requirements to conform to
the Writer's Guide or provide consistency with the Improved Standard Technical Specifications in
NUREG-1433. Administrative changes are not intended to add, delete, or relocate any technical
requirements of the current Technical Specifications.
In accordance with the criteria set forth in 1OCFR50.92, IES Utilities Inc. has evaluated these proposed
Technical Specification changes and determined they do not represent a significant hazards consideration.
The following is provided in support of this conclusion.
Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated?
The proposed change involves reformatting, renumbering, and rewording the existing Technical
Specifications. The reformatting, renumbering, and rewording process involves no technical changes to the
existing Technical Specifications. As such, this change is administrative in nature and does not affect
initiators of analyzed events or assumed mitigation of accident or transient events. Therefore, this change
does not involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously
evaluated.
Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated?
The proposed change does not involve a physical alteration of the plant (no new or different type of
equipment will be installed) or changes in methods governing normal plant operation. The proposed
change will not impose any new or eliminate any old requirements. Thus, this change does not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.
Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?
The proposed change will not reduce a margin of safety because it has no effect on any safety analyses
assumptions. This change is administrative in nature. Therefore, the change does not involve a significant
reduction in a margin of safety.
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10 CFR 50.92 EVALUATION FOR
MORE RESTRICTIVE CHANGES

The DAEC is adopting NRC approved TSTF-166 generic changes to the Improved Standard Technical
Specifications (ISTS) as outlined in NUREG-1433, "Standard Technical Specifications, BWR/4 Plants".
The proposed changes involve adding more restrictive requirements to the existing Technical
Specifications by either making current requirements more stringent or by adding new requirements that
currently do not exist
These changes include additional commitments that decrease allowed outage times, increase the frequency
of surveillances, impose additional surveillances, increase the scope of specifications to include additional
plant equipment, increase the applicability of specifications, or provide additional actions. These changes
have been evaluated to not be detrimental to plant safety.
In accordance with the criteria set forth in 1OCFR50.92, IES Utilities Inc. has evaluated these proposed
Technical Specification changes and determined they do not represent a significant hazards consideration.
The following is provided in support of this conclusion.
Does the change involve a significant Increase in the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated?
The proposed change provides more stringent requirements for operation of the facility. These more
stringent requirements do not result in operation that will increase the probability of initiating an analyzed
event and do not alter assumptions relative to mitigation of an accident or transient event. The more
restrictive requirements continue to ensure process variables, structures, systems, and components are
maintained consistent with the safety analyses and licensing basis. Therefore, this change does not involve
a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.
Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated?
The proposed change does not involve a physical alteration of the plant (no new or different type of
equipment will be installed) or changes in methods governing normal plant operation. The proposed
change does impose different requirements. However, these changes are consistent with the assumptions in
the safety analyses and licensing basis. Thus, this change does not create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.
Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The imposition of more restrictive requirements either has no effect on or increases the margin of plant
safety. As provided in the justification, each change in this category is, by definition, providing additional
restrictions to enhance plant safety. The change maintains requirements within the safety analyses and
licensing basis. Therefore, the change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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10 CFR 50.92 EVALUATION FOR
LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES-REMOVED DETAIL

The DAEC is adopting NRC approved TSTF-76, TSTF- 104, and TSTF-279 generic changes to the
Improved Standard Technical Specifications (ISTS) as outlined in NUREG-1433, "Standard Technical
Specifications, BWR/4 Plants". The proposed changes involve moving details out of the Technical
Specifications and into the Technical Specifications Bases, the UFSAR, the Technical Requirements
Manual or other documents under regulatory control such as the Quality Assurance Policy. The removal of
this information is considered to be less restrictive because it is no longer controlled by the Technical
Specification change process. Typically, the information moved is descriptive in nature and its removal
conforms with NUREG-1433 for format and content.
In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, IES Utilities Inc. has evaluated these proposed
Technical Specification changes and determined they do not represent a significant hazards consideration.
The following is provided in support of this conclusion.
Does the change Involve a significant Increase In the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated?
The proposed change relocates certain details from the Technical Specifications to other documents under
regulatory control. The Bases, UFSAR, and Technical Requirements Manual will be maintained in
accordance with 10 CFR 50.59. In addition to 10 CFR 50.59 provisions, the Technical Specification Bases
are subject to the change control provisions in the Administrative Controls Chapter of the Technical
Specification. The UFSAR is subject to the change control provisions of 10 CFR 50.71(e). Other
documents are subject to controls imposed by Technical Specifications or regulations. Since any changes to
these documents will be evaluated, no significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated will be allowed. Therefore, this change does not involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.
Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated?
The proposed change does not involve a physical alteration of the plant (no new or different type of
equipment will be installed) or a change in the methods governing normal plant operation. The proposed
change will not impose or eliminate any requirements and adequate control of the information will be
maintained. Thus, this change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated.
Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?
The proposed change will not reduce a margin of safety because it has no effect on any safety analyses
assumptions. In addition, the details to be moved from the Technical Specifications to other documents are
the same as the existing Technical Specifications. Since any future changes to these details will be
evaluated, no significant reduction in a margin of safety will be allowed. A significant reduction in the
margin of safety is not associated with the elimination of the 10 CFR 50.92 requirement for NRC review
and approval of future changes to the relocated details. The proposed change is consistent with the BWR/4
Standard Technical Specifications, NUREG-1433, issued by the NRC Staff, revising the Technical
Specifications to reflect the approved level of detail, which indicates that there is no significant reduction
in the margin of safety.
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10 CFR 50.92 EVALUATION FOR
LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES-CATEGORY 3
RELAXATION OF COMPLETION TIME

The DAEC is adopting NRC approved TSTF-323 generic changes to the Improved Standard Technical
Specifications (ISTS) as outlined in NUREG-1433, "Standard Technical Specifications, BWR/4 Plants".
The proposed changes involve relaxation of the Completion Times for Required Actions in the current
Technical Specifications (TS).
Upon discovery of a failure to meet an LCO, the TS specifies times for completing Required Actions of
the associated TS Conditions. Required Actions of the associated Conditions are used to establish remedial
measures that must be taken within specified Completion Times. These times define limits during which
operation in a degraded condition is permitted. Adopting these Completion Times is acceptable because the
Completion Times take into account the operability status of the redundant systems of required features,
the capacity and capability of remaining features, a reasonable time for repairs or replacement of required
features, and the low probability of a DBA occurring during the repair period. In addition, the ISTS
provides consistent Completion Times for similar conditions. These changes have been evaluated to not be
detrimental to plant safety.
In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, IES Utilities Inc. has evaluated these proposed
Technical Specification changes and determined they do not represent a significant hazards consideration.
The following is provided in support of this conclusion.
Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated?
The proposed change relaxes the Completion Time for a Required Action. Required Actions and their
associated Completion Times are not initiating conditions for any accident previously evaluated and the
accident analyses do not assume that required equipment is out of service prior to the analyzed event.
Consequently, the relaxed Completion Time does not significantly increase the probability of any accident
previously evaluated. The consequences of an analyzed accident during the relaxed Completion Time are
the same as the consequences during the existing Completion Time. As a result, the consequences of any
accident previously evaluated are not significantly increased. Therefore, this change does not involve a
significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.
Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated?
The proposed change does not involve a physical alteration of the plant (no new or different type of
equipment will be installed) or a change in the methods governing normal plant operation. The Required
Actions and associated Completion Times have been evaluated to ensure that no new accident initiators are
introduced. Thus, this change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated.
Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?
The relaxed Completion Time for a Required Action does not involve a significant reduction in the margin
of safety. As provided in the justification, the change has been evaluated to ensure that the allowed
Completion Time is consistent with the safe operation under the specified Condition, considering the
operability status of the redundant systems of required features, the capacity and capability of remaining
features, a reasonable time for repairs or replacement of required features, and the low probability of a
DBA occurring during the repair period. Therefore, this change does not involve a significant reduction in
a margin of safety.
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10 CFR 50.92 EVALUATION FOR
LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES-CATEGORY 4
RELAXATION OF REQUIRED ACTION

The DAEC is adopting NRC approved TSTF-225 and TSTF-269 generic changes to the Improved
Standard Technical Specifications (ISTS) as outlined in NUREG-1433, "Standard Technical
Specifications, BWR/4 Plants". The proposed changes involve relaxation of the Required Actions in the
current Technical Specifications (TS).
Upon discovery of a failure to meet an LCO, the TS specifies Required Actions to complete for the
associated Conditions. Required Actions of the associated Conditions are used to establish remedial
measures that must be taken in response to the degraded conditions. These actions minimize the risk
associated with continued operation while providing time to repair inoperable features. Some of the
Required Actions are modified to place the plant in a MODE in which the LCO does not apply. Adopting
Required Actions from these changes is acceptable because the Required Actions take into account the
operability status of redundant systems of required features, the capacity and capability of the remaining
features, and the compensatory attributes of the Required Actions as compared to the LCO requirements.
These changes have been evaluated to not be detrimental to plant safety.
In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, IES Utilities Inc. has evaluated these proposed
Technical Specification changes and determined they do not represent a significant hazards consideration.
The following is provided in support of this conclusion.
Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated?
The proposed change relaxes Required Actions. Required Actions and their associated Completion Times
are not initiating conditions for any accident previously evaluated and the accident analyses do not assume
that required equipment is out of service prior to the analyzed event. Consequently, the relaxed Required
Actions do not significantly increase the probability of any accident previously evaluated. The Required
Actions in the change have been developed to provide assurance that appropriate remedial actions are taken
in response to the degraded condition considering the operability status of the redundant systems of
required features, and the capacity and capability of remaining features while minimizing the risk
associated with continued operation. As a result, the consequences of any accident previously evaluated are
not significantly increased. Therefore, this change does not involve a significant increase in the probability
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.
Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated?
The proposed change does not involve a physical alteration of the plant (no new or different type of
equipment will be installed) or a change in the methods governing normal plant operation. The Required
Actions and associated Completion Times in the change have been evaluated to ensure that no new
accident initiators are introduced. Thus, this change does not create the possibility of a new or different
kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.
Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?
The relaxed Required Actions do not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety. As provided in
the justification, the change has been evaluated to minimize the risk of continued operation under the
specified Condition, considering the operability status of the redundant systems of required features, the
capacity and capability of remaining features, a reasonable time for repairs or replacement of required
features, and the low probability of a DBA occurring during the repair period. Therefore, this change does
not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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10 CFR 50.92 EVALUATION FOR
LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES-CATEGORY 6
RELAXATION OF SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENT ACCEPTANCE CRITERIA
The DAEC is adopting NRC approved TSTF-300 generic changes to the Improved Standard Technical
Specifications (ISTS) as outlined in NUREG-1433, "Standard Technical Specifications, BWR/4 Plants".
The proposed changes involve the relaxation of Surveillance Requirements acceptance criteria in the
current Technical Specifications (TS).
The TS require safety systems to be tested and verified Operable prior to entering applicable operating
conditions. The changes eliminate or relax the Surveillance Requirement acceptance criteria that do not
contribute to verification that the equipment used to meet the LCO can perform its required functions.
When combined, remaining Surveillance Requirement acceptance criteria include Operability verification
of all TS required components for the features specified in the TS. Changes which provide exceptions to
Surveillance Requirements to provide for variations which do not affect the results of the test are also
included in this category. These changes have been evaluated to not be detrimental to plant safety.
In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, IES Utilities Inc. has evaluated these proposed
Technical Specification changes and determined they do not represent a significant hazards consideration.
The following is provided in support of this conclusion.
Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated?
The proposed change relaxes the acceptance criteria of Surveillance Requirements. Surveillances are not
initiators to any accident previously evaluated. Consequently, the probability of an accident previously
evaluated is not significantly increased. The equipment being tested is still required to be Operable and
capable of performing the accident mitigation functions assumed in the accident analysis. As a result, the
consequences of any accident previously evaluated are not significantly affected. Therefore, this change
does not involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously
evaluated.
Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated?
The proposed change does not involve a physical alteration of the plant (no new or different type of
equipment will be installed) or a change in the methods governing normal plant operation. Thus, this
change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated.
Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?
The relaxed acceptance criteria for Surveillance Requirements do not result in a significant reduction in the
margin of safety. As provided in the justification, the relaxed Surveillance Requirement acceptance criteria
have been evaluated to ensure that they are sufficient to verify that the equipment used to meet the LCO
can perform its required functions. Thus, appropriate equipment continues to be tested in a manner that
gives confidence that the equipment can perform its assumed safety function. Therefore, this change does
not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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PROPOSED CHANGE TSCR-026 TO THE DUANE ARNOLD ENERGY CENTER
TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS
The holders of license DPR-49 for the Duane Arnold Energy Center propose to amend
the Technical Specifications (TS) by deleting the referenced pages and replacing them
with the enclosed new pages.
SUMMARY OF CHANGES BY TSTF NUMBER:
TSTF Number
71

TS Pages

76
104
118
122
152

5.0-7
3.0-2
5.0-15

153

225
269

278
279
300
323

B 3.0-6
B 3.0-2

5.0-19
5.0-20
3.4-15
3.4-18
3.9-10
3.9-13

165
166
205

BASES Pages
B 3.0-8
B 3.0-9

3.0-2
1.1-1
1.1-2
1.1-4
3.9-1
3.6-9
3.6-10
3.6-11
3.6-38
3.8-23
3.8-24
5.0-11
3.8-13
3.6-10

B
B
B
B
B
B

3.4-38
3.4-44
3.9-23
3.9-28
3.0-6
3.0-7

B 3.9-3
B 3.9-4
B 3.6-20
B 3.6-22
B 3.6-24
B 3.6-87

B 3.8-31
B 3.6-21
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SUMMARY OF CHANGES BY PAGE NUMBER:
Page Number
1.1-1
1.1-2
1.1-4
3.0-2
3.4-15
3.4-18
3.6-9
3.6-10
3.6-11
3.6-38
3.8-13
3.8-23
3.8-24
3.9-1
3.9-10
3.9-13
5.0-7
5.0-11
5.0-15
5.0-19
5.0-20
B 3.0-2
B 3.0-6
B 3.0-7
B 3.0-8
B 3.0-9
B 3.4-38
B 3.4-44
B 3.6-20
B 3.6-21
B 3.6-22
B 3.6-24
B 3.6-87
B 3.8-31
B 3.9-3
B 3.9-4
B 3.9-23
B 3.9-28

TSTF Number
205
205
205
104, 166
153
153
269
269, 323
269
269
300
278
278
225
153
153
76
279
118
152
152
122
104, 165
165
71
71
153
153
269
323
269
269
269
300
225
225
153
153
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(continued)

However. it is not necessary to enter into the supported
systems' Conditions and Required Actions unless directed to
do so by the support system's Required Actions. The
potential confusion and inconsistency of requirements
related to the entry into multiple support and supported
systems' LCOs' Conditions and Required Actions are
el iminated by providing all the actions that are necessary
to ensure the plant is maintained in a safe condition in the
support system's Required Actions.
However. there are instances where a support system's
Required Action may either direct a supported system to be
declared inoperable or direct entry into Conditions and
Required Actions for the supported system. This may occur
immediately or after some specified delay to perform some
other Required Action. Regardless of whether It is
immediate or after some delay, when a support system's
Required Action directs a supported system to be declared
inoperable or directs entry into Conditions and Required
Actions for a supported system. the applicable Conditions
and Required Actions shall be entered in accordance with
LCO 3.0.2.
Specification 5.5.11. "Safety Function Determination Program
(SFDP)." ensures loss of safety function is detected and
appropriate actions are taken. Upon entry into LCO 3.0.6.
an evaluation shall be made to determine if loss of safety
function exists. Additionally. other limitations, remedial
actions, or compensatory actions may be identified as a
result of the support system inoperability and corresponding
exception to entering supported system Conditions and
Required Actions. The SFDP implements the requirements of
LCO 3.0.6.

T

'exists,

Cross division checks to identify a loss of safety function
for those support systems that support safety systems are
required. The cross division check verifies that the
supported systems of the redundant OPERABLE support system
are OPERABLE. thereby ensuring safety function is retained.
If this evaluation determines that a loss of safety function
the appropriate Conditions and Required Actions of

(continued)
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LCO Applicability
B 3.0

BASES
LCO 3.0.6

(continued)

LCO 3.0.7

Ithe LCO in which the loss of safety function exists are

required to be entered.

There are certain special tests and operations required to
be performed at various times over the life of the unit.
These special tests and operations are necessary to
demonstrate select unit performance characteristics, to
perform special maintenance activities, and to perform
3.10
special evolutions. Special Operations LCOs in Section
permit
to
allow specified TS requirements to be changed
performances of these special tests and operations, which
otherwise could not be performed if required to comply with
the requirements of these TS. Unless otherwise specified.
all the other TS requirements remain unchanged. This will
ensure all appropriate requirements of the MODE or other
specified condition not directly associated with or required
to be changed to perform the special test or operation will
remain in effect.
The Applicability of a Special Operations LCO represents a
condition not necessarily in compliance with the normal.
requirements of the TS. Compliance with Special Operations
LCOs is optional. A special operation may be performed
either under the provisions of the appropriate Special
Operations LCO or under the other applicable TS •
requirements. If it is desired to perform the special
operation under the provisions of the Special Operations
LCO. the requirements of the Special Operations LCO shall be
followed. When a Special Operations LCO requires another
LCO to be met. only the requi rements of the LCO statement
are required to be met regardless of that LCO's
Applicability (i.e.. should the requirements of this other
LCO not be met, the ACTIONS of the Special Operations LCO
apply. not the ACTIONS of the other LCO). However. theremay
are instances where the Special Operations LCO's ACTIONS
direct the other LCO's ACTIONS be met. The Surveillances of
the other LCO are not required to be met. unless specified
in the Special Operations LCO. If conditions exist such
that the Applicability of any other LCO is met, all the
other LCO's requirements (ACTIONS and SRs) are required to
be met concurrent with the requirements of the Special
Operations LCO.
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A loss of safety function may exist when a support system is Inoperable, and:
a.

A required system redundant to system(s) supported by
the Inoperable support system is also inoperable; or

(EXAMPLE 63.0.6-1)
b.

A required system redundant to system(s) in turn
supported by the inoperable supported system is also
Inoperable; or (EXAMPLE B3.0.6-2)

c.

A required system redundant to support system(s) for
the supported systems (a) and (b) above is also.
Inoperable. (EXAMPLE 83.0.6-3)

EXAMPLE 83.0.6-1
If System 2 of Train A is inoperable, and System 5 of
Train B is inoperable, a loss of safety function exists in
supported System 5.
EXAMPLE B3.0.6-2
If System 2 of Train A is inoperable, and System 11 of
Train B is inoperable, a loss of safety function exists in
System 11 which is in turn supported by System 5.
EXAMPLE 83.0.6-3
If System 2 of Train A is inoperable, and System I of
Train B is inoperable, a loss of safety function exists in
Systems 2. 4, 5. 8, 9, 10 and 11.

TSTF-71
INSERT 2
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Programs and Manuals
5.5
5.0 ADMINISTRATIVE CONTROLS
5.5 Programs and Manuals
The following programs shall be established. implemented and maintained.
5.5.1

Offsite Bose Assessment Manual (ODAM)
a.

The O0AM shall contain the methodology and parameters used
in the calculation of offsite doses resulting from
radioactive gaseous and liquid effluents. in the calculation
of gaseous and liquid effluent monitoring alarm and trip
setpoints. and in the conduct of the radiological
environmental monitoring program: and

b.

The ODAM shall also contain the radioactive effluent
controls and radiological environmental monitoring
activities and descriptions of the information that should
be included in the Annual Radiological Environmental
Operating Report and Radioactive Material Release Report
required by Specification 5.6.2 and Specification 5.6.3.

c.

Licensee initiated changes to the ODAM:
1.

2.

Shall be documented and records of reviews performed
shall be retained. This documentation shal contain:
a.

Sufficient information to support the change(s)
together with the appropriate analyses or
evaluations justifying the change(s). and

b.

A determination that the change(s) maintain the
levels of radioactive effluent control requi red by
10 CFR 20.1302. 40 CFR 190. 10 CFR 50.36a. and
10 CFR 50. Appendix I. and not adversely impact the
accuracy or reliability of effluent dose or
setpoint calculations;

Shall become effective after revi w and 4ceptance Yy the)
ommi tteandithe approval of the piant
manager: and

SCOpe-fations

3.

Shall be submitted to the NRC in the form of a
complete, legible copy of the entire ODAM as a part of or
concurrent with the Radioactive Material Release Report
for the period of the report in which any change in the
ODAM was made. Each change shall be identified by
(continued)
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LCO 3.0.4

(continued)
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LCO 3.0.4 is only applicable for entry into a MODE or other
specified condition in the Applicability in MODES 1. 2.
and 3.

LCO 3.0.5

Equipment removed from service or declared inoperable to
comply with ACTIONS may be returned to service under
administrative control solely to perform testing required to
demonstrate its OPERABILITY or the OPERABILITY of other
equipment. This is an exception to LCO 3.0.2 for the system
returned to service under administrative control to perform
the testing required to demonstrate OPERABILITY.

LCO 3.0.6

When a supported system LCO is not met solely due to a
support system LCO not being met. the Conditions and
Required Actions associated with this supported system are
not required to be entered. Only the support system LCO
ACTIONS are required to be entered. This is an exception to
LCO 3.0.2 for the supported system. In this event.
additional evaluations and limitations may be required in
accordance with Specification 5.5.11. "Safety Function
Determination Program (SFDP).w If a loss of safety function
is determined to exist by this program. the appropriate
Conditions and Required Actions of the LCO in Which the loss
of safety function exists are required to be entered.
When a support system's Requi red Action directs a supported
system to be declared inoperable or directs entry into
Conditions and Required Actions for a supported system. the
applicable Conditions and Required Actions shall be entered
in accordance with LCO 3.0.2.
(continued)
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LCO Applicability
B 3.0

BASES
LCO 3.0.4

(continued)

that are required to comply with ACTIONS. In addition, the
provisions of LCO 3.0.4 shall not prevent changes in MODES
-or other specified conditions in the Applicability that
result from any unit shutdown.
Exceptions to LCO 3.0.4 are stated in the individual
Specifications.4 Exceptions may apply to all the ACTIONS or
to a specific Required Action of a Specification.
Surveillances do not have to be performed on the associated
inoperable equipment (or on variables outside the specified
limits), as permitted by SR 3.0.1. Therefore. changing
MODES or other specified conditions while in an ACTIONS
Condition, either in compliance with LCO 3.0.4 or where an
exception to LCO 3.0.4 is stated. is not a violation of
SR 3.0.1 or SR 3.0.4 for those Surveillances that do not
have to be performed due to the associated inoperable
equipment. However. SRs must be met to ensure OPERABILITY
prior to declaring the associated equipment OPERABLE (or
variable within limits) and restoring compliance with the
affected LCO.
LCO 3.0.4 is only applicable when entering MODE 3 from MODE
4. MODE 2 from MODE 3 or 4. or MODE 1 from MODE 2.
Furthermore. LCO 3.0.4 is applicable when entering any other
specified condition in the Applicability only while
operating in MODE 1. 2. or 3. The requirements of LCO 3.0.4
do not apply in MODES 4 and 5. or in other specified
conditions of the Applicability (unless in MODE 1. 2. or 3)
because the ACTIONS of individual specifications
sufficiently define the remedial measures to be taken.

LCO 3.0.5

LCO 3.0.5 establishes the allowance for restoring equipment
to service under administrative controls when it has been
reived from service or declared inoperable to comply with
ACTIONS. The sole purpose of this Specification is to
provide an exception to LCO 3.0.2 (e.g.. to not comply with
the applicable Required Action(s)) to allow the performance
of SRs to demonstrate:
a.

The OPERABILITY of the equipment being returned to
service: or

b.

TheOPERABILITY of othere

uipment.

(cont inued)
-(continue26
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The exceptions allow entry into MODES or other specified conditions in the
Applicability when the associated ACTIONS to be entered do not provide for
continued operation for an unlimited period of time.

< 57

9e'.

Programs and Dtanuals
5.5

o>

5.5 Programs and Manuals

5.5.8

Fxplosive Gas and Storage Tank Radioactivity Monitoring Proqram
(continued)
b.

A surveillance program to ensure that the quantity of
radioactivity contained in all outdoor liquid radwaste tanks
that are not surrounded by liners, dikes, or walls, capable
of holding the tanks' contents and that do not have tank
overflows and surrounding area drains connected to the
Liquid Radwaste Treatment System is s 50 curies. excluding
tritium and dissolved or entrained noble gases. The liquid
radwaste storage tanks in the Low-Level Radwaste Processing
and Storage Facility are considered unprotected outdoor
tanks.

The provisions of SR 3.0.2 and SR 3.0.3 are applicable to the
Explosive Gas and Storage Tank Radioactivity Monitoring Program
surveillance frequencies.
5.5.9

Diesel Fuel Oil Testing Proaram
A diesel fuel oil testing program to implement required testing of
both new fuel oil and stored fuel oil shall be established. The
program shall include sampling and testing requirements. and
acceptance criteria, all In accordance with applicable ASTM
Standards. The purpose of the program is to establish the
following:
Acceptability of new fuel oil for use prior to addition to
a.
storage tanks by.determining that the fuel oil has:
1.

An API gravity within limits.

2.

A viscosity within limits for ASTM 2-D fuel oil. and

3.

Water and sediment within limits:

b.

Viscosity. water and sediment for stored ASTM 2-D fuel oil
are within limits every 31 days; and

c.

Total particulate concentration of the stored fuel oil is
s 10 mg/l when tested every 92 days.

(continued)
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LCO Applicability
B 3.0
BASES
LCO 3.0.2
(continued)

ACTIONS.) The second type of Required Action specifies the
remedial measures that permit continued operation of the
unit that is not further restricted by the Completion Time.
In this case. compliance with the Required Actions provides
an acceptable level of safety for continued operation.
Completing the Requi red Actions is not requi red when an LCO
is met or is no longer applicable, unless otherwise stated
in the individual Specifications.
The nature of some Required Actions of some Conditions
necessitates that. once the Condition is entered. the
Required Actions must be completed even though the
associated Condition no longer exists. The individual LCO's
ACTIONS specify the Required Actions where this is the case.
An example of this is in LCO 3.4.9. "RCS Pressure and
Temperature (P/T) Limits."

The Completion Times of the Required Actions are also
applicable when a system or component is removed from
service intentionally. The reasons for intentionally
relying on the ACTIONS include, but are not limited to.
performance of Surveillances. preventive maintenance.
corrective maintenance, or investigation of operational
"problems. Entering ACTIONS for these reasons must be done
in a manner that does not compromise safety. Intentional
•NSv•
entr into A TIONS should not be made for operational
- would f result in
conveni ence. A t nati
-redundant equipment being inoperable should be used instead.
Doing so limits the time both subsystems/divisions of a
safety function are inoperable and limits the timeo
conditions exist which result in LCO 3.0.3 being entered.
/,'-ndivi ua Speci ications may specify a time limit for
performing an SR when equipment is removed from service or
bypassed for testing. In this case. the Completion Times of
D/y
E
the Required Actions are applicable when this time limit
expires. if the equipment remains removed from service or
When a change in MODE or other specified condition is
required to comply with Required Actions. the unit may enter
a MODE or other specified condition in which another
Specification becomes applicable. In this case. the
Completion Times of the associated Required Actions would
apply from the point in time that the new Specification
becomes applicable and the ACT-IONS Condition(s) are entered.
(continued)
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Reporting Requirements
5.6
5.0 ADMINISTRATIVE CONTROLS
5.6 Reporting Requirements
The following reports shall be submitted in accordance with 10 CFR 50.4.
5.6.1

ýV-\g,
rt
"Se

5.6.2

Occupational Radi-ation lxposure Report
on an annual basis of the number of station. utili
A tabulati
lving exposure
and other ersonnel (includin contractors) r
> 100 mr /yr and their asso ated man rem exsure according0
work a job functions (e.g . reactor operat* os and surveil nce.
ecial maintena e
inser ce inspection. rout; e maintenance.
is
d refueling).
(de ribe maintenance). w ste processing.
The
20.2206
requirements o 10 CFR
ta lation supplements
based
duty functio s may be estima
ous
va
to
d se assignments
meter
do
n electronic or pock dosimeter, the oluminescent
(TLD). or film badge measurements. Sm 1 exposures to ling
< 20% of the indivi ual total dose ned not be accoun d for. In
the aggregate. at east 80% of the t al whole body se received
of each
April 0major
work
shall be su
gned tobyspecifi
ass itted
ces should
functions.
from externalThesou eport

Annual Radioloqical Environmental Operatino Report
The Annual Radiological Environmental Operating Report covering
shall
the operation of the unit during the previous calendar year
include
be submitted by May 15 of each year. The report shall
results
summaries. interpretations, and analyses of trends of the the
for
of the Radiological Environmental Monitoring Program
reporting period. The material provided shall be consistent with
the objectives outlined in the Offsite Dose Assessment Manual
(ODAM). and in 10 CFR 50. Appendix I. Sections IV.B.2. IV.B.3.
and IV.C.
The Annual Radiological Environmental Operating Report shall
include the results of analyses of all radiologicalenvironmental
samples and of all environmental radiation measurements taken
during the period pursuant to the locations specified in the table
and figures in the ODAM. as well as summarized and tabulated
results of these analyses and measurements in the format of the
table in Regulatory Guide 4.8. In the event that some individual
results are not available for inclusion with the report. the
report shall be submitted noting and explaining the reasons for
the missing results. The missing data shall be submitted in a
supplementary report as soon as possible.

(continued)
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A tabulation on an nmmual basis of the number of station, utity, and other personnel
(including contractors), for whom monitoring was performed, receiving an annual deep
dose equivalent > 100 torems and the associated collective deep dose equivalent (reported
in person - rem) according to work and job functions (e.g., reactor operations and

surveillance, inservice ibspecon, routine maintenance, special maintenance [describe

]aintenance),
waste processing, and refueling). This tabulation supplements the
requirements of 10 CFR 20.2206. The dose assignments to various duty functions may be
estimated based on pocket ionization chamber, thermoluminescence dosimeter (TID),
electronic dosimeter, or film badge measurements. Small exposures totaling < 20 percent
of the inhividual total dose need not be accounted for. In the aggregate, at least 80
percent of the total deep dose equivalent received from external sources should be
assigned to specific major work fimctions. The report covering the previous calendar year
shall be submitted by April 30 of each year.,

0..

Reporting Requirements
5.6
5.6 Reporting Requirements

5.6.3

(continued)

Radioactive Material Release Report

b\ e.ve

, GO '

The Radioactive Material Release Report covering the peration of
the unit during the previous calendar year shall be submitt
accordance with 10 CFR 50.36a. The report shall include a summary
of the quantities of radioactive liquid and gaseous effluents and
solid waste released from the unit. The material provided shall
be consistent with the objectives outlined in the ODAM and Process
Control Program and in conformance with 10 CFR 50.36a and
Appendix I. Section IV.B.1.
10 CFe
5.6.4

Monthly Operating Reports
Routine reports of operating statistics and shutdown experience
including documentation of all challenges to the safety/relief
valves shall be submitted on a monthly basis no later than the
15th of each month following the calendar month covered by the
report.

5.6.5

CORF OPERATING LIMITS REPORT (COLR)
a.

b.

Core operating limits shall be established prior to each
reload cycle, or prior to any remaining portion of a reload
cycle, and shall be documented in the COLR for the
following:
1.,

The Average Planar Linear Heat Generation Rate
(APLHGR) for Specification 3.2.1:

2.

The Minimum Critical Power Ratio (MCPR) for
Specification 3.2.2: and

3.

Exclusion Region in the Power/Flow Map For
Specification 3.4.1.

4

The analytical methods used to determine the core operating
limits shall be those previously reviewed and approved by
the NRC in General Electric Standard Application for Reactor
Fuel. NEDE-24011-P-A. (GESTAR II). The revision number is
the one approved at the time the reload fuel analyses are
performed.

(continued)
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RHR Shutdown Cooling System-Hot Shutdown
3.4.7
3.4 REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM (RCS)
3.4.7

Residual Heat Removal (RHR) Shutdown Cooling System-Hot Shutdown
Two RHR shutdown cooling subsystems shall be OPERABLE.
and, with no recirculation pump In operation, at least one
RHR shutdown cooling subsystem shall be In 6peration.
----------------------------------- NOTES
1. Both required RHR shutdoncoolin subs stems and
reci rcul ation pumps may eremoved fre) operation for up
riod.
to 2 hours per 8 hour

LCO 3.4.7

2.

APPLICABILITY:

One required RHR shutdown cooling subsystem may be
inoperable for up to 2 hours for the performance of
Surveillances.

MODE 3. with reactor steam dome pressure < the RCIC Steam
Supply Line Pressure - Low isolation pressure.

ACTIONS
------------------------------.-------.NOTES1. LCO 3.0.4 is not applicable.
2.

Separate Condition entry is allowed for each RHR shutdown cooling
Subsystem.
REQUIRED ACTION

CONDITION
A. One or two required
RHR shutdown cooling
subsystems inoperable,

A.1

Initiate action to
restore required RHR
shutdown cool i ng
subsystem(s) to
OPERABLE status.

COMPLETION TIME
Immediately

(continued)
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RHR Shutdown Cooling System- Cold Shutdown
3.4.8
3.4 REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM (RCS)
3.4.8

Residual Heat Removal (RHR) Shutdown Cooling System-Cold Shutdown

Two RHR shutdown cooling subsystems shall be OPERABLE.
and. with no recirculation pump in operatlon. at least one
RHR shutdown cooling subsystem shall be in operation.
------------------NOTES
---------subsystems and
cooling
shutdown
RHR
1. Both required
recirculation pumps may {b/remove rom operation for up
To
to 2 hours per 8 hour perio.

LCO 3.4.8

2.

APPLICABILITY:

One required RHR shutdown cooling subsystem may be
inoperable for up to 2 hours for the performance of
Surveillances.

MODE 4.

ACTIONS
--- -- --- -- --- -- --- -- --- -- -- NOTESeparate Condition entry is allowed for each shutdown cooling subsystem.
--------------------------------------------REQUIRED ACTION

CONDITION
A. One or two required
RHR shutdown cooling
subsystems inoperable,

A.1

Verify by
administrative means
an alternate method
of decay heat removal
is available for each
inoperable requi red
RHR shutdown cooling
subsystem.

COMPLETION TIME
1 hour
AND
Once per
24 hours
thereafter

(continued)
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RHR-High Water Level
3.9.7

3.9 REFUELING OPERATIONS
3.9.7 Residual Heat Removal (RHR)-High Water Level
One RHR shutdown cooling subsystem shall be OPERABLE:
and in operation when reactor coolant temperature z 150 OF.

LCO 3.9.7

---------------------- NOTE

------------------

Th required RHR shutdown cooling subsystem may.(•reýd
operation for up to 2 hours per 8 hour perion .

-------------------------------------------

Gý
APPLICABILITY:

MODE 5 with irradiated fuel in the Reactor Pressure Vessel
(RPV) and the water level z 21 ft-1 inch above the top of
the RPV flange.

ACTIONS
REQUIRED ACTION

CONDITION

A. Required RHR shutdown
cool i ng subsystem
inoperable.

B. Required Action and
associated Completion
Time of Condition A
not met.

A.1

B.1

COMPLETION TIME

Verify by
administrative means
an alternate method
of decay heat removal
is available.

1 hour

Suspend loading
irradiated fuel
assemblies into the
RPV.

Immediately

AND
Once per
24 hours
thereafter

AND
(continued)
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RHR-Low Water Level
3.9.8

3.9 REFUELING OPERATIONS
3.9.8 Residual Heat Removal (RHR) -Low Water Level
Two RHR shutdown cooling subsystems shall be OPERABLE. and
one RHR shutdown cooling subsystem shall be in operation.

LCO 3.9.8

The gui
r ye

NOTE
-----------------redd operating shutdown cooling subsystem may(R1.
omoperation for up to 2 hours per 8 hour period.

-----------------------------------------------------

APPLICABILITY:

MODE 5 with irradiated fuel in the Reactor Pressure Vessel
(RPV) and the water level < 21 ft-1 inch above the top
of the RPV flange.

ACTIONS
REQUIRED ACTION

CONDITION
A. One or two required
RHR shutdown cool ing
subsystems inoperable,

B. Required Action and
associated Completion
Time of Condition A
not met.

A.1

8.1

COMPLETION TIME

Verify by
administrative means
an alternate method
of decay heat removal
is available for each
inoperable requi red
RHR shutdown cooling
subsystem.

1 hour

Initiate action to
restore secondary
containment to
OPERABLE status.

Immediately

AND
Once per
24 hours
thereafter

AND
(continued)
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RHR Shutdown Cooling System- Hot Shutdown
B 3.4.7

BASES
LCO
(continued)

•'I• obbe

APPLICABILITY

associated heat exchanger in each of the two loops must be
OPERABLE. Since the piping and heat exchangers are passive
components that are assumed not to fail. they are allowed to
be common to both subsystems. Thus., two RHR pumps In a
common RHR subsystem, together with the associated heat ,r
exchanger and flow path components. constitutes two OPERABLE
RHR shutdown cooling subsystems. Each shutdown cooling
subsystem is considered OPERABLE if it can be manually
aligned (remote or local) in the shutdown cooling mode for
removal of decay heat. In MODE 3. one RHR shutdown cooling
subsystem can provide the required cooling, but two
subsystems are required to be OPERABLE to provide
redundancy. Operation of one subsystem can maintain or
reduce the reactor coolant temperature as required. To
ensure adequate core flow to allow for accurate average
reactor coolant temperature monitoring, nearly continuous
operation of one RHR shutdown cooling subsystem is required.
cooling subsystems
lermits both required RHR shutdown
1
t wfor a period of 2 hours in an 8 hour period.
to be
o e 2 alows one required RHR shutdown cooling subsystem to
inoperable for up to 2 hours for the performance of
Surveillance tests. These tests may be on the affected RHR
System or on some other plant system or component that
necessitates placing the RHR System in an inoperable status
during the performance. This is permitted because the core
heat generation can be low enough and the heatup rate slow
enough to allow some changes to the RHR subsystems or other
operations requiring RHR flow interruption and loss of
redundancy.

In MODE 3 with reactor steam dome pressure below the
RCIC Steam Supply Line Pressure - Low isolation pressure the
RHR System must be OPERABLE and shall be operated in the
shutdown cooling mode to remove decay heat to reduce or
maintain coolant temperature. Otherwise. a recirculation
pump is required to be in operation.
In MODES 1 and 2. and in MODE 3 with reactor steam dome
pressure greater than or equal to the RCIC Steam Supply
I ne Pressure - Low isolation pressure. this LCO is not
applicable. Operation of the.RHR System In the shutdown
cooling mode is not allowed above the RHR shutdown
cooling Isolation interlock preSsure (which is
(continued)
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RHR Shutdown Cooling System- Cold Shutdown
B 3.4.8

BASES
LCO

(continued)

(•
CKC'

tttbe~

discharge piping. Thus. to meet the LCO. both pumps and a
heat exchanger in one loop or one pump and an associated .
heat exchanger in each of the two loops must be OPERABLE.
Since the piping and heat exchanger.s are passive. components
that are assumed not to fail. they are allowed to be common
to both subsystems. Thus. two RHR pumps in a comnon RHR
subsystem, together with the associated heat exchanger and
flow path components. constitute two OPERABLE RHR shutdown
cooling subsystems. In addition. the RHR cross tie valve
(M0-2010) may be opened to allow pumps in one loop to
discharge through the opposite recirculation loop to make a
complete subsystem. Additionally. each shutdown cooling
subsystem is considered OPERABLE if it can be manually
aligned (remote or local) in the shutdown cooling mode for
removal of decay heat. In MODE 4. one RHR shutdown cooling
subsystem can provide the requi red cooling. but two
subsystems are required to be OPERABLE to provide
redundancy. Operation of one subsystem can maintain or
reduce the reactor coolant temperature as required. To
ensure adequate core flow to allow for accurate average
reactor coolant temperature monitoring nearly continuous
operation of a recirculation pump or one RHR shutdown
cooling subsystem is requi red.
both requl red RHR shutdown cooling subsystems
rmi
st a7nfor a period of 2 hours in an 8 hour period.
eo2 allows one required RHR shutdown cooling subsystem to
be inoperable for up to 2 hours for the performance of
Surveillance tests. These tests may be on.the affected RHR
System or on some other plant system or component that
necessitates placing the RHR System in an inoperable status
during the performance. This is permitted because the core
heat generation can be low enough and the heatup rate slow
enough to allow some changes to the RHR subsystems or other
operations requiring RHR flow interruption and loss of
redundancy.
Note 1

(continued)
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RHR-High Water Level
B 3.9.7
BASES
APPLICABLE
SAFETY ANALYSES
(Continued)

RHR shutdown cooling satisfies Criterion 4 of 10 CFR
50.36(c)(2)(ii).

LCO

Only one RHR shutdown cooling subsystem is required to be
OPERABLE in MODE 5 with irradiated fuel in the RPV and the
water level k 21 ft-1 inch above the top of the RPV flange.
A minimum water level of 21 ft-1 inch above the top of the
RPV flange corresponds to a level of 36 ft In the Spent Fuel
Pool (SFP). Therefore. SFP water level indication may be
used to monitor RPV level when the RPV is flooded up and the
SFP gates are removed. Other means of monitoring RPV water
level are used when those conditions are not present. Only
one subsystem isrequired because the volume of water above
the RPV flange provides backup decay heat removal
capability. In additjon. when the reactor coolant
temperature is k 150 "F. one RHR shutdown cooling subsystem
is required to be in operation to provide an active decay
heat removal cppability. At reactor coolant temperatures
less than 150 T. natural circulation alone is adequate to
provide the required decay heat removal capability while
maintaining adequate margin to the reactor coolant
temperature (212 F) at which a MODE change would occur.
An OPERABLE RHR shutdown cooling subsystem consists of one
RHR pump, a heat exchanger.,an RHRSW pump providing cooling
to the heat exchanger. valves, piping, instruments, and
controls to ensure an OPERABLE flow path. In addition, the
necessary portions of the Emergency Service Water and River
Water Supply System and Ultimate Heat Sink are required to
provide appropriate cooling and a suction source to each
required RHRSW pump.
Additionally. each RHR shutdown cooling subsystem is
considered OPERABLE if it can be manually aligned (remote or
local) in the shutdown cooling mode for removal of decay
heat. Operation (either continuous or intermittent) of one
subsystem can maintain and reduce the reactor coolant
temperature as required. However, to ensure adequate core
flow to allow for accurate average reactor coolant
temperature monitoring when the reactor coolant temperature
is A 150 'F. nearly continuous operation is reAuired.

A

Note is .pro-vided to allow a 2 hour exception o u.
is
the operating subsysteduring any 8 hour period.
hour period is a continuous rolling clock.
(continued)
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RHR.- Low Water Level
B 3.9.8

BASES (continued)
LCO

In MODE 5 with irradiated fuel in the Reactor Pressure
Vessel (RPV) and the water level < 21 ft-1 inch above the
top of the RPV flange, two RHR shutdown cooling subsystems
must be OPERABLE.
An OPERABLE RHR shutdown cooling subsystem consists of one
RHR pump. a heat exchanger, an RHRSW pump providing cooling
to the heat exchanger, valves. piping. instruments. and
controls to ensure an OPERABLE flow path. To meet the LCO.
both pumps in one loop or one pump in each of the two loops
must be OPERABLE. In addition, the necessary portions of
the Emergency Service Water and River Water Supply Systems
and the Ultimate Heat Sink are required to provide
appropriate cooling and a suction source to each required
RHRSW pump.

St

•,fb•-the
TThis

Additionally. each RHR shutdown cooling subsystem is
considered OPERABLE if it can be manually aligned (remote or
local) in the shutdown cooling mode for removal of decay
heat. Operation (either continuous or intermittent) of one
subsystem can maintain and reduce the reactor coolant
temperature as required. However. to ensure adequate core
flow to allow for accurate average reactor coolant
temperature monitoring, nearly continuous operation is
A Note is provided to allow a 2 hour exception ._
operating subsysteuring any 8 hour period.
8our period is a continuous y rolling clock. The 2
hour exception provides operational flexibility for varying
p lant cond it ions .
t o wa N r %%
'.e--v

APPLICABILITY

Two RHR shutdown cooling subsystems are required to be
OPERABLE. and one must be in operation in MODE 5. with
irradiated fuel in the RPV and with the water level < 21 ft
1 inch above the top of the RPV flange, to provide decay
heat removal. RHR System requirements in other MODES are
covered by LCOs in Section 3.4. Reactor Coolant System
(RCS).

(continued)
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LCO Applicability
B 3.0

BASES
LCO 3.0.4
(continued)

ACTIONS. In addition, the
that are required to comply with
prevent changes in MODES
provisions of LCO 3.0.4 shall not
Applicability that
or other specified conditions in the
result from any unit shutdown.
in the individual
Exceptions to LCO 3.0.4 are stated
to all the ACTIONS or
Specifications. Exceptions mayofapply
a Speci fication.
to a specific Required Action
on the associated
Surveillances do not have to be performed
outside the specified
inoperable equipment (or on variablesTherefore. changing
limits), as permitted by SR 3.0.1. while in an ACTIONS
MODES or other specified conditions
LCO 3.0.4 or where an
Condition. either in compliance with
not a violation of
exception to LCO 3.0.4 is stated. is
that do not
SR 3.0.1 or SR 3.0.4 for those Surveillances
inoperable
have to be performed due to thebeassociated
OPERABILITY
ensure
to
met
equipment. However. SRs must
(or
OPERABLE
equipment
prior to declaring the associated
compliance with the
variable within limits) and restoring
affected LCO.
entering MODE 3 from MODE
LCO 3.0.4 is only applicable when
1 from MODE 2.
4. MODE 2 from MODE 3 or 4. or MODE when entering any other
Furthermore. LCO 310.4 is applicable
only while
specified condition in the Applicability
requirements of LCO 3.0.4
operating In MODE 1. 2. or 3.5. The
or in other specified
do not apply in'MODES 4 and
(unless in MODE 1. 2. or 3)
conditions of the Applicability specifications
because the ACTIONS of individual measures to be taken.
sufficiently define the remedial

LCO 3.0.5

for restoring equipment
LCO 3.0.5 establishes the allowance
when it has been
to service under administrative controls
inoperable to comply with
rei~ved from service or declared
Specification is to
ACTIONS. The sole purpose of this (e.g..
to not comply with
provide an exception to LCO 3.0.2 to allow the performance
the a plicable RMquired Action(s))
to demonstrate:
of
returned to
The OPERABILITY of the equipment being
a.
sservice; or
q
ILITY of othe •uipment.
TheOE
Sb.

g '

DAEC

_

(continued)
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LCO Applicability
B 3.0

BASES
BASES"~ ~
LWU 3.U.D

(continued)
-L.
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is
The administrative controls ensure the time the equipment the
of
requirements
the
returned to service in conflict with
ACTIONS is l1ited to the time absolutely necessary to
This Specification does not
ed
perform the a
other preventive or corrective
any
perform
to
time
provide
maintenance.

An example of demonstrating the OPERABILITY of the equipment
being returned to service is reopening a containment
isolation valve that has been closed to complywith Required
Actions and must be reopened to perform the
An example of demonstrating the OPERABILITY of other
out
equipment is taking an inoperable channel or trip system
from
function
ot the tripped condition to prevent thtri
on another channel
occurring during the performance of
in the other trip system. A similar ex mple of
demonstrating the OPERABILITY of other equipment is taking
an inoperable channel or trip system out of the tripped
condition to permit the logic to function and indj"e the
oný ý
appropriate response during the performance of
another channel in the same trip system.

LCO 3.0.6

LCO 3.0.6 establishes an exception to LCO 3.0.2 for support
systems that have an LCO specified in the Technical
Specifications (TS). This exception is provided because
LCO 3.0.2 would require that the Conditions and Required
Actions of the associated inoperable supported system LCO be
"entered solely due to the inoperability of the support
system. This exception is justified because the actions
that are required to ensure the plant is maintained in a
safe condition are specified in the support system LCO's
Required Actions. These Required Actions may include
entering the supported system's Conditions and Required
Actions or may specify other Required Actions.
When a support system is inoperable and there is an LCO
specified for it in the TS. the supported system(s) are
required to be declared inoperable if determined to be
inoperable as a result of the support system inoperability.

(continued)
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Applicability
LCO
3.0

3.0 ICO APPLICABILITY
LCO

the
Exceptions to this Specification are stated inallow entry
exceptions
individual Specifications. These
in the
conditions
specified
other
or
into MODES
to be entered
Mplicability when the associated ACTIONS
specified
other
allow unit operation In the MODEMo
a limited period of
condition in the Applicability only for
time.
into a MODE or other
LCO 3.0.4 is only applicable for entry in MODES 1. 2.
specified condition in the Applicability
and 3.

3.0.4

(continued)

inoperable to
Equipment removed from service or declared
to service under
comply with ACTIONS may be returned
to perform testing required to
administrative control solely
of other
demonstrate Its OPERABILITY or the OPERABILITY
for the system
equipment. This is an exception to LCO 3.0.2
control to perform
returned to service under administrative
OPERABILITY.
the testing required to demonstrate

LCO 3.0.5

1ý

I

CO 3.0.6

_

_is

not met solely due to a
When a supported system LCO ismet.
the Conditions and
support system LCO not being
supported system are
Required Actions associated with this
support system LCD
not required to be entered. Only the This
is an exception to
ACTIONS are required to be entered.
event
this
In
the supported system.
Lfor
uir- in
n
ioi
evamIuati6m
Sn tioa
u
atety
5
Saccordance with Speciication
loss of safet function
a
If
(SFDP).
Determination Program
determined to exist by this program. the inappropriate
which the loss
LCO
Conditions and Required Actions of the to be entered.
of safety function exists are required
directs a supported
WJhen a support system's Requi red Action
entry into
system to be declared inoperable or directs
a supported system. the
Conditions and Required Actions for Actions
shall be entered
applicable Conditions and Required
in accordance with LCO 3.0.2. &6A e i,
(continued)
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Definitions
1.1
1.0

USE AND APPLICATION

1.1

Definitions

----------------------NOTE --------------------type. and are
capitalized
in
appear
section
this
The defined terms of
Bases.
and
Specifications
Technical
applicable throughout these
S--------------------------------------------

IMM

Definition

ACTIONS

ACTIONS shall be that part of a Specification that
prescribes Required Actions to be taken under
designated Conditions within specified Completion
Times.

AVERAGE PLANAR LINEAR
HEAT GENERATION RATE
(APLHGR)

The APLHGR shall be applicable to a specific
planar height and is equal to the sum of the
heat generation rate per unit length of fuel rod
for all the fuel rods in the specified bundle at
the specified height divided by the number of fuel
rods in the fuel bundle at the height.

CHANNEL CALIBRATION

A CHANNEL CALIBRATION shall be the adjustment. as
necessary. of the channel output such that it
responds within the necessary range and accuracy
to known values of the parameter that the channel
monitors. The CHANNEL CALIBRATION shall encompas!

(continued)
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Definitions
1.1

1.1 Definitions (continued)
CHANNEL CHECK

A CHANNEL CHECK shall be the qualitative
assessment. by observation, of channel behavior
during operation. This determination shall
include. where possible. comparison of the channel
indication and status to other indications or
status derived from independent Instrument
channels measuring the same parameter.

CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST

the injection
A CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST shall be
the channel
of a simulated or actual signal into
a

•1nnP to -the

sensor as Dract

CORE ALTERATION shall be the movement of any fuel.
sources. or reactivity control components.
within the reactor vessel with the vessel head
removed and fuel in the vessel. The following
exceptions are not considered to be CORE
ALTERATIONS:

a.

Movement of source range monitors. local power

b.

Control rod movement, provided there are no
fuel assemblies in the associated core cell.

range monitors, intermediate range monitors.
traversing incore probes. or special movable
detectors (including undervessel replacement):
and

shall not preclude
Suspension of CORE ALTERATIONS
to a safe
component
a
of
completion of movement
position.

(continued)
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Definitions
1.1

1.1 Definitions (continued)
LEAKAGE

LEAKAGE shall be:
a.

Identified LEAKAGE
1. LEAKAGE into the drywell. such as that from
pump seals or valve packing, that is
captured and conducted to a sump or
collecting tank: or
2. LEAKAGE into the drywell atmosphere from
sources that are both specifically located
and known not to interfere with the
operation of leakage detection systems:

b.

Unidentified LEAKAGE
All LEAKAGE into the drywell that is not
identified LEAKAGE;

c. Total LEAKAGE
Sum of the identified and unidentified
LEAKAGE.
LOGIC SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL
TEST
set of a logic circuit.
as practicable up to.
fsensor
device, to verify
actuated
the
but not including,
TEST may
FUNCTIONAL
SYSTEM
LOGIC
The
OPERABILITY.
be performed by means of any series of sequential.
overlapping, or total system steps so that the
entire logic system is tested.
MINIMUM CRITICAL POWER
RATIO (MCPR)

DAEC

The MCPR shall be the smallest critical power
ratio (CPR) that exists in the core for each class
of fuel. The CPR is that power in the assembly
that is calculated by application of the
appropriate correlation(s) to cause some point in
the assembly to experience transition boiling.
divided by the actual assembly operating power.
Transition boiling means the boiling regime
between nucleate and film boiling. Transition
boiling is the regime in which both nucleate and

1.1-4

(continued)
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Refueling Equipment Interlocks
3.9.1
3.9 REFUELING OPERATIONS
3.9.1

Refueling Equipment Interlocks

LCO 3.9.1

The refueling equipment interlocks associated with the
Refuel position shall be OPERABLE.

APPLICABILITY:

During In-vessel fuel movement with equipment associated
with the interlocks when the reactor mode switch is In
the Refuel position.

ACTIONS
REQUIRED ACTION

CONDITION

A. One or more required
refuel i ng equipment
interlocks inoperable,

DAEC

A.1

Suspend in-vessel
fuel movement with
equipment associated
with the inoperable
interlock(s).

3.9-1

COMPLETION TIME

Immediately

775 cR-0

22

TSTF-22S
INSERT 1

A-2.1 Insert a control rod withdrawal block

Immediately

AND
A.2.2 Verify all control rods are fully inserted in
core cells containing one or more fuel
assemblies.

Immediately

Refueling Equipment Interlocks
B 3.9.1

BASES
LCO

(continued)

To prevent these conditions from developing, the
all-rods-in, the refueling platform position, the refueling
platform fuel grapple fuel loaded, the refueling platform
trolley frame mounted hoist fuel loaded, the refueling
platform monorail mounted hoist fuel loaded, and the
refueling platform fuel grapple fully retracted position

inputs are required to be OPERABLE.

These inputs are

combined in logic circuits. which provide refueling
equipment or control rod blocks to prevent operations that
could result in criticality during refueling operations.

APPLICABILITY

In MODE 5. a prompt reactivity excursion could cause fuel

damage and subsequent release of radioactive material to the
environment. The refueling equipment interlocks protect
against prompt reactivity excursions during MODE 5. The fuel
interlocks are required to be OPERABLE during in-vessel
movement only on the equipment which will be used to move
fuel when the reactor mode switch is in the Refuel position.
The interlocks are not required when the reactor mode switch
is in the Shutdown position since a control rod block (LCO
3.3.2.1. "Control Rod Block Instrumentation") ensures
control rod withdrawals cannot occur simultaneously with in
vessel fuel movements.
In MODES 1. 2. 3. and 4. the reactor pressure vessel head is
on. and CORE ALTERATIONS are not possible. Therefore.in the
refueling interlocks are not required to be OPERABLE
these MODES.

ACTIONS
With one or more of the required refueling equipment
interlocks inoperable (does not include the one-rod-out
p aced
interlock addressed in LCO 3.9.2). the unit must
Jn-vessel
in a condition in which the LCO does not apply•,
fuel movement with the affected refueling equipment must be
immediately suspended. This action ensures-tat operations
are not performed with equipment that would potentially not
be blocked from unacceptable operations (e.g.. loading fuel
into a cell with a control rod withdrawn).

(continued)
DAEC

B 3.9-3
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INSERT 2

or the Surveillances are not needed. This can be performed by ensuring fuel assemblies are
not moved in the reactor vessel or by ensuring that the control rods are inserted and
cannot be withdrawn.
Therefore, Required Action A. I requires that

Refueling Equipment Interlocks
k
"B3.9.1

A.2.1, 84J
BASES
BASES
ACTIONS
t

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

Ll (continued)
of in-vessel fuel movement shall not preclude
-Suspension
completion of movement of a component to a safe position.

Performance of a CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST demonstrates each
required refueling equipment interlock will function
properly when a simulated or actual signal indicative of a
required condition is injected into the logic. The CHANNEL
FUNCTIONAL TEST verifies acceptable response by verifying
the change of state of at least one contact on the relay
which inputs into the trip logic. The required contacts not
tested during the CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST are tested under
the LOGIC SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TEST. This is acceptable
because operating experience shows that the contacts not
tested during the CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST normally pass the
LOGIC SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TEST. The CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST
may be performed by any series of sequential. overlapping.
or total channel steps so that the entire channel is tested.
The 7 day Frequency is based on engineering judgment and is
considered adequate in view of other indications of
refueling interlocks and their associated input status that
are available to unit operations personnel.

REFERENCES

1.

UFSAR. Section 3.1.2.3.7.

2.

UFSAR. Section 7.6.2.

3.

UFSAR, Section 15.4.3.

4.

UFSAR, Section 15.4.4.

*
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Alternately, Required Actions A.2.1 and A.2.2 require that a control
rod withdrawal block
be inserted and that all control rods are subsequently verified to
be fully inserted. Required
Action A.2.1 ensures that no control rods can be withdrawn. This
action ensures that
control rods cannot be inappropriately withdrawn because an electrical
or hydraulic block
to control rod withdrawal is in place. Required Action A.2.2 is performed
after placing the
rod withdrawal block in effect and provides a verification that all
rods in core cells
containing one or mare fuel assemblies are fMlly inserted. This verification
that all control
rods that are required are fully inserted is in addition to the periodic
verifications required
by SR 3.9.3.! and SR 3.10.6.2. Like Required Action A.1, Required
Actions A.2.1 and
A.2.2 ensure that unacceptable operations are blocked (e.g., loading
fuel into a cell with
the control rod withdrawn).
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PCIVs
3.6.1.3

.I

ACTIONS
REQUIRED ACTION

CONDITION
A.

(conti nued)

COMPLETION TIME

9
NOTE -------

A.2

-------A o eIsolation devices in
~A

high radiation areas
may be verified by
use of administrative
means.
---

----------------

---

Verify the affected
penetration flow path
is isolated.

Once per 31 days
for isolation
devices outside
primary
containment

AND
Prior to
entering MODE 2
or 3 from
MODE 4. if
primary
containment was
de-inerted while
in MODE 4. if
not performed
within the
previous
92 days. for
isolation
devices inside
primary
containment
(continued)
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3.6.1.3

ACTIONS

(continued)

B.1

Isolate the affected
penetration flow path
by use of at least
one closed and
de-activated
automatic valve.
closed manual valve.
or blind flange.

1 hour

C. -------- NOTE --------- C.1
Only applicable to
penetration flow paths
with only one PCIV.

Isolate the affected
penetration flow path
by use of at least
one closed and
de-acti vated
automatic valve.
closed manual valve.
or blind flange.

72 hours except
for excess flow
check valves
(EFCVs)

B. -------- NOTE -------Only applicable to
penetration flow paths
with two PCIVs.
One or more
penetration flow paths
with two PCIVs
inoperable except for
MSIV or purge valve
leakage not within
limits.

0

COMPLETION TIME

REQUIRED ACTION

CONDITION

One or more
penetration flow paths
with one PCIV
inoperable.

au
C.2
,.

Qy
•'. S•

•

_

----- NOTE,

am
12 hours for
EFCVs

--

Isolation devices in
high radiation areas
may be verified by
use of administrative
means..
Verify the affected
penetration flow path
is isolated.

Once per 31 days

S(continued)
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PCIVs
3.6.1.3

ACTIONS (continued)
COMPLETION TIME

REQUIRED ACTION

CONDITION

8 hours

D.

One or more
penetration flow paths
with one or more MSIVs
not within leakage
limits.

D.1

Restore leakage to
within limits.

E.

One or more
penetration flow paths
with one or more
containment purge
valves not within
purge valve leakage
limits.

E.1

Isolate the affected 24 hours
penetration flow path
by use of at least
one closed and
de-acti vated
automatic valve.
closed manual valve.
or blind flange.

AND
E.2 --------NOTE-------Only required to be
performed if a purge
valve with resilient
seal is used to
satisfy Required
Action E.1.
Restore leakage to
within limits.

72 hours

AND
E.3 --------NOTEY---rN. Isolation devices in
high radiation areas
WM
may be verified by
use of administrative
•,means.
Verify the affected
penetration flow path
is isolated.

________________________________________________________

I

Once per 31 days
for isolation
device outside
containment
I

-

(continued)
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SCIV/Ds
3.6.4.2
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ACTIONS

A. (continued)

COMPLETION TIME

REQUIRED ACTION

CONDITION

A.2
a

-------- NOTE;

-l--

Isolation devices in
-- "high radiation areas
may be verified by
use of administrative

--------------------------

B. --------- NOTE --------- 1.1
Only applicable to
penetration flow paths
with two isolation
valves/dampers.
----------------------..
One or more
penetration flow paths
with two SCIV/Ds
inoperable.

C. Required Action and
associated Completion
Time of Condition A
or B not met in
MODE 1. 2. or 3.

C.1

Verify the affected
penetration flow path
is isolated.

Once per 31 days

Isolate the affected
penetration flow path
by use of at least
one closed and
de-acti vated
automatic
valve/damper, closed
manual valve, or
blind flange.

4 hours

Be in MODE 3.

12 hours

Be in MODE 4.

36 hours

AND
C.2

(continued)
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2.

Isolation devies that arc

lokd, sealed, or othewi
scured may be veificd by
use of admini

v means.

PCIVs
B 3.6.1.3
BASES
A.1 and A.2

ACTIONS

(continued)

outside primary containment" is appropriate because the
devices are operated under administrative controls and the
probability of their misalignment is low. For the devices
inside primary containment, the time period specified "prior
to entering MODE 2 or 3 from MODE 4, if primary containment
was de-inerted while in MODE 4, if not performed within the
previous 92 days" is based on engineering judgment and is
considered reasonable in view of the inaccessibility of the
devices and other administrative controls ensuring that
device misalignment is an unlikely possibility.
Condition A is modified by a Note indicating that this
Condition is only applicable to those penetration flow paths
with two PCIVs. For penetration flow paths with one PCIV.
Condition C provides the appro . te Required Actions.

vseC,

;t

osto
t a iespp
Required Action A.2 is modified by Note
isolation devices located in high radiation areas, and
allows them to be verified by use of administrative means.
Allowing verification by administrative means is considered
, acceptable, since access to these areas is typically
restricted. Therefore, the probability of misalignment of
these devices, once they have been verified to be in the
proper position, is low.

With one or more penetration flow paths with two PCIVs
inoperable except for MSIV or purge valve leakage not within
limits, either the inoperable PCIVs must be restored to
OPERABLE status or the affected penetration flow path must
be isolated within 1 hour. The method of isolation must
include the use of at least one isolation barrier that
cannot be adversely affected by a single active failure.
Isolation barriers that meet this criterion are a closed and
de-activated automatic valve, a closed manual valve, and a
blind flange. In addition, for the valve or flange to be
acceptable for use as the OPERABLE isolation device, it must
meet all the design requirements for the PCIV it is
replacing, such as, 10 CFR 50, Appendix J leakage testing,
seismic qualifications, piping code class provisions, etc.
The 1 hour Completion Time is consistent with the ACTIONS of
LCO 3.6.1.1.
(continued)
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PCIVs
B 3.6.1.3
BASES
ACTIONS

A and C.2

(continued)

isolated on a periodic basis. This is necessary to ensure
that primary containment penetrations required to be
isolated following an accident, and no longer capable of
being automatically isolated, will be in the isolation
position should an event occur. This Required Action does
not require any testing or valve manipulation. Rather, it
involves verification that those valves outside containment
and capable of potentially being mispositioned are in the
correct position. The Completion Time of once per 31 days
for verifying each affected penetration is isolated is
appropriate because the valves are operated under
administrative controls and the probability of their
misalignment is low.
Condition C is modified by a Note indicating that this
Condition is only applicable to penetration flow paths with
only one PCIV. For penetration flow paths with two PCIVs.
Conditions A and B provide theapropriate Requi ed .Ations.

Required Action C.2 is modified byZ)N

tap iesre
to

valves and blind flanges located in high radiation areas and
allows them to be verified by use of administrative means.
CAllowing verification by administrative means is considered
acceptable, since access to these areas is typically
restricted. Therefore. the probability of misalignment of
these valves, once they have been verified to be in the
proper position, is low.

With one or more penetration flow paths with one or more
MSIVs not within leakage limits, the assumptions of the
safety analysis may not be met. Therefore, the leakage must
be restored to within limit within 8 hours. Restoration can
be accomplished by isolating the penetration that caused the
limit to be exceeded by use of one closed and de-activated
automatic valve, closed manual valve, or blind flange. In
addition, for the valve or flange to be acceptable for use
as the OPERABLE isolation device, it must meet all the
design requirements for the PCIV it is replacing, such as,
10 CFR 50, Appendix J leakage testing, seismic
qualifications, piping code class provisions, etc. When a
penetration is isolated, the leakage rate for the isolated
(continued)
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B 3.6.1.3
BASES
ACTIONS

L2

(continued)

Required Action E.2 is modified by a Note indicating this
Required Action is only required to be perf:med if a purge
valve with resilient seal is used to satisfy Required Action
E.1. If th method of isolation is by the use of at least
one isolation barrier that cannot be adversely affected by a
single active failure, then Required Action E.2 is not
required because the integrity of the affeczed penetration
flow path is being maintained by a passive cevice and
unlimited operation is permitted.

In accordance with Required Action E.3. this penetration
flow path must be verified to be isolated cr. a periodic
basis. The periodic verification is necessary to ensure
that containment penetrations required to be isolated
following an accident, which are no longer capable of being
automatically isolated, will be in the isolation position
should an event occur. This Required Action does not
require any testing or valve manipulation. Rather, it
involves verification that those isolation devices outside
containment and potentially capable of being mispositioned
are in the correct position. The Completion Time of "once
per 31 days for isolation devices outside ccntainment" is
appropriate because the devices are operatec under
administrative controls and the probability 3f their

misalignment is low.

Required Action E.3 is modified byaNoteO9eon"ýj

ýapplies to

isolation devices located inhigh radiation areas. and
•TS-fF -Al
t.•eA

•J

allows them to be verified by use of administrative means.
Allowing verification by administrative mear.s is considered
acceptable, since access to these areas is typically

restricted.

Therefore, the probability of rmisalignment of

these devices, once they have been verified to be in the
proper position, is low.

If any Required Action and associated Complezion Time cannot
be met in MODE 1. 2, or 3, the plant must be brought to a
MODE in which the LCO does not apply. To acnieve this
status, the plant must be brought to at leas: MODE 3 within
12 hours and to MODE 4 within 36 hours. The allowed
(continued)
DAEC
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BASES
ACTIONS

A.1 and A.2 (continued)
any testing or device manipulation. Rather. it involves
verification that the affected Woetrati on remainsisoated.

I

1-261
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Required Action A.2 is modified by& NotAýp
s to
devices located in high radiation areas a
a Iows them to
be verified closed by use of administrative controls.
Allowing verification by administrative controls is
considered acceptable, since access to these areas is
typically restricted. Therefore, the probability of
misalignment. once they have been verified to be in the
proper position, is low.

With two SCIV/Ds in one or more penetration flow paths
inoperable, the affected penetration flow path must be
isolated within 4 hours. The method of isolation must
include the use of at least one isolation barrier that
cannot be adversely affected by a single active failure.
Isolation barriers that meet this criterion are a closed and
de-activated automatic valve, a closed manual valve, or a
blind flange. The 4 hour Completion Time is reasonable
considering the time required to isolate the penetration and
the probability of a DBA. which requires the SCIV/Ds to
close, occurring during this short time. is very low.
The Condition has been modified by a Note stating that
Condition B is only applicable to penetration flow paths
with two isolation valves/dampers. This clarifies that only
Condition A is entered if one or more penetration flow paths
with one SCIV/D is inoperable.
C.1 and C.2
If any Required Action and associated Completion Time cannot
be met. the plant must be brought to a MODE in which the LCO
does not apply. To achieve this status, the plant must be
brought to at least MODE 3 within 12 hours and to MODE 4
within 36 hours. The allowed Completion Times are
reasonable, based on operating experience, to reach the

(continued)
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Note 2 applies to isolation devices that are locked, sealed, or otherwise secured in position and
allows these devices to be verified closed by use of administrative means. Allowing verification
by administative means is considered acceptable, simnc the function of locking, sealing, or
securing components is to ensure that these devices are not inadvertenly repositioned.

Battery Cell Parameters
3.8.6
3.8

ELECTRICAL POWER SYSTEMS

3.8.6

Battery Cell Parameters

LCO 3.8.6.

Battery cell parameters for the Division I and Division II
250 VDC batteries shall be withinm limits
125 VDC and

APPLICABILITY:

When associated DC electrical power subsystems are required
to be OPERABLE.

ACTIONS
------------------------------------- NOTE
------------------------Separate Condition entry is allowed for each battery.

-------------------------------------------------------------REQUIRED ACTION

CONDITION
A. One or more batteries
with one or more
battery cell
parameters not within
Category A or B
limits.

A.1

Verify pilot cell
electrolyte level and
float voltage meet
Table 3.8.6-1
Category C limits.

1 hour

A.2

Verify parameters for
required battery
cells meet
Table 3.8.6-1
Category C limits.

24 hours

A.3

________________________________

COMPLETION TIME

Restore parameters
for requi red battery
cells to*CategQry A
mi t p-(.8/
-•FIe-•i8
a3.8.6-)
S-Table

Once per 7 days
thereafter

31 days

I

(continued)
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Battery Cell Parameters
3.8.6
I

ACTIONS

(continued)
REQUIRED ACTION

CONDITION
B. Required Action and
associated Completion
Time of Condition A
not met.

B.1

Declare associated
battery inoperable.

COMPLETION TIME
Immediately

OR
One or more batteries
with average
electrolyte
temperature of the
representative cells
not within limits.

OR
One or more batteries
with one or more
battery cell
parameters for
required battery cells
not within Category C

E8SCR-nt 2
DAEC
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Programs and Manuals
5.5

5.5 Programs and Manuals (continued)
5.5.6

Inservice Testina Proaram

\.

This program provides controls tor inservice testina of ASME Code
The
Class 1. 2. and 3 components Inc ding applable supp$*t$.
program shall include the fol owing:a.

Testing Frequencies specified in Section XI of the ASME
Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code and applicable Addenda are
as follows:
ASME Boiler and Pressure
Vessel Code and
applicable Addenda
terminology for
inservice testing
activities
Weekly
Monthly
Biquarterly
Quarterly or every
3 months
Semiannually •r
every 6 months
Every 9 months
Yearly or annually'
Biennially or every
2 years

Required Frequencies
for performing inservice
testina activities
At least once per
At least once per
.At least once per

7 days
31 days
46 days

At least once per 92 days
At least once per 184 days
At least once per 276 days
At least once per 366 days

At least once per 731 days

b.

The provisions of SR 3.0.2 are applicable to the above
required Frequencies for px
erforming inservice testing
activities:

c.

The provisions of SR 3.0.3 are applicable to inservice
testing activities: and

d.

Code shall be
Nothing in the ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel
construed to supersede the requirements of any TS.

(continued)
DAEC
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AC Sources - Shutdown

3.8.2

ACTIONS

(continued)
REQUIRED ACTION

CONDITION
B.1

B. One required DG
inoperable.

COMPLETION TIME

Suspend CORE
ALTERATIONS.

Immediately

Suspend movement of
i rradi ated fuel
assemblies in
secondary
containment.

Immedi ately

Initiate action to

Immediately

AND
B. 2

AND
B.3

suspend OPDRVs.

AND
B.4
I

Initiate action to
restore required DG
to OPERABLE status.

Immediately

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
FREQUENCY

SURVEILLANCE
SR 3.8.2.1 ---------------- NOTe
to be
required
•. .•.-4The following SRs are not
through
3.8.1.9
SR
3.8.1.3.
SR
performed:
e.r
"SR 3.8.1.13.
FTST~f !
I
IEseA

DAEC

------------------------------------------AC sources required to be OPERABLE. the
For
SRs of Specification 3.8.1. except
SR 3.8.1.8. are applicable.

3.8-13

In accordance
with applicable
SRs

-A33ndc-ent- &3

TSTF-300
INSERT 1
2.

SR 3.8.1.13 is considered to be met without the ECCS initiation signals
OPERABLE when the ECCS initiation signals are not required to be OPERABLE
per Table 3.3.5.1-1.

AC Sources - Shutdown

B 3.8.2

BASES
A-p-1 A2.2, A2_3- A24
(continued)

ACTIONS

RI1

RB. BR3 and B.4

The Completion Time of immediately Is consistent with the
required times for actions requiring prompt attention. The
restoration of the required AC electrical power sources
should be completed as quickly as possible in order to
minimize the time during which the plant safety systems may
be without sufficient power. Pursuant to LCO 3.0.6. the
Distribution System ACTIONS would not be entered even if all
AC sources to it are inoperable, resulting in
de-energization. Therefore. the Required Actions of
Condition A have been modified by a Note to indicate that
when Condition A is entered with no AC power to any required
essential bus. ACTIONS for LCO 3.8.8 must be immediately
entered. This Note allows Condition A to provide
requirements for the loss of the offsite circuit whether or
not a division is de-energized. LCO 3.8.8 provides the
appropriate restrictions for the situation involving a
de-energized division.
SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

\••.
e•_
REFERENCES

SR 3-8-2-1

SR 3.8.2.1 requires the SRs from LCO 3.8.1 that are
necessary for ensuring the OPERABILITY of the AC sources Into
other than MODES 1. 2. and 3. SR 3.8.1.8 is not required
be met since only one offsite circuit is required to be
OPERABLE. Refer to the corresponding Bases for LCO 3.8.1
for a discussion of each SR.

Note. The reason for()Note is
This SR is modifi ed b
to preclude requiring the OPERABLE DG(s) from being
with the offsite power network or otherwise
paralleled
rendered inoperable during the performance of SRs. and to
preclude deenergizing a required 4160 V essential bus or
disconnecting a required offsite circuit during performance
of SRs. With limited AC sources available, a single event
could compromise both the required circuit and the DG. It
is the intent that these SRs must still be capable of being
O I'met. but actual performance is not required during periods
be OPERABLE.
,,when the DG and offslte circuit is required to
None.

4eSCRdQt09-2
DAEC

B 3.8-31

TSTF-300
INSERT 2
Note 2 states that SR 3.8.1.13 is considered to be met without the ECCS initiation signals
OPERABLE when the ECCS initiation signals are not required to be OPERABLE per
Table 3.3.5.1-1. This SR demonstrates the DG response to an ECCS signal (either alone
or in conjunction with a loss-of-power signal). This is consistent with the ECCS
instrumentation requirements of Table 3.3.5.1-1 that do not require the ECCS signals to
be OPERABLE in MODES 4 and 5 when ECCS is not required to be OPERABLE per
LCO 3.5.2, "ECCS-Shutdown".

3.6.1.3

COMPLETION TIME

(continued)

ACTIONS

REOUIRED ACTION

CONDITION

1 hour
B.

B. -------- NOTE -------Only applicable to
penetration flow paths
with two PCIVs.

1

One or more
penetration flow paths
with two PCIVs
inoperable except for
MSIV or purge valve.
leakage not within
limits.

C. - -.----- NOTE --------

(:.1

Only applicable to

One or more

Isolate the affected
pnetration flow path
by use of at least
one closed and
de-activated
automatic valve.
closed manual valve.
or blind flange.

1 hour

Isolate
the flow
affected
path
penetration
least
by use of at
one closed and
de-activated
automatic valve.
closed manual valve.
or blind flange.

penetration flipah

with one PCIV
inoperable.

C.2

NOTE -------Isolation devices in I
high radiation areas
may be verified by
use of administrative
means.

--------.

Verify
the affected
flow path
npnetration

Once per 31 days

is isolated.
I

(continued)
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PCIVs
8 3.6.1.3
BASES
ACTIONS

&I. (continued)
Condition B is modified by a Note indicating this Condition
is only applicable to penetration flow paths with two PCIVs.
For penetration flow paths with one PCIV, Condition C
provides the appropriate Required Actions.

Condition C is applicable to Type C islation valves (UFSAR
Section 6.2.4.2) in the reactor building closed cooling
water (MO-4841A and MO-4841B) and drywell cooling (CV-5718A,
CV-5718B, CV-5704A and CV-5704B) systems and is also
applicable to excess flow check valves. With one or more
penetration flow paths with one PCIV inoperable, the
inoperable valve must be restored to OPERABLE status or the
affected penetration flow path must be isolated.
The method of isolation must include the use of at least one
isolation barrier that cannot be adversely affected by a
single active failure. Isolation barriers that meet this
criterion are a closed and de-activated automatic-valve, a
closed manual valve, and a blind flange. In addition, for
the valve or flange to be acceptable for use as the OPERABLE
isolation device, it must meet all the design requirements
for the PCIV it is replacing, such as. 10 CFR 50, Appendix J
leakage testing, seismic qualifications, piping code class
provisions, etc. A check valve may not be used to isolate
the affected penetration.
Required Action Cj.1 must-be comple~ted within 72 hours
r•'
[lines t;er than
~cess Flow/Check Valve/(EFCVM ines-nd 12•
fhourf for EFCV r'inesty.--he Comp~letion Time of 72 hours is

reasonable considering the relative stability of the closed
system (hence. reliability) to act as a penetration
isolation boundary and the relative importance of supporting
primary containment OPERABILITY during MODES 1, 2. and 3.
The closed system q
meet the requirements of-&ference 9.
The Completion Time oft)hours for EFCVs is reasonable
considering the instrument and the small pipe diameter of
penetration (hence, reliability) to act as a penetration
isolation boqndary and the small pipe diameter of the
affected penetrations. For affected penetrations that have
been isolated in accordance with Required Action C.1. the
affected penetration flow path(s) must be verified to be
(continued)
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SAFETY ASSESSMENT
By letter dated November 22, 1999, IES Utilities Inc. submitted a request for revision of
the Technical Specifications for the Duane Arnold Energy Center (DAEC). The proposed
amendment adopts selected NRC approved generic changes to the Improved Technical
Specification (ITS) NUREGs.
Evaluation:
The DAEC implemented ITS in 1998 via Amendment 223 using NUREG 1433, Rev.1 as
a model. The Industry and the NRC Staff have been working to improve the ITS
NUREGs and as a result, generic changes have been developed. The proposed
amendment adopts selected NRC approved generic changes to the ITS NUREGs.
The sixteen (16) changes in this submittal come from the Technical Specification Task
Force (TSTF) process developed by the Industry and the NRC. Three (3) of these changes
are Bases only changes but are included for completeness relative to the TSTF process.
The sixteen (16) changes have been determined to be of the following types:
"*
"*
"*
"*
"*
"*

Administrative Changes
More Restrictive Changes
Less Restrictive Changes-Removed Detail
Less Restrictive Changes-Relaxation of Completion Time
Less Restrictive Changes-Relaxation of Required Action
Less Restrictive Changes-Relaxation of Surveillance Requirement Acceptance
Criteria

Each of the sixteen (16) changes has been technically justified via the NRC approved
TSTF process and determined to be applicable to the DAEC. In addition, these changes
have been evaluated by type in accordance with 10 CFR 50.92 and found to not involve a
significant hazards consideration.
Therefore, we have concluded that the proposed revision to the DAEC Technical
Specifications is acceptable.

TSCR-026

Attachment 4 to
NG-99-1606
Page 1 of 1

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATION
10 CFR Section 51.22(c)(9) identifies certain licensing and regulatory actions which are
eligible for categorical exclusion from the requirement to perform an environmental
assessment. A proposed amendment to an operating license for a facility requires no
environmental assessment if operation of the facility in accordance with the proposed
amendment would not: (1) involve a significant hazards consideration; (2) result in a
significant change in the types or significant increase in the amounts of any effluents that
may be released offsite; and (3) result in a significant increase in individual or cumulative
occupational radiation exposure. IES Utilities Inc. has reviewed this request and
determined that the proposed amendment meets the eligibility criteria for categorical
exclusion set forth in 10 CFR Section 51.22(c)(9). Pursuant to 10 CFR Section 51.22(b),
no environmental impact statement or environmental assessment needs to be prepared in
connection with the issuance of the amendment. The basis for this determination follows:
Basis
The change meets the eligibility criteria for categorical exclusion set forth in 10 CFR
Section 51.22(c)(9) for the following reasons:
1.

As demonstrated in Attachment 1 to this letter, the proposed amendment does not
involve a significant hazards consideration.

2.

There is no significant change in the types or significant increase in the amounts
of any effluents that may be released offsite. The proposed changes do not involve
any physical alteration of the plant (no new or different type of equipment will be
installed) or change in methods governing normal plant operation.

3.

There is no significant increase in individual or cumulative occupational radiation
exposure. The proposed changes do not involve any physical alteration of the
plant (no new or different type of equipment will be installed) or change in

methods governing normal plant operation.

