UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C, 205550001

June 5, 1092

M. C. S Hinnamt

Vice President

Brunswick Steam Electric Plant
Carolina Power & Light Company
Post Office Box 10429
Southport, North Carolina 28461

SUBJECT. ISSUANCE OF AMENDMENT NO. 203 TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE
NO. DPR-71 AND AMENDMENT NO, 233 TO FACILITY OPERATING
LICENSE NO. DPR-52 REGARDING CONVERSION TO IMPROVED
STANDARD TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS AND IMPLEMENTATION OF
REACTOR STABILITY SOLUTION - BRUNSWICK STEAM ELECTRIC PLANT,
UNITS 1 AND 2 (TAC NOS, M87243 AND M97244)

Dear Mr. Hinnant:

The Commission has issued the enclosed Amendment No. 203  to Facility Opérating License
No. DPR-T1 and Amendment No. 233 1o Facility Operating License Ne. DPR-62 for Brunswick
Steam Electnc Plant, Units 1 and 2 (BSEF 1&2), respectively. The amendments consist of the
changes described below

The amendments reflect full conversion fram your current Technical Specifications (TS) 1o a set
of TS based on NUREG-1433, "Standard Technical Specifications General Electric Plants,
BWR/4," Revision 1, dated April 1995, This is in response to your application dated

November 1, 1896, as supplemented on October 13, 1987, February 26, 1988, March 13, 1988,
April 24, 1898, and May 22, 1998.

Sscondly, the amendments modify the Technical Specifications (TS) for BSEP 142 to allow for
transition to the long-term reactor stability solution known as Enhanced Option 1-A

Thirdly, the amendment removes a candition from the BSEP 2 operating license that currsnily
does not allow single recirculation loop operation

In addtion, the NRC staff has reviewed and approved the following changes which, although
included in your impraved TS conversion submittal, were identified as being beyond the scope
of the conversion

. Extension of the surveillance frequency for reactivily anomalies as requested in Carolina
Power & Light (CP&L) letter dated November 1, 1996.

. Insertion of @ manual scram In lieu of placing the reactor mode switch in the shutdown
position If certain actions are not completed for 2n inoperable control rod scram
accumulator, This change was requested in CPAL |etter dated November 1, 18286
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Revision of cenain instrumentation allowable values based upon the application of
CPAL s setpoint methodology. These changes were requasted in CP&L letter dated
November 1, 1886

Extension of 1&-month refueling interval surveillance requirements 1o 24 months. These
changes were requested in CPAL letter dated Novemiber 1, 1886, as supplemented on
October 13, 1997, April 24, 1898, and May 22, 1988

Allowance of short duration out-of-service imes for various combinations of inoperable
Emergency Core Cooling System (ECCS) subsystems instead of requiring an immediate
shutdown, These changes were requested in CP&L letter daled November 1, 1986

Reguction in the number of automatic depressurization system (ADS) valves required to
be operable from seven 1o six. This change was requested In CPAL letter dated
November 1, 1996

Increase in the minimum prassure at which the ADS is required 1o be operable ta 150
psig  This change was requested in CPAL letter dated November 1, 15996,

A relaxation In the low pressure ECCS purnp flow acceptance criténa  This change was
requestad in CP&L |etier dated November 1, 18986

A relaxation in the core spray pump flow acceptance critenon.  This change was
reguested In CPEL letter dated November 1, 1586

Deiefion of the Limiting Condition for Operation (LCO) and associated surveillance
requirement (SR) for primary containment internal pressure  These changes weare
requested in CPEL lettar gated November 1, 1896

Increase in the allowed out-of-sarvice time (ADT) for vanous combinations of inoperable
service water pumps. These changes wera requested in CPAL iefter dated
November 1, 1896, as supplemented on February 26, 1998, and May 22 1968

Allowance for reactor coolant system hydrostatic testing to be performed with average
reactor cootant termperature above 212°F  This change was requested n CPEL lefter
dated November 1, 1986.

Approval of exceptions in the primary containment leakage rate testing program.  These
changes were requestad in CPAL letter dated November 1, 1996, and October 13,

1907

Mad|fication ta the rod block monitar operability requirements. This change was
requested In CPAL letter doted Nuvember 1, 1868,



. Relaxation In the survelllance frequency for performing a rod worth minimizer channsa!
functional test. This change was requested in CPAL Istter dated November 1, 1986

. Relocation of Main Steam Tunnel High Temperature |solation Instrumentation  This
change was requested in CP&L |etier dated November 1, 1886

Undar the subject amendments. an additional condition |s added to Appendix B of the BSEP
142 facility licenses Previously Appendix B to the licenses contained Environmental Technical
Specifications; however, those specfications were delsted on November 2, 1995 by
Amendment 179 for BSEP 1 and Amendment 210 for BSEP 2.  The additional condition
authorizes relocation of certain requirements from the TS to licensee-controlied documents
The relocated requirements are not required to be in the TS under 10 CFR 50.38 or do not
meet any of the four criteria in the "NRC Final Policy Statement on Technical Specification
Improvemants for Nuclear Power Reactors,” published on July 22, 1583 (58 FR 38132). The
NRC siaff has concluded that appropriate controls have been astablished for all of the current
specifications. information, and requirements that are being moved to licensee-controlled
documents. The licanse condilion s adopted herewith, 1o require incorporation of these
matiers in the appropriate licensae-controlied documeni(s). Following implementation, the NRC
will audit the removed provisions to ensure that an appropriate level of control has been
achieved Accordingly, lhese TS, information, and requirements, as described In detail in the
enclosed Safaty Evaluation, may be relocated from current TS and placad in the Updated Final
Safaty Analysis Report or other hicensee-conirolled documents as specified in Carolina Fower &
Light Company letiers dated November 1, 1866, October 13, 1887, February 26, 1988, April 24,
1998 and May 22 1998

A second hcanse condition s added o Appendix B for BESEF 2 only to ensura that the End-Of-
Cycle Recircutation Pump Trp (EOC-RPT) system will not be used without prior NRC approval.
This system is installed only on BSEP 2 and is currently abandoned In place. This license
condition s adopted herewith, as specified in CPAL letter dated March 13, 1988, to require that
\he EOC-RPT syslem be maintained ingperable (i.e. manually bypassad) during Mode 1
operation, when thermal power is greater than or equal to 30% rated thermal power. Following
implementation, the NRC will conduct an audit (o ansure that an appropriate level of control in



A copy of the related Safety Evaluation is also enclosed. Also enciosed is the Notice of
Issuance which has been forwarded to the Office of the Federal Register for publication,

Sincerely,

Sautd € %nﬁé

David C. Trimble, Project Manager
Project Direclorate 11+1

Division of Reactor Projects - Vil
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Dockel Nos. 50-325
and 50-324

Enclosures:

1. Amendment No. 201 to
License No DPR-T1

2 Amangment No. £33 to
License No. OPR-62

3. Notice

4. Safety Evaluation

cc wienclosures.
See next page



Mr. C S Hinnent
Carolina Power & Light Company
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Mr. William D Johnson

Vice President and Senior Counsel
Carolina Power & Light Company
Post Office Box 1551
Raleigh, North Carolina 27602

Mr. Jarry W. Jones, Chairman

Brunswick County Board of Commissioners

Post Office Box 248
Bolivia, North Caroling 28422

Resident Inspector

U S Nuciear Regulatory Commussion
8470 River Roag
Southport. North Carolina 28461

Regional Administrator, Region 1l
U.S Nuclear Regulatory Commussion
Atlanta Federal Canter

&1 Forsyth Street, SW, Sulte 23785
Atianta, Georgra 30303

Mr. Mel Fry, Director

Division of Radiation Protection

N.C Department of Environment
and Natural Resources

3825 Barrstt Dr

Raleigh. North Carolina 27608-7721

Mr. J. J. Lyash

Plant Manager
Carolina Power & Light Company
Brunswick Steam Elactric Plant
Post Office Box 10429
Southport, Narth Carolina 28481

Public Service Commission
State of South Carolina

Post Offica Drawer 11648
Columbia. South Carolina 28211

Mr. Milton Shymiock
U. §. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Allanta Federal Centar
81 Forgyth Street, SW, Suite 23785
Atlanta. Georgia 30303

Brunswick Steam Electnc Plant
Units 1 and 2

Ms. Karen E. Long

Assistant Attemey General
State of Normh Carolina

Post Office Box 629
Raleigh, North Carciira 27602

Mr. Roben P. Gruber

Executive Diector
Public Staff - NCUC

Post Office Box 20520

Raleigh, North Caroling 27626-0520

Director

Site Operations
Brunswick Steam Electric Plart
Post Office Box 10429
Southport, North Carolina 28461

Mr. Wiliiam H Crowe. Mayor
City of Southpen

201 East Moore Street
Southport, North Caroling 28481

Mr. Dan £ Summers

Emergency Management Coordinator
New Hanover County Department of
Emengency Management

Post Office Box 1525

Wilmington, North Carolina 28402

Ms D B Alaxander

Manager

Performance Evaluation and
Regulatory Aftars CPB @

Carolina Power & Light Company
Post Offica Box 1551

Raleigh, North Carolina Z7802-1551

Mr K R Jury
Manager - Regulatory Affairs
Carolina Power & Light Compary
Post Office Bax 10426
Southport, NC 284610428



e

&Y

ﬂﬂfﬁ

.‘*.‘ -

iq.t‘*

UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C 20885-0001

Amendment Ng 203
Licanse No. DPR-T1

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the Commission) has found that:

A

The application for amandment filed by Carolina Power & Light Company (the
licensee), dated November 1, 1996, as supplemented on October 13, 1997,
February 26, 1996, March 13, 1858, April 24, 1938, and May 22, 1588, complies
with the standards and requirements of (he Atomic Energy Act of 1854 ss
amended {the Act) and the Commission's rules and regulations set forth in 10
CFR Chapter |,

The faciity will operate in conformity with the application, the provisions of the
Act, and the rules and regulations of the Commission,

There (s reasonable assurance (i) that the activities authorized by this
amenameni can be conducted without endangerng the health and safety of the
public. and (i) that such activities will be conducled in complianca with the
Commission's regulations;

The issuance of this amendment will nol be inimcal 1o the common defense and
security or fo the health and safety of the public; and

The issuance of this amendment is in accordance with 10 CFR Part 51 of the
Commission’'s regulations and all applicable requirements have been satisfied

Accordingly, the license is amended by changes to the Technical Specifications. as
indicated in (he atiachment fo this license amandment; and paragraph 2.C.(2) of Facility
Operating License No. DPR-T1 is hereby amended 1o read as follows:



(2) Technical Specifications

The Technical Specificatioris contzined i Appendix A, as ravised (nrough
Amendment No. 203, are hereby incorporated in the license. Caroiing Power &
Light Company shall oparale the facility in accordance with the Technical
Specifications

For Surveillance Reguiremants (SRs) that are new in Amendment 203 o
Final Operating License DPR-71, the first performance is due at the end of
the first survelllance interval that begins at implementation of Amendment
203. For SRs that existed pnor to Amendment 203, including SRs with
modified acceptance criteria and SRs whose frequency of performance s
being extended, the first performance is due a1 the end of the first
survelllance inferval that begins on the date the Survelllance was las!
performed pnor to implementation of Amendment 203.

In addition, the license is amended o add paragraph 3 to the Facility Operating License
No, DPR-71 as follows

3. Agditional Conditions

The Additional Conditions contained in Appendix B, as revised threugh Amendment
Na. 203, are hereby incorporated Into this licensa. Carolina Fower & Light
Comparny shall cperate the faciiity in accordance with the Additional Conditions.

3 License conditions are also added with this amendment to Appendix B, to read as follows:

Amendment

Number
203

Agditional Conditions implemantation Date

The licenses is authorized 1o relocate certain This amendment is
requirements included In effactive immediately and
Appendix A and the former Appendix B to shall be implementad
licansee-conirolied documents. within 80 days of the date
Implementation of this amendment shall of this amendment.

include the relocation of these requiremeants
to the appropristé documents, as described
in the licensee's letters dated November 1,
1996, October 13, 1997, February 26, 1998,
April 24, 1998, and May 22. 1998, evaluated
in the NRC staffs Safety Evaluation anclosed
with this amendment

Appendix B to Facilty Operating Licanse No DPR-71, is replaced by this amendment with
Attachment 3.
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4 This license amendment is effective as of the date of ite issuance and shall be
Implemented within 80 days of issuance.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

425&;;

Pao-Tsin Kuo, Acting Director g
Project Direcloratz 11-1

Division of Reactor Projects - I/l
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Attachments:

1. Pages 3 and 5b to the license
and page 1 to Appendix B of
the License

2 Changes to the Technical
Specifications

Date of Issuance. June 5, 1988



(4)

(5)

(6)

-3

Pursuant to the Act and 10 CFR Parts 30, 40, and 70, to receive, possess and use
in amounts as required any byproduct, sowce and special nuclear maternal without
restriction 1o chemical or physical form, for sample analysis or instrument
czlibration or associated with radicacfive apparatus or components,

Pursuant to the Acl and 10 CFR Parts 30 and 70 to possess, but not separats,
such byproduct and special nuclear materials as may be produced by the operation
of Brunswick Steam Electnic Plant, Unit Nos 1 and 2, and H. B. Robinson Steam
Electric Plant, Unit No 2.

Carolina Power and Light Company shall impiement and maintain in effect all
provisions of the approved fire protection program as described in the Final Safety
Analysis Report for the facility and as approved In the Safely Evaluation Report,
dated November 22, 1977, as supplemented April 1678, June 11, 1880,
December 30, 1886, December 8, 1988, July 28, 1993, and February 10, 1584,
respectively, subject to the following provision:

The licensee may make changes to tha approved fire protection program
without prior approval of the Commisaion only if those changes would not
adversaly affect the abllity to achieve and mantain safe shutdown In the
event of a fire.

This license shall be deamed 10 contaln and Is subject to the conditions specified In the
following Commission regulations in 10 CFR Chapter || Part 20. Section 30.34 of Part
30, Section 40 41 of Part 40. Sections 50.54 and 50.58 of Pan 50, and Section 70.32 of
Part 70, and is subject 1o all applicable provisions of the Act and 1o the rules,
regulations. and orders of the Commission now or hereafter in effect. and is subject to
the additional conditions specified or incorporaled below

(1)

(2)

Maximum Power Lavel

The licensee is authorized 1o operate the facility at steady stale reacior core power
levels not In excess of 2568 megawatts thermal

gchnicgl Specifizations

The Technical Specifications contained in Appendices A and B, as revised through
Amendment No. 203 are herety incorporated in the licens2  Carolina Power &
Light Campany shall operate the faclity In accordance with the Technical
Specifications

Faor Survelllance Requirements (SRs) that are new in Amendment 203
to Final Operating License DPR-71, the first performance is due sl the
end af the first surveillance interval that begins at implementation of
Amendment 203 | For SRs that existed prior to Amendment 203 |
including SRe with modified acceptance criteria and SRs whoss
frequency of performance is being extended. the first performance is dus
at the end of the first survelllance interval that begins on the date the
Surveillance was last performed pnor to implementation of Amendment
203 .

Amendment No. 203
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{2) Refined radiation calculabons (location specific), and/or

(b} Siightly reducing the qualfied life. and/or

(c}) Assessing the qualification bases by demonstrating qualification based on
actua! test and matenals threshold data while maintaining the regulatory
margmn, and/or

(d) Assessing the impact of the radialion test and/or published threshold dala
on the matenal propenies and its safety function

(5) Human Faclers
(a) Classioom Tralning

Power Uprats Operator Training, including the planl operating parameter
changes resulting from power uprale, shall be performed as pan of License
Operator Retraining (LOR) prior fo Unit 1 stant-up for Cycle 11 operation.

(b) Simulator Training

Simulator traiming for power uprate shall be completed prior to Unit 1 start-up
for Cycle 11 operation. The simutator training will include the following:

(1) A demonstration of selected transients at the uprated power comparad o
the non-uprated power, including changes in time to achieve critical paims for
operator achons

(i)  The time to meet the conditions to inject baron for @ high powsr ATWS,

{il)  The time to depressunze the reactor on & loss of all high pressure injection
(hme lo achieve condifions requiring emargency depressunzation at TAF;
nen-ATWS).

(¢) Simuigior Modification

Prior to Unit 1 start-Up for Cycle 11, the simulator shall be modified to match
the uprated control room, as close as possible, with the sxception of the zone
coding for the High Prassure Coolant Injection (HPCI) System and Reactor
Cora Isplation Coaling (RCIC) System speed indication meters. Thae HPCI and
RCIC speed indicafion zone coding shall be compieted prior to Unit 2 start-up
following the Implementation of the power uprate licenss amendment.

3 Additional Conditions

The Addiiional Conditions contained in Appendix B, as revised through Amandment No.
703 | are hersby ncorporated into this license, Carolina Power & Light Company shall
operate the facility in accordance with the Additional Conditions.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
Original signed by R. C. DeYoung

Roger S Boyd, Cirector
Divisian of Project Management
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Attachments.
Appendices A, Technical Specifications, and B -
Additional Conditions

Dale of lesuance,
Seplember § 1576



APPENDIX B

Additional Conditions

Additional Conditions

The licensee Is authorized to relocate cenain
requirements included In

Appendix A and the former Appendix B to
licensee-controlled documents.
Implementation of this amendment shall
include the relocation of these requirements
lo the appropriate documents, as descnbed
in the licensee’s letters dated November 1,
1596, October 13, 1997, February 26, 1985,
April 24, 1888, and May 22, 1998, evaluated
in the NRC staff's Safety Evaluation enclosed
with this amendment

This amendment is
effective immediately and
shall be iImplemented
within 20 days of the date
of this amendment.

Amendment No, 203
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. J0855-0001

oL I
DOCKET NO, 50-324
BRUNSWICK STEAM ELECTRIC PLANT UNIT 2

ND E.

Amendment No, 233
License No. DPR-62

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the Commission) has found that.

A

E

The application for amendment filed by Carolina Power & Light Company (the
licensee), dated Novamber 1, 1986, as supplemanted on October 13, 1897,
February 26, 1998 March 13, 1988, April 24, 1998, and May 22, 1888, complies
with the standards and reguirements of the Atormic Energy Act of 1954, as amended
(the Act), and the Commission's rules and regulalions set forth in 10 CFR Chagter |,

The faciity will operate in conformity with the application, the provisions of the Act,
and the rules and regulations of the Commission,

Thers [s reasonable assurance (1) that the activities authorized by this amendment
can be conducted without endangenng the health and safety of the public, and (i)
that suct activities will be canducted in compliance with the Commission's
regulations;

The issuance of this amendment will not be inmica!l to the common defense and
security or to the health and safety of the public, and

The issuance of this amendment is in accordance with 10 CFR Part 51 of the
Commission's regulations and all applicable requirements have been satisfied.

Accordingly, the license Is amended by changes to the Technical Specifications, as
indicated in the attachment to this license amendment, and paragraph 2.C.(2) of Facility
Operating License No DPR-82 1s hereby amended to resd as follows:



(2) Technical Specifications

The Technical Specifications contained in Appendix A, as revised through
Amendment No. 232 | are heraby incorporated in the license. Carolina Power &
Light Company shall operate the facility In accordance with the Technical
Specifications.

For Surveiliance Requirements (SRs) that are new in Amendment 233 o
Fimal Operating License DPR-62, the first performance is due at the end of
the first survelllance interval that begins at Implementation of Amendment
233 = For SRs that existed prior to Amendment 233 including SRs with
mudified scceptance criteria and SRs whose frequency of performance Is
being extended, the first performance 18 due at the end of the first
survaillance imterval thal begins on the date the Surveillance was last
perfarmed prior ta iImplementation of Amendment 233

In addition, the license |s amended 1o add paragraph 3 to the Facility Operating Licensa
No DPR-62 as follows

3. Additiona! Conditions

The Additional Conditions contained In Appendix B, as revised through Amendment
No. 233, are hereby Incorporated into this license. Carglina Power & Light
Company shall operate the facllity in accordance with the Additional Conditions.

3 License canditions are also added with Ihis ameandment to Appendix B lo read as follows:

Amendmeny

Number Additional Conditions lem

743 The licensee is authonzed to relocate certain This amendment &
requirements |ncluded in effective immediately and
Appendix A and the former Appendix B to shall be implemented
licensee-controlled documents. within 90 days of the date
Implementation of this amendment shall ol this amendament.
include the relocation of these requiremeants
ta the appropriate documents, as described
in the licensee's letters dated November 1,
1986€, October 13, 1897, February 26, 1998,
April 24, 1888, and May 22, 1898, evaluated
in the NRC staff's Safety Evaluation enclosed
with this amendment.

£33 The End-Of-Cycle Recireulation Pump Trip This amendmen) is
system mstrumentation shall be maintained effective immediately and
inoperable (I.e. manually bypassed) during shall be implemented
Mode 1, when thermal power |s areater than within 80 days of the date

or equal lo 30% rated thermal power of this amendment
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Impiementation of this amendment shall
include this condition, @s described in the
licenses’s letter dated March 13, 1888,
evaluated in the NRC stafls Safely
Evaluation enclosed with this amendment.

Appendix B fo Faciity Operating License No. DPR-62, s replaced by this amendment with
Attachment 3.

< License condition 2.C.(5) restricting single recirculation system opération is deleled by this
amendment.

5 This license amendment s effective as of the date of s (ssuance and shall be
imglemanted within 90 days of issyance.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

A E ey

Pao-Tsin Kuo, Acting Director
Project Directorate |11

Division of Reactor Projects - I/l
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Attachmenis:

1. Pages 3a and 4b to the license
and page 1 to Appendix B of
the Licensea

2. Changes to the Technical
Specifications

Date of Issuance: June &, 1998



(2)  Technical Specifications

The Technical Spectficafions contained In Appendices A and B, as ravised
through Amendment No. 233 | are hereby incorporated in the license. Carolina
Power & Light Company shall operate the facility in accordance with the
Technical Specifications

For Surveillance Requirements (SRs) that are new in Amendmeni 233
to Final Operating License DPR-62, the first performance is due at the
end of the first surveillance interval that begins at implemantalion of
Amendment 233 For SRs that existed prior fo Amendment 233
including SRs with modified acceptance cnteria and SRs whose
fraquency of performance Is being extended, the first performance is due
at the end of the first surveiliance interval that begins on the date the
Surveillance was last performed pnor to iImplementation of Amendment
233

(a) The end of the current surveillance period for the survelllance requirements listed below
may be extended beyond the time imit specified by Technical Specification 4.0.2a.
After May 1, 1982, the plant shall nol be operated in Conditions 1, 2, or 3 until the
surveillance requirements listed below have been completed. Upon accomplishment of
the surveillances. the provisions of Taechnical Specfication 4.0.2a shall apply.

Specffication 43 1.1, Table 4.3.1-1, tems § & 10
4312
4313 Table 3.3.1-2, tem 10
4321, Table4 321 tems1d&1f
4323 Table 23.2-3, tema 181
4332 Table 4331 temsac8 4f
4523
48112d2
4811.2d3
48112d8
48112d7

(b} Effective June 30, 1982, the surveillance requirements listed befow need not be
completed until restart for Cycle 5 or July 15, 1982, whichever ocours firsl. The unit
shall not be operated in Conditions 1, 2 or 3 until the surveillance requirements jisted
below have been compléeted. Upon accomplishment of the survelllances, the provisions
af Tachnical Spedﬁuﬂun 4.0.Z shall apply.

Specificaton 4.3.3.1, Table 4.3.3-1, ltems 5.3 and 5.b.

2C.(2)0ec) " Effective July 1, 1982, through July 8, 1882, Action stalement *3" of Technical
Specification 3.8.1 1 shall read as follows:

ACTION a With either one offsite circuit or one diesel generator of the above required A C.
electrical power sources Inoperable, Uemonstrate the OPERABILITY of the
remaining A.C_ sourcas by performing Surveillance Requiraments 48.1.1.1.a
and 4 8. 1.1.2.a 4 within two hours and at least once per 12 hours thereafter,
restofe at least two offsite circuits and four diesel generators to OPERABLE
status within 7 days or be in at least HOT SHUTDOWN within the next 12 hours
and in COLD SHUTDOWN within the following 24 hours.




{a)
(b}
(c)

(d)

-4b-

Refined radiation calculstions (location specific), and/or

Slightly reducing the qualified life, and/or

Assessing the gualification bases by demonstrating gualification based on
actua) test and malerials threshold data while maintaining the regulatory
margin, and/or

Assessing the impact of the radiation (est and/or published threshold data
on the matenal properties and its safety function.

(5) HumanFactors

(3)

Simylator Medification

Prior ta the inifial start-up following implementation of the power uprate
license amendment, the simulator shall be medified to match the uprated
Unit 2 control room, as close as possible.

3. Additional Conditions

The Additional Conditions contained in Appendix B, as revisad through Amendment No.
237 , are hereby incorporated into thrs license Carolhaﬂnwlughl{::mylhil
operate the tacillty in accordance with the Additional Conditions.

Attachments.

Orniginal signed by

A. Gambusso, Deputy Duector
for Reactor Projects
Directorate of Licensing

Appendices A, Technical Specifications, and B -

Additional Conditions

Date of Issuance. Dec. 27, 1674

Amendment No, 223



Number

233

APPENDIX B

Additional Conditions
Additional Conditions

The licensee is authorized 1o relocale cerain
requirements included in

Appendix A and the formet Appendix B lo
licensea-controlled documents.
Implementation of this amendment shall
include the relocation of these requirements
to the appraoprizte documents, as described
in the licensee's |etters dated November 1,
1896, Oclober 13, 1987, February Z6, 1998,
April 24, 1888, and May 22, 1898, evaluated
in the NRC staff's Safety Evaluation enclosed
with this amendment.

The End-Of-Cycle Recirculation Pump Trp
system instrumentation shail be maintained
inoperable (1 e. manually bypassed) during
Mode 1, when thermal power is greater than
or equal te 30% rated thermal power,
Implementation of this amendment shall
include this condition, as described in the
licensee's lefter dated March 13, 1988,
evaluated in the NRC staff's Safety
Evaluation enclosed with thiz amendment.

This amendment is
effective immediately and
shall be implementad
within 80 days of the dale
of this amandment.

This amendment is
effective Immediately and
shall be implemanted
within S0 days of the date
of this amandment

Amendmaent No. 233
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R TORY COMMI

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (Commission) has (ssued Amendment
No. 203 to Facility Operating License No. DPR-71 and No, 233 lo Facility Operating License
No DPR-62 issued lo Carolina Power & Light Company (the licensee), which revised the
operaling license and Appendices A and B to the operaling licanse for the Brunswick Steam
Electric Plant, Units 1 and 2 (BSEP), located in Brunswick County, North Carolina. The
amendments are effeclive as of the date of issuance.

The amendment iImplements a full conversion of the BSEP Technical Specifications (TS)
to & set of TS based upon NUREG-1433, "Standard Technical Specifications General Electric
Plants, BWR/4." Revision 1, dated April 1885 The application for the amendment complies
with the standards and requirements of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended (the Act),
and the Commission's rules and regulations. The Commission has made appropriate findings
as required by the Act and the Commission's rules and regulations in 10 CFR Chapter |, which
are get forth in the license amendment.

Notice of Consideration of Issuance of Amendment to Facility Operating License and
Oppenunity for a Heanng in connection with this action was published in the FEDERAL
REGISTER on January 24, 1987 (62 FR 3719). No request for a hearing ar petition for leave ta

Imervens was filed following this nollce.
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The Commission has prepared an Environmental Assessment related to the action and
has delermined not to prepare an environmeantal impact statement. Based upon the
environmental assessment, the Commission has concluded that the issuance of the
amendment will not have a significant effect on the gualily of the human environment (63 FR
28038)

For further details with respect to the action see (1) the application for amendment dated
November 1, 18868, =s supplemented by letters dated August 8, September 11, Seplember 17,
October 13, Novemnber 6, December 18, 1867, February 26, March 13, April 24_ 1988 and May
22, 1896, (2) Amendment No. 203 to Facility Operaling License No. DPR-71 and Amendment
No. 233 to Facilty Operating License No, DPR-52, (3) the Commission's related Safety

Evalustion, and (4) the Commission's Environmental Assessmant. All of these ilems are
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available for public inspectian at the Commission's Public Decument Roam, the Gelman
Building, 2120 L Street NW,, Washington, DC, and at the local public document room located at
the University of North Carolina at Wilmington, William Madison Randall Library, 801 5. Caoliege
Road, Wilmington, North Carclina 28403-3287.
Dated at Rockville. Maryland, this 5th day of Juns 1288,

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION

0&!{{ L:zhﬂf ¢ %ﬂmﬂé

David C. Trimbie. Project Manager
Project Directorate i1

Division of Reactor Projects - I/I|
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
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SAFETY EVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION
RELATED TO AMENDMENT NO. 203 TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE DPR-T1
AND AMENDMENT NO. 233 TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE DPR-82
BRUNSWICK STEAM ELECTRIC PLANT, UNIT NOS.1 AND 2
CAROLINA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY
DOCKET NOS. 50-325 AND 50-324

. INTRODUCTION

Brunswick Steam Electric Plant, Unit Nos. 1 and 2 (BSEP) has been operating with Techrical
Specifications (TS) issued with the onginal operating licenses on September 8, 1876 for Unit 1 and
December 27, 1874 for Unit 2, as amended from time to time. By letter dated November 1, 1986,
as supplemented by letters dated August B, September 11, September 17, October 13, November
6. Decamber 18, 1987, February 26, March 13, April 24, 1898 and May 22, 1888, Carolina Power
and Light Company (the llcensee) proposed 1o amend Appendix A of Operafing License Nos.
DPR-71 and DRP-52 to completaly revise the BSEP TS, The propesed amendment was based
upon NUREG-1433, "Standard Technical Specifications for Ganeral Electric Plants, BWR/M4,"
Revision 1, dated April 1885, and upon guidance in the "NRC Final Policy Statement on Technical
Specification Improvemants for Nuclear Power Reactors” (Final Policy Statement), published on
July 22, 1993 (58 FR 32132), and 10 CFR 50.36, as amended July 19, 1885 (60 FR 36953). The
overall ohjective of the proposed amendment, consistent with the Final Policy Statement, was to
rewrite, reformat. and streamline compietely the existing TS for BSEP.

Hereinaftar, the proposed TS are referred to as the improved TS (ITS), the existing BSEP TS are
referred to as the current TS (CTS), and the TS in NUREG-1433 are referred to as the standard
TS (STS] The correspending TS Bases are ITS Bases, CTS Bases, and STE Bases,
respectively,

In addition to basing ITS on STS. the Final Policy Statement, and 10 CFR 50 36, the ficensee
retained portions of the CTS as a basis for the ITS, Plant-specific issues, including design
features, requirements, and operating practices, were discu=sed with the licensee during a series
of conference calls and mestings thal concluded on May 1B, 1288. Based on these discussions,
the licensee proposed matters of a generic nature that were not in the STS. The NRC staff

Brunswick Unit Nos, 1 and 2
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requested thal the licensee submil such generic issues as a proposed change to STS through the
Nuclear Energy Institute's Technical Specifications Task Force (TSTF). These genéric issues
were gonsidered for specific applications in the BSEP [TS. Consistent with the Final Policy
Statement, the licensee proposed transferring some CTS requirements 1o licenses-controlled
documents. |n addition, human factors principles were emphasized 1o add clarity to the CTS
requirements being retained In the (TS and to define more clearly the appropriate scope of the ITS,
Further, significant changes were proposed lo the CTS Bases fo make each ITS requirement
clearer and easier to understand.

The Commission's proposed action on the BSEP application for an amendment dated

November 1, 1988, was published in the Federal Registar on January 24, 1897 (62 FR 3718). The
Staff's evaluation of the application, including supplements to the licensee's ITS proposal,
submitted by letters dated August 8, September 11, September 17, October 13, November §,
December 19, 1897, February 26, March 13, April 24, 1998 and May 22, 1888, that resulted from
NRC requests for information and discussions with the licansee during the NRC staff reviaw, is
presanted in this Safsty Evaluation (SE). These planl-specific changes serve to clarify the TS
with respect fo the guidance in the Final Policy Statement and §TS. Therefore, the changes are
withim the scope of the action described in the Federal Register notice.

During s review, the NRC stafi relied on the Final Policy Staterment and the STS as guidance for
acceptance of CTS changes. This SE provides a summary basis for the NRC staff conclusion that
BSEP can develop ITS basad on STS. as modified by plant-specific changss. and that the use of
the (TS Is acceptable for continued operation. The NRC staff also acknowledges that, as indicated
in the Final Policy Statement, lhe conversion to STS is a voluntary process, Therefore, ftis
acceptable that the (TS differs from STS, reflecting the current licensing basis. The NRC staff
approves the licensee's changes (o the CTS with modifications documented in the ravised
submitials

For the reasons stated infra in this SE, the NRC staff finds thal the TS issuad with Lhis license
amandment comply with Secton 182a of the Atomic Energy Act. 10 CFR 50.36, and the guidance
in the Final Policy Statemen, and that they are in accord with the common defense and security
and provide adequate protaction of the health and safety of the public

Il. BACKGROUND

Saction 182a of the Alofmic Enargy Act requires that applicants for nuclear power plant aperating
licenses will state:

[S]uch technical specifications, inciuding information of the amgunt, kind, and source of
specml nuclear matenial required, the place of the use, the specific characteristics of the
tacilty, and such other information as the Commissian may, by rule or regulation, deem
necessary in order to enable if lo find that the utilizatton . of specal nuciear matenal will
be In accord with the common defense and security and will provide adegquate protecton

Brunswick Unit Nos. 1 and 2
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to the health and safety of the public. Such technical spacifications shall be a part of any
license issued,

In 10 CFR £0 36, the Commissian established its regulatory requirements related 1o the coment ol
TS. Indoing so, the Commission placed emphasis on those matters related to the pravention of
accidents and the mitigation of accident consequences; the Commission noted that applicanis
were expected to incorporate into their TS "those flems that are directly related to maintaining the
imtegrity of the physical barmers designed to contain radicactivity * Statement of Consideration,
“Technical Specifications for Facility Licenses, Safety Analysis Reports,” 33 FR 18810

(December 17, 1868). Pursuant to 10 CFR 50.36, TS are requrred to include items in the following
five specific categories. (1) safely limits, limiting safety sysiem settings and limiting control
settings, (2) limiting conditions for operation (LCQOs); (3) surveillance requirsments (SR), (4) design
features; and (5) administralive controls, However, the rule does not specify the particular
requirements to be included in a plant's TS,

For several years, NRC and industry representatives have sought to develop guidalines for
improving the content and guality of nuciear power plant TS. On February 6, 1987, the
Commission issued an intarim policy statement on T8 improvements, "Interim Policy Statement on
Technical Specification Improvements for Nuclear Power Reactors™ (52 FR 3788). During the
periad from 1888 to 1892, the utility Owners Groups and the NRC staff developed improved STS
that would establish modets of the Commission's policy for each primary reactor type. In acdition,
the NRC staff, licensess, and Owners Groups developed generic administrative and editonal
guidelines in the form of a "Witer's Guide" for preparing lechnical specifications, which gives
greater consideration to human factors principles and was used throughout the development of
licensee-specific ITS.

In Sepiember 1822, the Commission issued NUREG-1433, which was tdeveloped using the
guidance and critenia contained in the Commission's intenm policy stalement, STS were
established as a model! for developing improved TS for General Electnc plants in general §TS
reflect the resulls of 2 detailled review of the application of the interim palicy statement crileria to
generic system functions, which were published in a "Spiit Report” Issued to the Nuclear Steam
System Supplier (NSSS) Owners Groups in May 1888. STS also reflect the results of extensive
discussions concerning various drafts of STS, so that the application of the TS critenia and the
Writer's Guide would consistently reflect detailled system configurations and operating
characteristics for all NSSS designs. As such, the generic Bases presented in NUREG-1433
provide an abundance of information regarding the extant to which the STS present requirements
thel are necessary o protect public health and safety.

On July 22, 1883, the Commisslon Issued its Final Pollcy Stalemant, expressing the view that
satistying the guidance in the policy statement also satisfies Section 182a of the Act and 10 CFR
£0 38 (58 FR 39132). The Final Policy Stalement described the safety benefits of the improved
STS, and encouraged licensees to use the improved STS as the basis for plant-specific TS
amendmerts. and for complete conversions to improved STS. Further, the Final Policy Statement
gave guidance for evaluating the required scope of the TS and defined the guidance critena 1o be
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used in determining which of the LCOs and associated survelllances should remain inthe TS. The
Commission noted that. in allowing certain tems to be relocated to licensee-controlled documents
while requiring that other items be retained in the TS, it was adopting the gualitative standard
enunciated by the Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board in Portland General Elsctric Cao.
(Trojan Nuclear Plant), ALAB-531, 8 NRC 263, 273 (1979). There, the Appeal Board nbserved:

[Tihere is neither a statutory nor a regulatory requirement that every operational detall sel
forth in an applicant’s safety analysis report (or aquivalent) be subject 1o a technical
specification, lo be Included in the license as an abselute condition of operation which is
legally binding upon the icensee unless and until changed with specific Commission
approval. Rather, as bes! we can discem il the contempiation of both the Act and the
regulations is that lechnical specifications are to be reserved for those mafiers as to which
the imposition of rigid condiions or limitalions upon reactor operation Is deemed
necessary to obviate the possibility of an abnormal situation or event giving rise to an
immadiate threat to the public health and safety.

By this approach, existing Limiting Condition for Operation (LCO) requirements that fall within or
satisfy any of the crteria in the Final Policy Stalement should be retained in the T5, those LCO
requirernents that do not fall within or satisfy these crilena may be relocated to licensee-cantrolled
documents. The Commission codified the four critena in 10 CFR 50.38 (60 FR 36853, July 18,
1895) The Finsl Policy Statement critena are as fallows:

Criterion 1

Installed instrumentation that 15 used to detect, and indicatle in the control room. a significant
abnormal degradation of the reactor coolant pressure boundary,

Criterion 2
A process vanable, design feature, or operating restriction that is an initizl condition of a
design basis acciden! or iransient analysis that either assumes the failure of or presents @
challenge to the integrity of a fission product barrier

Griterion 3
A structure, system, or component that is pan of the primary success path and which
functians or actuates to mitigate a design basis accident or transient that sither assumes the
failure of or presents a challenge ta the integnity of a fission product barmer

Crtenon 4 -

A structure, system, or component which operating experience or probabilistic safety
assassment has shown to be significant to public health and safety.

Brunswick Unit Nos. 1 and 2
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Part [ll of this SE explains the NRC staff conclusion that the conversion of the BSEP CTS to those
based on STS, as modified by plani-specific changes, is consistent with the BSEP current
licensing basis and the requirements and guidance of the Final Policy Statement and 10 CFR
50.36

i, EVALUATION

The NRC staff's ITS review evaluates changes to the CTS that fall into five categories defined by
the licensee and includes an evaluation of whether existing regulatory requirements are adequale
far controlling future changes o requirements removed from the CTS and placed in licensee-
controjled documents. This evaluation also discusses the NRC staff's plans for monitoring the
licensee's implementation of these controls at BSEP.

In addition to the ntial submittal of November 1, 1896, as supplemented, the NRC staff review
identifiad the need for clarfications and additions to the submittal in order to establish an
appropriate regulatory basis for fransiation of current TS requirements inte ITS. Each change
proposed in the amendment request |s identified as either a discussion of change (DOC) to CTS or
a justification for deviation from §TS  The NRC staff comments were documented as raquests for
additional information (RAls) and forwarded to the licensee for response by letters dated July 2,
August B October 1, November 7, November 17, and November 19, 1857, The licensee provided
written responses to the NRC siaff requests in letters dated August 8, September 11, November B,
and December 18 1987, The docketed |etters clarified and revised the licensee basis for
translating CTS requirements into ITS. The NRC staff finds that the licensee’s submittals provide
sufficent detall to allow the staff 10 reach a conclusion regarding the adequacy of the licansee's
proposed changes

The license amendment application was organized such that changes were includsd in each of the
following CTS change categories, as appropriate. administrative changes, technical changes -
less restrictive (specific), technical changes - |ess restrictive (genenc), technical changes - more
restrictive, and relocated specifications.

{1} Administrative Changes, (A), i.e,, non-technical changes in the presentation of existing
requirements;

(2) Technical Changes - More Restrictive, (M), l.e., naw or additional CTS requirements;

(3] Technical Changes - Less Restriclive (specific), (L). 1=, changes, dslations and
relaxations of existing TS requirements;

{4) Techmical Changes - Lass Restnctive (generic), (LA). |.e,, deletion of existing TS
requirements by movemenl of informalion and requirements from existing specifications
(that are otherwise baing retained) to licansee-controlied documents, including TS Bases,
and
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(5) Relocaled Specifications, (R1), |.e., relaxations in which whole specifications (the LCO
and associated actions and SRs) are removed from the existing TS (an NRC-conlrolled
daocument) and placed in licensee-controlied documents

These general categories of changes to the licensee’s current TS requirements and STS
differences may be better understood as follows:

A. Administrative Changes

Administrative (non-technical) changes are intended o Incorporate human factors principles Into
the form and structure of the ITS so that plant operations personnel can use them more easily;
making the TS more easily undarstood through editorial changes, clarifications of TS
requirements, and format changes, without changing the technical content. These changes are
editonal in nature or involve the reorganization or reformatting of CTS requirements without
affecting technical content or operational restrictions. Every section of the ITS refiects this type of
change In order (0 ensure consistency, the NRC staff and the licensee have used STS as
guidance to reformat and make other administralive changes. Among the changes proposed by
the licensee and found acceptable by the NRC staff ars:

(1) providing the approgriate numbers, elc,, for STS bracketed informalion (information that
must be supplied on a plant-speciic basls and thal may change from plant to plant)

(2) identifying plant-specific warding for system namas, etc,
(3) cnanging the wording of specification titles in STS to conform to existing plant practices

{(4) spliting up requirements currently grouped under a single current specification to more
appropnate locations In two or mare specificatons of ITS

(5) combining related requirements currently presented In separate specifications of the CTS
into a single specification of ITS.

(6) presentation changes that invoive rewording or reformatting for clarty (including moving
an existing requiremant 10 anocther location within the TS) thal do not involve a changea [n
requirements,

(T} wording changes and addibons that are consistent with current interpretation and practice,
and that more clearly or explicitly state existing requirements; and

(8) deletfon of redundancies that are unnecessary since the requirements exist elsewhers in
the TS,

Table A lists the administrative changes proposed in TS, Table A is organized by the
corresponding ITS section discussior of change, and provides a summary description of the
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administrative change thal was made, and CTS and ITS LCO references The NRC staff reviewed
all of the admirustrative and editarial changes propased by the licensee and finds them acceptable,
because they are compatibie with the Writer's Gulde and STS, do nol result in any substantive
change in operating requirements and are consistent with the Commission’s regulations.

B, Technical Changes - More Restrictive

The licensee, in electing to implement the specifications of STS proposed a number of
requirements more restrictive than those in the CTS. ITS requirements In this category include
requirements thal are either new, more conservative than corresponding requirements in the CTS,
or that have additional restrictions that are not in the CTS but are in STS. Examples of more
restrictive requirements are placing an LCO on plant equipment which is not required by the CTS
lo b2 operable, more restrictive requirements 1o restore inoperable squipment, and more restictive
SRs Table M lists all the mare restrictive changes proposed In ITS. Table M is organized by the
correspanding ITS section disoussion of change and provides a summary description of the more
restrictive change that was adopted, and CTS and |TS LCO references. These changes are
additional restrictions an plant operation that enhance safety and are acceptable.

C. Technical Changes - Less Restrictive (Specific)

Less restrictive requirements include changes, deletions, and relaxations to portions of current TS
requirements thal are not being retained In ITS  When requirements have been shown to give litile
or no safety beneafit. their removal from the TS may be approprnate  In most cases, relaxations.
previously granted to individual plants on a plani-specific basis were the result of (1) generic NRC
actions, (2) new staff positions thal have svolved from technological advancements and operating
experiance, or (3) resolution of the Owners Groups commenis on STS. The NRC staff reviewed
generic relaxations contained in the STS and found them accepiable because they are consistani
with currant licensing practices and the Commission's regulations. The BSEP design was alsc
reviewed to determine if the specific desion basis and licensing basis are consistent with the
technical basis for the model requirements in STS, and thus provide a basis for ITS.

A significant number of changes to the CTS involved changes, deletions and relaxations to
portions of current TS requirements evaluated as Categories | through Xl that fallow

Caiegory | - Relaxation of Applicability

Category |l - Relaxation of Surveillance Frequency

Category Iqll - Revision of Allowabie Values Based on Instrument Setpoint Methodology
Category IV - Deletion of Pest Maintenance Testing Requirements

Cateaory V - Relaxation of Action Regulrements far Exiting LCOs
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Category VI - Refaxation of Surveillance Requirement Acceptance Criteria
Category VIl - Relaxation of Allowed Outage Time

Category VIl - Deletion of Reguirement far 30-day Special Report 1o NRC
Category IX - Relaxation of LCO

Category X - Deletion of Mode Restnictions on Surveillance Performance
Category X| - Deletion of Reguirement to Lack the Mode Switch in Posiion
Catagory Xl| - Relaxation of Action Requirements to Reflect Safety Function

The following discussions address why vanous technical spedifications within each of the twelve
calegories of information or specific requirements are not required to be included in ITS,

Relaxation of Apglicability (Category I)

Reactor operating conditions are used in CTS to define whan the LCO features ars required to
be operable. CTS applicabilities can be specific defined t=rms of reactor conditions refueling,
hot shutdown, cold shutdown. startup, or power operating condition. Applicabilities can also be
more genaral, In this type of change, CTS requirements may be eliminated during conditions
far which the safety function of the specified safety system is met because the featurs is

rforming its Intended safety function. Deleting applicability requirements which are
neonsistent with application of acoident analyses assumplions Is acceptsble becauss when
LCOs cannot be met, the TS are satisfied by exiting the applicabllity, thus, taking the plant out
of the conditions that require the safety syslem to be Operable These changes are consistent
with STS and changes specified as Category | are acceptable

Relaxation of Survelliance Frequengy (Category Il)

CTS and ITS surveillance frequencies specify timea interval requirements for performing
surveillance requirement testing. Increasing the tima interval between surveillance lests in the
ITS results in cecreased equipment unavailability due to test which also increases equipment
avallability In general, the STS contain test frequencies that are consistent with industry
practice or industry standards for achieving acceptable levels of equipment raliabllity Adopting
lesting practices specified in the STS (s acceptable based on similar design, like-component
lesting for the system application and the availabllity of other TS requirements which provide
regular chaécks to ensure limits are mel,

Reduced iesting can resull in a safety enhancement because the unavailability due to test is

reduced.; in tum, reliability of the affected structure, system or compenent should remain
constant or increase. Reduced testing is acceptable where operating experience. industry

Brunswick Unit Nos. 1 and 2



- 8- June §, 1998

practice or the Industry standards such s manufacturers' recommeandations have shown that
these componants usually pass the Surveillance when performed at the specified Interval, thus
the frequency is acceptable from a reliability standpoint. Survelilance frequency changes 1o
incorporate altamate division testing have been shown to be acceptable where other qualitative
or quantitative test requirements are required which are established predictors of systsm
performance, 8.g., 8 31 day air fiow les! is an indicator thal posilive pressure in 2 controlied
space will be maintained because this lest would use the same fans as the less frequent ITS 48
month pressurization test and industry experience shows that componants uslually pass the
pressunzation test.

Additionally, survelllance frequency extensions can be based on staff-approved topical reports
The NRC staff has accepted topical reporn analyses that bound the plant-specific design and
component reliabiiity assumptions. These changes are consistent with STS and changes
apecified as Category Il are acceptable

(Category )

Allowable Values for the trip seftings of instrumentation establish op=rabillty kmits lor that
instrumentation. These Aliowabie Values have been established consistent with the methods
described in CP&L's Instrument Setpoint Methodology (Design Guide DG-VIII.0050 “Instrument
Setpoints’ Rev, 5) The Allowable Value detarminations were done using vendor documented
perfarmance specifications. where available and applicable. Where vendor documenied
performance specifications for drift were nol available or applicabla, the Allowable Value was
determined using plant specific operating and surveillance trend data or an allowance as
provided for by the CPAL's instrument Selpoin! Methodology. The Allowable Vaiue verification
used sctual aperating and surveillance frend information to ensure the validity of the developed
Allowable Value. All changes (o safety analysis limits applied In the meihodologies were
evaluated and confirmad as ensurning safety analysis licensing acceptance limits are
maintained. All design limits applisd in the methodologies were confirmed as ensurnng that
applicable design requirements of the associated systems and equipment are maintained.
Plant calibration procedures ensure that the assumptions regarding callbration accuracy,
meazsurement and lest equipmant accuracy, and setting tolerance are maintaned. Setpoints for
each design or safety analysis limit have been sstablished by accounting for the applicable
Instrument accuracy, cailbration and dnift uncenainties, anvironmental effects, power supply
fiuctuations, as well as uncerntainties related 1o process and primary element measurement
sccuracy using the CPEL Instrument Selpoint Methodology. The Allowable Values have bean
established from each design or safely analysis limit by combining the errors associated with
channelfinstrument calibration (e.g., device atcuracy, setting talerance, and drift) with the
calculated Nominal Trip Setlpaint also using the CP&L Instrument Setpaint Methodology
Addttionally, each channelinstrument has been evaluated and analyzed to support a fusl cycle
exiension o a 24 month Interval, As a resull the revised Allowable Values ensure that the
design basis and associated safety limits will not be exceeded during plant operation. The
application of instrument setpaint methodology for the development of Allowable Values is
consisient with the STS and changes specified as Category |l are acceptable
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Any time the Operabliity of a systern or component has been affected by repair, maintenance, or
replacemeant of a component, post maintenance tasting is required fo demonstrate Operability of the
system or component. After restoration of a component that caused a required survelllance
requirermnent not to be met, ITS SR 3.0 1 requires the appropnate surveillance requirements to be
performed to demonstrate Operability of the affected components. Therefore, explicrt post
maintenance survelllance requiremeants are not included in the ITS  These changes are conmistent
with the STS and changes specified as Category IV are acceptable

CTS require that in the event specified LCOs are not met, power or Mode reductions shall be
initiated as the method to reestablish the appropriate limits. The (TS are construcied to specify
actions for conditions of required features made inoperable, Adopting ITS action requirements for
exiting LCO applicabilities is acceptable because the plant remains within analyzed parameters by
performance of required actions. or the actions are construcied o minimize nsks associated with
continuad operation while providing time to repair inoperable features Such actions add margin 1o
safety, thereby providing assurance that the plamt is configured appropriately or operations that
could resull in a challenge 1o safety systams are exiied in 2 time penod thal is commensurate with
the safety importance of the system. Additionally, other changes to TS actions include plating the
reactor in a Mode where the specification no longer applies, usually resulting in an exiension 1o the
lime period for taking the plant into shuldown canditions. These actions are commensurate with
industry standards for reductions in thermal pawer in an arderly fashion without compromising safe
operation of the plam.  These changes are consistent with STS and changes specified as Category

CTS reguire safety systems to be lested and verifisd Operabla prior 1o entering applicable
conditions. ITS provide the additional requirement to verify Operability by actual or test conditions.
Agopting the STS allowance for “actual® conditions is acceptable because TS required features
cannot distinguish between an “actual” signal or a "test” signal Caetegory VI also includes changess
to CTS requirements that are replaced In the ITS with separate and distinct testing requirements
which when combined Include Operability verification of all TS requirad comparienits for the features
specified in the CTS  Adepting this format preference in the STS is acceplable because TS SRs
that remain mciude testing of all previous fealures required to be verified operable. These changes
are consistent with STS and changes specified as Calegory V| are accaptable

2 (Caregory Vi)
Upon discovery of 3 fallure to meet an LCO, STS specify fimes for completing required actions

of the assoclatea TS conditions. Regquired actions of the associated conditions are used to
establish remedial measures that must be tal en within specifled compiation times (aliowed
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outage times), These times define limits during which operation in 2 degraded condition Is
permitied

Adopting complation times from the STS is acceptable because completion times take into
account the operability status of the redundant systems of TS required features, the capacity
and capability of remaining features, a reasonable time for repairs or replacement of required
fealures, and the low probability of a design basis accident (DEA) occurming during the repair
petiod These changes are consistent with STS and allowed outage lime exensions specified
as Category VIl are acceptable.

> (Category VIII)

CTS include requirements to submil Speclal Reports when specified limits are not met.
Typically, the fime period for the report to be issued |s within 30 days. However, the STS
eliminates the TS administrative control requirements for Special Reparts and instead relies on
the reporting requirements of 10 CFR 50.73. TS changes to reporfing requirements are
acceptable because 10 CFR 50,73 provides adequate reporting requirements, and the special
reports do not affect continued plant operalion. Therefore, this change has no impact on the
safe operation of the plant, Additionally, deletion of TS reporting requirements reduces the
administrative burden on the plant and allows efforts to be concentrated on restaring TS
required limits. These are consistent with STS and changes specified as Category Vill are
acceptable.

Relaxation of LCO (Category IX)

CTE provides lists of acceptable devices that may be used 1o satisty LCD requiremerits. The
ITS refiect the STS approach to provide LCO requirements thal specify the protective limit that
is required o meet safety analysis assumptions for required features. The protective limits
replace the lists of specific devices previously found to be acceptable to the NRC staff for
mesting the LCO. The ITS changes provide the same degree of protection required by the
safety analysis and provide flexibility for meeting limits without adversely affecting operations
since squivalent features are required o be operable. These changes are consistent with 8TS
and changes specified as Calegory IX are acceptable.

ilance Performance (Category X)

Requirements that the certain surveiilance festing be performed “during shutdown” are removed
from TS in accordance with the guidance of Generic Letter 91-04. These raquirements are
prerequisites for performance of the surveillances and are not necessary for ensuring the
reguirements of the affected survelllance requirements are satisfied  These surveillances may
be able to be performed In other than shutdewn conditions without jeopardizing safe plant
operalions. The control of plant conditions appropriate to perform tests is an Issue for
proceduras and scheduling and has been determined by Ihe NRC Staff to be unnecessary as
TS restrictions. As indicated (n Generic Letter 81-04, alloving this control is cansistent with the
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vast majonty of other TS surveillances that do not dictate plant conditions for performance of
the survelllances. These changes are consistent with the STS and changes spacdified as

Catagory X are acceplable.

osition (Category X1)

Requiremants to “lock™ the reactor mode switch in a certain position (e g., shutdown or refuel)
are not included in the TS, The required position of the reactor mode switch |5 adequataly
contraliad by the Modes definiban Table (ITS Table 1.1-1) or the special operations LCOs.
Reactor mode switch positions other than those specified in ITS Table 1.1-1, or the special
operations LCOs, result in the unit entering some othar Mode or condition; with the associated
Technical Specification compliance requirements of that Mode or condltion and ITS LCO 3.0.4
In general, ITS LCO 3.0 4 restricts Mode or condition entry if LCO requirements of the Mode or
condition are not mel. Therefore, movement of the reactor mode switch from the reguired
position is adeguately controlied by the requirements of the (TS without the need to "fock™ the
reactor mode switch In position. These changes are consistant with the STS and changes

spacified as Calegory X! are acceptable
afety Function (Category Xli)

I the event actuation instrumentation channels are inoperable, the CTS actions typically
require the channeis to be tnpped or the unil 1o be placed in 8 Mods pr condilion oulside the
Applicabllity of the LCO, For certain actUation instrumentation channels, in lieu of Inpping the
channels or requiring the unit 1o be placed in a Made or condition outside the Applicability,

these CTS actions are changed to allow the component(s) actuated by the instrumentation to

be placed in a condition that satisfies the safety function of the instrumentation. For example, in
everi of inoperable Instrumentation that transters the high pressure coolant injection (HPCH)
pump suction from the condensate storage tank (o the suppression pool, manually aligrning the
HPCI pump suction to the suppression poal, in lieu of tripping the instrument channel, results in
the same conditions as If a channel associated with the inoperable Instrumentation were tripped
(tripping one channel results in the HPCI pump suction being aligned to the suppression poal),
Since manusally placing the actuated compenents in a configuration where the safety funation is
salisfled accomplishes the same actions as lhe actuation instrumentation, the added actions
are functionally eguivalent to the actuation instrumentation. In addition, for the actuation
instrumentation for which this change is provided, the TS allows continued operation with the
actuated components in this configuralion, L.e , operation with the actuated compenent placed in
a candition that satisfies the safety funcbons is an approved zonfiguration. These changes are
consistent with the TS and changes specified as Category X!l are acceptable.

Tatle L lists all the less rastrictive changes proposad in the |TS, Table L is organized by the
corresponding ITS specification discussion of change and provides a summary description of the
less restnclive change that was adopted, CTS and |TS reference, and category of changs.
Additionally, In electing lo implement the specfications of STS. the licenses also proposed a3
number of less restnctive changes to the CTS which do not apply 1o the above Calegories of
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changes, deletions and relaxalions of CTS requiremenis These changes are discussed below.
The associated discussion of change identifier (2,0, L1) is provided for these unigue less
restnictive changes.

Section 1.0 - Less Restrictive

L

L3

The ITS Channel Funchonal Test defintion combines analog and bistable channel
requirements which results in a2n allowance for injecting the bistable channe! test signal “as
close to the sensor as practicable” in lleu of “into the sensor ™ The ITS Logic System
Functional Test definition allows injecting the signal “as close to the sensor as practicable” in
lieu af *from sensor outpul.” Injecting a signal at the sensor involves significant increased
probabllities of initiating undesired circults during the test since several logic channels are
ofien associated with a particular sensor. Performing the test by injeciing a signal &t the
sensor requires jJumperning of the other logic channels to prevent their initiation during the
test, or increases the scops of the lest 1o include multiple tests of the other logic channels.
Either method Increases the difficulty of performing the surveillance. Allowing indiating the
signal close 1o tha sensor providas a complete test of the logic channel whilé reducing the
probability of undesired Inttiation.

The ITS Core Alteration definition deletes CTS referance 10 “or other components affecting
reactivity.” The change malntains Core Alterations as movement activities affecting core
reactivity. The basis for daleting the CTS words is ewdent in that the CTS reguirements
applicable dunng Core Alterations are thosa thal prevent or mitigate a reactivity event. The
CTS and ITS provide that mavement of any fuel, sources, or reactivity control components is
@ Core Alteration. Since only these components can have a more than negligible affect on
core reactivity, it is not necessary to include the additional wording “or other components
affecting reactivity” in the Core Alleration definition. This change is consisient with the CTS
definition of Core Alteration which excludes movement of source range monitors (SRMs),
mtermediate range monitors (IRMs), local power range monitors (LFRMs), traversing incore
probe (TiPs), and a special movable detectors (i, e, incore instruments) as a Core Alleration
since incore instruments have a negligible (if any) affect on core reaclivity. Therefore. the
ITS definition delates the werding *or other components affecting core reaclivity” since these
components are addressed by the remaining requirements of the definition.

The ITS changes the definifion of Core Alteration and no longer considers control rod
movement with the normal control rod drive In a defueled core cell 8 Core Alteration, The
negative reactivity inserted by removing the adjacent four fuel assemblies is significantly
mora than any minimal pasitive reactivity inseried duning the movemeant of the control rod.
Appropriate [TS controls are applied during the fusl movements (i.e, Core Alterations)
preceding the contral rod movement lo protect from or mitigate a reactivity excursion event.
After the fusl is rermnoved, sufficient margin and administrative controls allow removing the
Care Alterations CTS controls during the control red movement.  This change focuses the
Core Alteralion definition on activities that affect the core reactvity, Maintaining Core
Alterations definition as movemant reactivity components which can affect core reactivity is
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consistent with applying the CTS requirements. Core Alterations Applicabilities involve ITS
requirements that preven! or mitigate a reactivity excursion event.

Section 2.0 - Less Restrictive

L1

L2

The CTS 6.7.1 requirement for the Safety Limit Violation report submittal Is “within 14 days of
the violation.” The ITS does not specify a Safety Limit Violation report submittal, thus the
reponing requirements for a Safely Limit Violation are governed by the reporting
requirements for a licensee avent report (LER). This change increases the report submittal
time to “within 30 days of discovery of the violation, * and is consistent with the requirements
of 10 CFR 50.73 and 10 CFR §0.38(c)(1)({I){A) The Safety Limit Viclation Report is an after-
the-fact report that remains a report requirement submitted to the NRC as a LER. In
accordance with 10 CFR 50.36, resumed operation of the reactor is not allowed until
authorization is received fram the NRC, therefore, the time frame for report submittal 1s not
necessary o assure safe reactor operation. This is a less restnclive change, consistent with
the STS.

The Action of CTS 2.1.4 is made less specific to allow operator flexibility in determining the
best method to restore the reactor vessel water level. Directions for the methods of restaring
reactor vesssl water level (manually initiate the low pressure emesrgency core cooling system
(ECCS) 1o restore the water level, after depressurizing the reactor vessel, if required) ars
removed from the TS, This detall of how 10 restore the reacior vessel water level is not
necassary o ensure restoration of the reactor vessel water level in a timely manner  The
achion te restore compliance with the Safety Limit is maintained In ITS SL 2.2.1, which
provides a 2 hour Completion Time for restoration of the limit. The time frame for completion
of the actian is consistent with the allowed time to restore other Safety Limit violations and
allows appropriate actions to be évaluated by the operalof and completed ina timely
manner. In addition, restoration of reactor vessel water level 1s pan of a coordinated
response to an unplanned transient governed by Emergency Operating Procedures,

Spe=cification 3.1.1 - Less Restrctive

L3

ITS 3 1.1 Required Action E.2 only requires action to be initiated to fully insert control rods in
core célls containing one or more fusl assemblies. If all fusl assemblies are removed from a
core cell, inssrting the associated cantrol rod has a negligible iImpact on care reaclivity.
Duning Mode &, refusfing procedures could have cells emptied and the control rod withdrawn.
but "Insertable ¥ However, due to a vanety of considarations (l.e., location of blade guides,
angoing instrumentation maintenance, water chemistry), insertion of these control rods as
required by CTS 3 1.1 Action ¢ may not be desirable. Since there is negligible impact an
Shutdown Margin (SDM) should the control rod ba inserted with no fuel in the cell, it is
zccaplable to allow the control rod to remain withdrawn,

The CTS 3.1 1 Action ¢ requirement to suspend all Core Alterations precludes off-loading
fugl and inserting control reds  ITS 3 1.1 Required Actian E 1 modifies the regquiremant 10
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suspend Core Alterations "except for control rod insertion and fuel sssembly removal™ This
exception allows continuation of activities that may have caused the loss of adequais SOM
and may have a potential to restore the SDM. This additional operational flexibility does not
requira new or different actions, but allows corrective achons which would have olherwise
been precluded (except under the provisions of 10 CFR 50 54(x)). Additionally, the
corective actions can only be pursued In accordance with approved procedures.

Spatification 3.1.3 - Less Restrictive

L2 If an inoperable stuck control rod |s not separated from all other Inoperable control rods by at
least two control cells in all directions, a plamt shutdown is required after 1 hour in
accordance with CTS 3,1.3.1 Action a.2 and CTS 3.0.3, ITS 3 1.3 Required Actions D.1 and
0.2 are added to provide compensatory measurss (in lleu of a plant shutdown) which ensure
that the highast incremental control rod worth is maintaimed low enough to prevent exceading
a pesk fuel enthalpy of 280¢al/gm dunng a control red drop accident (CRDA) by the
distribution of the inoperable control rods. Three distinct changes are addressed by the
addition of thess actions:

(1) ITS 3 1.3 Condition D is modified by a Notz excluding Its applicability above 10% power.
The existing separation requirements for a stuck contral rod in CTS 3.1.3.1 Actiona 1.3,
in part. account for allowing wihdrawn inoperable control rods in accordance with CTS
3131 Action b. To preserve scram reactivity, (TS 3.1.3 Required Action A.1 requires a
stuck coniro! rod be separated from “slow” conlrol rods o ensure the reactor can be made
subcritical dunng a postulated accident or transient, In accordance with ITS 3.1.3, all
inoperabie comirol rods except one stuck control rod are requirad o be fully inserted and
aisarmed. As a result, scram reactivity is preserved at power levels > 10% RTP and is
unaffecied by this change

TS 3.1.3 Condition D s applicable <« 10% RTP since separation requirements are
necessary for inoperable control rods (even if insarted) due to CRDA assyumptions related
ta the bankad pesilion withdrawal sequence (BPWS) and control rod warth at low power
described in NEDO-21231, "Banked Position Withdrawal Sequence "

(2) 178 3.1.3 Required Action D.1 is satisfied if the inoperable control rods are In
conformance with BPWS constrants. Appropriate core reactivity and pawer distribution
limits below 10% power are controlled by maintaining control rod positions within the limils
of BPWS and maintaining scram times within limits. 1If two inoperable control rods are
both stuck, ITS 31,3 Reguired Action B.1 requires an immediate plant shutdown,
regardiess of their proximity to each other Therefore, since only ane inoperable control
rod Is' allowed to remain withdrawn, the separation limitation imposed on inoperable
control rods that comply with the BPWS is adequate 10 ensure the reactor can be made
subcritical in the event of 2 CRDA
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(3) Finally, ITS 3.1.3 Required Actions D.1 and D.2 allow 4 hours lo correct non-compliance

with the BPWS or 1o restore the inoperable control rods to Operable status prior to
commencing @ plant shutdown per ITS 3,1.3 Required Action E.1(CTS 3.1.3.1 Action 2.1
and b.1 allow 1 hour). This increased Completion Time recognizes the operational steps
Involved upon discovery of inoperable control rod{s) Time is required to sttempt
identification and correction of the Inoperability and additional time is necessary to fully
insert (some operational consideralions may be necsssary 1o adjust control rod pattems
and/or power levels), and then disarm the affected control rod(s). Afier these high priority
steps ara acccmplished, attention must be given to sorrecting lecalized distribution of
inoperable cortrol rods that deviate from the BPWS This change is acceptable given the
low prababllity of a CRDA during this brief period and the desire not to impose excessive
time constrainis on operator actions that could lead to hasty corrective actions. As such,
the Completion Time extansion from 1 hour 1o 4 hours does not represenl a significamt

safety concemn

CTS 2.1.3.1 Actien a 3, which reguires restonng a stuck control rod to Operable status within
48 hours, is not included in ITS 3.1.3. Instead, ITS 3.1.3 allows continued operation with a
stuck control rod. With a single withdrawn control rod stuck, the remaining Operable control
rods are capable of providing the required scram and shuldown reactivity. During a
transient, a single stuck control rod In addition ta an assumed single fallure has no significart
impact on the established operating imits.  This change is acceptable since SOM must stil
be mel in accordance with [TS 3.1.1, accounting for the loss of negative reactivity due 1o the
stuck control rod (refer to the ITS defintion of SOM and ITS 3 1.3 Required Action A.4),
Additionally, ITS 3.1.3 Requirad Action A.1 verifies separation cniena s met between the
stuck control rod and all “siow” cantrol rods.  Alsa, promipt action is required o confirm no
additional stuck control rods exis] by the performance of ITS SR 3.1.3.2and SR31.33(ITS
3 1.3 Required Action A.3). Asa resull, continued operation is allowed provided the
Regquired Actions of ITS 3.1.3 Condition A are completed in the specified time period.

CTS 4 1 3.1.2.b requires the 7 day control rod notch surveiliance be performed dally In the
event power operation continues concurrent with an immovable control rod and the plant is
operaling greatar than the low power satpoint (LPSP) of the RWM, In this condition, ITS
2.1.3 Required Action A 3 raquires the control rod nolch test Lo be performed anly once
within 24 hours wnen operating greater than the LPSP of the RWM. The purpose of the
control rod notch test on each withdrawn Operabile control rod when a control rod is stuck |s
to ensure that a generic problem does not exist and that control rod insertion capabllity Is
maintained. This change is acceptable since a single performance of the control rod natch
lest is adequate to verify that a generic problam has nct occurred with the remaining
withdrawn control rods and the normal periodic survelllance is adequate to ensure control
rod insernion capability is maintained.

In addition to requiring thal two or more inoperabie control rods be separsted by twa control
celis in all directions (CTS 3.1.3.1 Required Actiona13and b 1.3), CTS 3.1.4.1 Actiond 1
prohibits continued operation if more than 2 rods in any one BPWS group are inoperable
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when the RWM is required to be Operable. ITS 3.1.3 Condition D Is only reguired to be
entersd and asscciated actions taken if two of more inoparable control rods are nol In
compliance with the BPWS and are not separated by two or more Operable control rods
when THERMAL POWER is s 10% RTP. The eliminalion of the requirement to have no
mare than 3 inaperable control rods In any one BPWS group is considered to be accaptable
based on the analyses in NEDO-21231, "Banked Position Withdrawal Sequence.” Section 7
of NEDO-21231 describes the effects that operation with inoperatle control rods have on a
control red drop accident (CRDA). Two cases were analyzed to determine the peak fue!
enthalpy for various patterns of Inoperable control rods  These cases were analyzed using
GE fuel (BSEP uses GE fuel exclusively).

The first case (referred tu hare as Case 1) analyzed the effects on contrel rod worth using 2
control rod geometry with 6 control rods bypassed and fully inserted in the same BPWS
group. As noted in NEDO-21231, this pattemn vialates the maxmum of 3 incparable cantrol
rods in a single control rod group criterion, However, Case 1 maintained the separstion
criterion required by ITS 31.3, Case 1 examined BPWS Rod Group 7 (Sequence A) since
this group was determined to have the highest incremeantal control rod worth. In addition
only & bypassed and fully inserted inoperable conirol rods were analyzed in Case 1 because
more than & control rods in this condition would have resulted in nol meeting the separation
cnterion, The resulls of Case 1 showed that peak fuel enthalpy would reach approximately
162 caligm (NEDO-21231, page 7-2)

Angther case (refermed to here as Case 2) analyzed the effects on conirol rod worth using a
control rod geomatry with B inoperable control rods bypassad and fully insened (maximum
number of inoperable control rods allowed by TS) in the lower right portion of the core. As
noted n NEDO-21231, this patiern maintamed separalion criteria and the maximum of 3
moperable control rods i & single BFWS group criterion. Case 2 examined Ihis control rod
worth geometry (all Inoperable rods in the same region of the core) to show the effects the
reactivity shift would have on the highest incremental contral rod worth, The results of
Case Z showed that peak fuel enthalpy would reach approximately 232 caligm (NEDO-
21231 page 73).

As stated in NEDO-21221, both cases showed that the peak fuel enthalpy |s "... well below
the 280 cal/gm design basis " As a result, these analyses, which bound all other cases,
indicate that CRDA design basis assumptions are maintained If more than 3 control rods are
inoperable in the same BPWS group provided there are ¢« 8 inoperable control rods and that
each inoperable control rod is separated by al least two Operable control rods, Therefore,
this change. which deletes tha restriction on continued operation If meore than 3 control rods
in any ons BPWS aroup are inoperable, is acceplable since the inoperable control rod
criteria are maintained in the TS; < B Inoperable control rods (ITS 3.1.3 Condition E) and
gach inoperable control rod Is required to be separated by al least two Operable control rods
(ITS 31 3 Condition D). These criteria have been demonstrated to be adequate for ensuring
CRDA gesign basis assumptions are maintained,
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The requirement for additional scram time surveillanca testing (CTS 3 1.3.2 Action d), when
three or more control rods exceed the maximum scram time, is deleted. During normal
power operating conditions, scram testing is a significant perturbation to steady state
operation, invelving significant power reductions, abnormal control rod pattermns and
abnormal control rod drive hydraulic system configurations, Therefore, requinng more
frequent scram time surveillance testing is not desireble. The 7 day and 31 day pernodic
Frequencies of ITS SR 3.1.3.2 and SR 3.1.3 3, respechvely (control rod notch lests), and the
T day periodic Frequency of ITS SR 3.1.5 1 (accumulatar Operability test) are considered
adeguate to malintain cantrol rod Operability. In additlon, the more frequent scram time
testing 18 not necessary to assure safe plant operations.

SRs associated with the control rod position Indication sysiem (CTS4.1.3.7.band 4.1.3.7 ¢)
require that the control rod position indication system be determined Operable by the
parforrmance of the contral rod movemeant test and the control rod coupling verification. To
perform control rod movement tests required by CTS 4.1.3.1.2 (ITSSRs 31.32and 31.3.3)
and cantrol red coupling verifications required by CTS 41,.3.6.b (ITS SR 3,1.3.5), position
indication must be available. If position indication Is not available, these lests capnot be
satisflad and appropriate actions are taken for iIngperable contral rods in accordance with ITS
3.1 3 Condition C. As a result, the requirements for the control rod position indication system
are adequately addressad by the reguirements of ITS SR 3.1.3.2, SR31.2.3 and SR
3135 snd CTS 4.1 3.7 band 4.1.3.7.c are deleted.

Specification 3.1.8 - Less Restnctive

L2

CTS 4 1.3.1.3.b requires verifying that the seram discharge volume (SDV) vent and drain
valves open when the scram signal is reset or open when the SDV Inp s bypassed. The
Applicability associated with CTS 4 1,3.1.3.b is Operational Conditions 1and 2. ITS

SR 3.1.8.3 inciudes the venfication that the SDV vent and drain valves open when the scram
signal Is resel. The Applicabllity associated with ITS SR 3.1.8.3isModes 1and2 The CTS
requirement to verify the SDV vent and drain valves open when the scram discharge volume
trip is bypassed s not Included in the BSEP ITS. This bypass allows the operator 1o resat
the Reactor Protection System, so thal the system Is restored lo operation while the operator
drains the seram discharge volume. However, in Modes 1 and 2, when the SDV vant and
drain valves are required to be Operable, TS do not allow the scram discharge volume trip to
be bypassed. As such, this feature cannot be used in Modes 1 and 2 and is not required to
ensure the SDV venl and draln valves are capabie of fulfilling their requirea functions in
Modes 1 and 2 (closing dunng the scram to limit the amount of reactor coolant discharged
and opening on scram resel for draining to maintain sufficient volume to allow 2 complete
scram). The requirements of ITS 3 1.8 are adequate for maintaining SDV vent and drain
valves Operable (ITS SR 3.1.8.3 venfies that the SDV vent and drain valves close on a
scram signal and open when the soram signal is reset. In Modes 3 and 4, control rods are
not abla to be withdrawn since the reactor mede switch 18 in shutdown and = contral red
block is applied This provides adequate control to ensure control rods can nol be
withdrawn, In Mode 5, only a single cantrol rod can be withdrawn frem core cells containing
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fuel assemblies, Therafore, the SDV vent and drain valves (and associated opening
features) are not required 1o be Operable in Modes 3, 4, and 5 since the reactor s subcritical
and no more than one contrel rod may be withdrawn and subject to scram.

Specification 3 3.1 1 - Less Resfrictive

L10 CTS Table 4 3 1-1 requires an LPRM channal check to be performed daily This

requirement is deleted from CTS Table 4,3,1-1, The LPRMs do not directly iniliate a reactor
scram, rather, the LPRMs input into the average power range monitor (APRM) channeis.
The APRM channgl check (required by ITS SR 3.3,1.1.1) performed every 12 hours is
adequate lo detect gross failure of LPRM detectors. Also, if < 11 LPRMs are avallable to 2n
APRM channel, the channel automatically becomes Inoperable and an alarm is annuncisted
in the control room. Additionally, indlvidual LPRM channel checks may not detect a gross
error in an LPRM instrument since local power vanes core-wide, As such, a specific channel
check SR to estabish Operabiiity of LPRM channels is not necessary bacause the
instrumemntation SRs thal remain are sufficient to establish Operabllity of the reactor
protecticn system,

Speofication 3.3.1.1 - Less Restnclive

L13 The requirament to verify proper overtap between IRMs and APREMs during each startup

(CTS Table £31-1 Note (c)) is deleted n ITS 331 1. InITS, the IRM and APRM high flux
scrams are required 1o be operable prior to placing the reactor mode switch in the run
position. [f the IRM overlap with the APRMs is inadeguate af the time the reactar mode
swilch is placed in the run position, then a reactor scram will be initiated. The reaclor mode
swilch also bypasses the IRM high fiux scram when placed in the run position provided the
APRMs are not downscale. The APRM downscale function is required Lo be oparable in
Mcde 1 1o ensura that adequate neutron monitoring systam protection is avallable if the
reactor mode switch Is placed in the run position prior'to the APRMs coming on scale, In this
condition, (mode switch in run and APRMs downscale}, the IRM high flux instrurnentation will
initiste a reactor trip when the setpoint is excesaded. As such, verifying proper overlap
between the IRMs and the APRMs dunng startup is nol necessary becausae a scram is
infliated Dy the neutron monitoring system functions in TS to preven| @xcessive power
increases if adequale overiap IS nol maintained. |n addition, the ITS SRs (which Includes an
instrument channel check requirement) associated with the IRM and APRM Instruments ars
adequate to maintain Operability of these instruments ang ensure the instruments will
perform their associatad safety function.

Specificaton 3.3.1.2 - Less Restrictive

LS

CTS382eand CTS 4.8 2 b require venfying SRM count rate is at least 3 cps priorto a
core spiral reloag. A specific performance of ITS SR 3.3.1.2.4 prior to @ care spiral reload is
not required. ITS SR 3.3.1,2.4 Note 1 allows SRM counl rate 1o be below 3 cps with less
th3n or equal ta four fuel assemblies adjacent to the SRM, regardless of the type of core
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reload that will be conducted, provided no other fusl assamblies are located in the
associated core guadrant. This change is acceptable since in this condition, even with &
cantrol rod withdrawn, the configuration will nol be critical.

CTS 3 8 2 Actions for refusling operations include suspending operations invelving positive
reactivity changes whan the minimum required SRMs are inoperable. This action is deleted,
Positive reactivity changes are not defined in the CTS. In the ITS, positive reactivity changes
are captured by the definition of Core Alteration. This change is acceptable because the ITS
provides actions to suspend Core Alterations except for rod Insertion and to initiate actions to
insert control rods in core cells containing fuel assemblies. These requirements and the
requirements of ITS LCO 3.1.1, Shutdown Margin, are adequate to ensure the core is
maintained subcribcal

In Mode 5, the CTS 3.5.2 Action requirss fully inserting 2i! insertable control rods if one or
more requirad SRM is inoperable. In this condition, ITS 3 3 1.2 only requires Inserting all
inserable control rods in core c2ll containing one or more fuel assamblies (ITS 3.3.1,2
Reguired Action E.2) This is acceptable because control rods withdrawn fram or Inserted
into 2 core cell containing no fusl assamblies have a negligible impact on core reactivity and
therefore are not required to be inserted to maintain the reactor subcritical

CTS 4.5.2 a5 for refueling operations source range monitaring Instrumentation requires
verification that the fuel movemant sheét is being followed during a core spiral unioad and
reload. This requirement is not required to verify the Operability of the SRM instrumentation
and is deleted in [TS, TS specify instead that shutdown margin (LCO 3.1.1) requirements
are to be maintained and two source range monilors are requited 1o be operable in Mode 5
As such, during spiral unload and reload sequences (which can only be performed in Mode
5), SAMs are required 10 be operable and SOM is maintained and ITS SR 3.1.1.1 (which
requires verification that SDM limils are met) is satisfied Therefore, the explicit requirement
lo periodically verify that the fusl movement sheet is being followed during & core spiral
unload and reload s considered la be unnecessary for ensuring compliance with the
applicable TS requirements. The Surveillance Requirements (SRs) of ITS 3.3 12 are
caonsidered adeguats to maintain Operability of the SRMs.

Specification 3.3.2.1 - Less Restrictive

L3

CTS 3.1 4.1 requires control rod movement to be verified in compliance with the BFWS by a
second licensed operator or a qualified member of the technical staff when the RWM s
inoperable during a reactor startup. For this condition, ITS 3.3 2 1 Required Action C. 1
provides an alternative action; to suspend control rod movement except by scram. This
alternate aclion s acceptable since Il Is @ more conservalive action than compliance
verification ir that the reactor slarup Is suspended which minimizes the possibility of cantrol
rod mispasitioning which ia the design function of the RWM. The only way contral rods may
be moved, using this achon, is a reactor scram which fully inserts all confrol rods, thereby
preventing control rod mispositioning.
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Specification 3.3.51 - Less Restnctive

L2 CTS Table 3.3.3-1 Action 31 requires the associated low pressure coolant injection (LPCI)
subsysiem io be declared nopérable if one or more channesis of the LPCI reactor vessel
shroud level function (CTS 3.3 3-1 Function 2.¢) is inoparable. For the same condition, ITS
3351 Required Action B 3 allows the inoperable channel(s) 1o be placed In 2 tnpped
condition within 24 hours. Tripping the affected channels conservatively compensates for
the inoperable status by restoring the single failure capability of the function and by
accomplishing the safety function of the channe! (preventing LPCI fiow from being diverted
from the reactor vessal when the resctor vessel water level is not al least 2/3 core haight).
Allowing continued operation for 24 hours with an untripped channel is acceptable since the
additional time allowed 1o continue operation with an ECCS subsystem ingparable (as s
resull of the inoperable channel being untripped) is relatively small (8 days versus 7 days),
the probability of 2n accident ocourring during the additional time period s low, and (he 24
hour repair time s consistent with the overall refiability of LPC! instrumantation.

Specification 3.3 6.1 - Less Restnclive

L8 CTS Table 3.3.2-1, Isolation Actuation Instrumentation, Function 4 a 4 HPCI steam line
tunnel tamperature — high, requires 2 channels per tnp system 1o be Operable; Function
4,29, HRC| squipment area temperature — high, requires 1 channel per tnp system o be
Operable; Function 4.b.4, reactor core isolation cooling (RCIC) steam line tunnel
temperature — high, requiras 2 channels per tnp system to ba Cperable, and Function 4.0.8,
RCIC equipment room ambient temparature — high, requires 1 channel per trip system lo be
Operable. ITS Table 3.3 6.1-1, Pnmary Contalnment Isolation Instrumentation, Function 3.1,
HPCI steam line area temperature — high (CTS Table 3.3 2-1, Function £.a 4 the name of
this function is changed in ITS by comment A 13), requires 1 channel per Irip system (o be
Operable, Function 3.1, HPCI equipment area temperature — high, requires 2 channels per
itip system to be Operable; Function 4 f, RCIC steam fine area temperature — high (CTS
Table 3.3.2-1, Function 4 b.4; the name of this function is changed m [TS by comment A.13),
requires 1 channel per irip system 1o be Operable, and Function 4 |, RCIC sguipment area
ambient lemperature — high (CTS Table 3 3.2-1, Function 4 b §; the name of thie function is
changed in ITS by commant A, 13), requires 2 channels per trip system to be Operable. As a
result, the number of channels per tnp system raquired to be Operabie for ITS Table 336 1-
1 Functions 3.f and 4.1 are decreased from "2" to "1" and the number of channels per tnp
systam required to be Operable for ITS Table 3 3.6.1-1 Funclions 3./ and 4 ) are increased
from "1" to "2."

The HPCI and RCIC ambient lemperature isciation instrumentation are provided to monitor
each of the following areas thal contain high energy HPCI or RCIC piping the HPCI and
RCIC steam line tunnel; the HPCI and RCIC steam line area, the HPCI equipment area; and
the RCIC equipment area, The HPCI and RCIC sleam ling tunnel is the enclosed HPCI and
RCIC mini-steam tunnel, the HPC| and RCIC steam line area is the pipe chase area between
the HPC| and RCIC minl-st¥am tunnel and the HPC| and RCIC equipment areas; the HPCI
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eguipment area = the area, below the elevation of the HPC| room roof, that contains the
HFCI pump unit and turbine; and the RCIC equipmen area is the area, below the elsvation
of the HPCI room roof, that contains the RCIC pump and turbine.

A giscrepancy has been identified in the locafion of these instruments relative to the areas
that they actually monitar. It has been determined that some of the instruments are located
in the HPCI and RCIC pipe chase and some of the instruments are located in the HPCI and
RCIC equipment areas. Since instruments located in the equipment areas may not detect a
break in the pipe chase, It is inappropriate to group them logether as is currenily done in
CTS Table 3.3.2-1, Functions 4.2 4, 4.2.8, 4b 4, and 4.0.2. Regrouping the instruments
based on aclual instrument locations Is necessary o ensure that adequale protection is
provided in the event of a line break or leak In any of the affected areas. The HPCI and
RCIC steam line area only contains four instrument channels (two associated with HPCI
isolation and twa associated with RCIC |solation), one in each tnp system associated with
HPCI isolation and one in each trip system asseociated with RCIC isclation. The other four
instruments (two assoclated with HPCI isalation and two associated with RCIC isclation) are
actually located in the HPCI and RCIC equipment areas  Therefore, the required number of
channels per trip system for ITS Table 3,36 1-1 Functions 3 f and 4 f are decreased from 2"
to *1" and the required number of channels per trip system for ITS Table 3.3.6.1-1 Functions
3.1 and 4 are increased from "1" to "2."

The HPC! and RCIC amblent iemperature isalation instrumentation functions are assumed to
provide HPCl and RCIC |sclation for certain tigh enargy line break analyses. These

analyses are nol impacted since the change continues to ansure that al least one high

temperature |eak detection instrument channel per trip system is maintained Operable in
each of the areas thaf contain high energy HPCI and RCIC piping. The HPC! and RCIC leak
detection logic s designed such that the trnip of a single mstrument channeal will close either
Ihe inboard or outboard system isolation valve and isolate HPCI and RCIC, as applicable.
Reguiring at least one Operable channel per thp system ensures that, in the event of a single
fallure of one of the instrument channals, the instrumentation will still perform Its safety
funiction to isolate HPCI and RCIC, as apphcable, in the event of a high energy line break
Diversity is provided by the HPCI and RCIC high steam flow isolation instrumentation (ITS
Table 3.3,6 1-1 Functions 3.3 and 4 1) which will also actuate 10 provide HPCI er RCIC
rsaiation In the evant of excessive HPCI or RCIC steam flaw that is indicative of a high
enargy line break.

ITS 3.3.6,1 Required Action H.1 is added which allows the standby liquid control (SLC)
subsystems (o be daclared inoperable if reactor waler cleanup system (RWCU| isolation |§ not
desired. The purpose of isolating the RWCU on a SLC system initiation signal (ITS Table
3.3.6.1-1 Funclion 5 f) Is to ensure that following an accident the SLC subsystems function
properly and the RWCU system does not remove baron fram the reactor coolant syslem. By
declanng the affected suppaned equipment inoperable (i.e . the SLC system), and as a

result taking the TS actions of the affected supported equipment. unit opsration is maintained
within the bounds of the TS approved remedial actions. Since the SLC system Initiation
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isolatian of the RWCU system supports the Operability of the associaled SLC subsystems, it
is #ppropriate that the proper action, in this condition, would be to declare thal affected
supported equipment inoperable. CTS Table 3.3,.2-1 Acbion 24 is overly restrictive, in that
Ihe associated supported equipment were inoperabls for other reasons, a restoration time Is
provided in the CTS system specification, The time period provided far declaring the
associated SLC subsystems inaperable 1s consistent with the esasting time allowed in

CTS Table 3.3 2-1 Action 24 to |solate the RWCU system. The additional time to operate
without isciating the SLC system allowed by this change is zcceptable becsuse the
probability of an event ocecurming requiring SLC system isclation during the time period when
the capability to isolate the RWICU system is lost is low:

Specification 3.3.7.1 - Less Restrictive

L&

CTS 3.3,5.5 requirements are modified in ITS 337 1 with a nole to SRs which states that
when a channel s placed In an inoperable status solely for the performance of required
Survelllances, entry imo the associated Conditlons and Required Actions may be delayed for
up to 6 hours, provided the asscciated function maintains control room emergency ventilation
(CREV) system Initiation capabllity. This change Is acceptable because the delay allowed by
the SR note only applies when the CREV system initialion function is maintained by the
redundant Control Bullding Air Intake Radiation — High channel, and because the 6 hour
period 1s based on a staff approved lopical report GENE-770-08-1-A. "Bases for Changes to
Surveillance Test Intervals and Allowed Out-of-Service Times far Selected Instrumentation
Technical Specifications,” Decamber 1982, The staff documented the applicability of GENE-
770-08-1-A to BNF for the CREV System instrumentation In for Unit 1 In Amendmant 175
and for Unit 2 in Amendmant 206. This change adopts the allowances for surveillance
aliowed outage times and is consistent with the 5TS,

Specification 3.3.8.1 - Less Restriclive

L3

CTS 3/4 3 3 requirements are madified In ITS 3.3.8.1 with a note to SRs which allows 2 2
hour delay to entering inlo the associated Conditions and Requlired Actions far a channal
placed In an inoperable status solely for performing required Surveillances provided the 4.16
kV Emergency Bus Undervoltage Loss of Voltage instrument function (Table 3 3.8.1-9,
Function 1) maintains initiation capability for three of the four diesel generatars (DGs) and
the 4 18 kV Emergency Bus Undervoliage Degraded Voltage instrument function (Table
3.3.6.1-1, Function 2) maintains DG indiation capability for all four diesel generatars. For
Function 1. the loss of function condition is justified In this case since only three of the four
DGs are required to start within the required time and energize their associated three of the
four 4 16 kV buses t¢ meet accident analysis assumptions, For Function 2, the provisions of
Note Z dre only applicable if 3 loss of function has not occurred (i.e., DG initiation capability
is maintained) The short periad of time (2 hours) in this condition has no appreciable impac
on risk based on the systems that remain cparable. In addition, upon complelion of the
survelllance fest or upon expiration of the 2 heur allowance TS require thal the channel be
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retumead to operable status or the applicable Condition must be entered and Reguired
Actions taken,

Speaification 34.5 - Less Restnctiva

L1

CTS 3.4.3.1 requires that both the containment particulate and gaseous radioactivity
monitors to be Operable along with the drywell floor dramn sump flow monitaring system.
Consistent with the STS, ITS 3.4.5 requires that either one of the monitors along with the
drywell floor drain sump flow monitoring system be Operable. This less restnctive
requiremen is acceplable bacause the twa radicactivity monitors are not diverse as both raly
on maasuring the radicactivity that would result from a leak in crder to monilor leakags

From a safety standpoint, it is much more imporiant that twe diverse means of monitonring
leakage are available than it is ta have two similar monitors . Therefare. as long as one of
fhe two radioactivity manitors is Operable along with the sump flow manitorng method,
adeguate capabilites are available to manitor leakage.

Additionally, the small change from the allowad cutage time of CTS 3.4.3.1 (31 days) to the
Completion Time of [TS 3.4.5 (30 days) will not affect plant safety as the diverse method of
leakage monitoning will still be available

CTS 3.4.3.1 does not permit entry intc applicable Modes or conditions with any method of
leakage monitoring incperable. With the addition of two notes, ITS 3.4.5 allows sntry into
applicable Modes or conditions with one of the two diverse methods of leskage monitoring
inoperable This change is acceptable because there will always be a method by which
leakage is being monitored and the TS still requires the inoperable method to be restored
within the spacified Completion Time

Specificatien 3.4 10 - Less Restrictive

L1

CTS 3 4 6.2 requires that the reactor steam dome pressure o be less than 1045 psig. TS
3.4 10 allows the reactor steam dome pressure to be less than or aqual lo 1045 psig. This
change is acceptable because even with steam dome pressure at 1045 psig, steam dome
pressure is within the assumptions of the reactor safety analysis.

Specification 15 1 - Less Restnictive
Specification 3 5.2 - Less Restrictive

L10 TS 3.5.1 allows one or both LPCI subsystems to be considered Operable when aligned for

Ls

shutdown coaling in Mode 3 and ITS 3.5.2 allows a LPCI subsystem to be cansiderad
Operable when that subsystam Is aligned for shutdown cooling. Given that LPCI is a multi-
function system, without the Notes, the subsystem(s) would have to be considerad
inoperable in Mode 3 or 4 for either low pressure ECCS or shutdown cooling because of
alignmant to the other function Considering one or both LPCI subsystems Operable for
ECCSE purposes when they are in the shutdown cooling alignment Is acceplable because in
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Mode 3 or 4 the potential consequances of an event requiring ECCS actuation are
considerably less significant than they would be in Mode 1 or 2. Therefors, manual
realignment of the subsystem(s) to restare the ECCS function could be done quickly enough
to assure plant safety and that being the case, the subsystem(s) can be considered
Operable aven though they are initially In the shutdown coaling alignment

Spegcificalion 3.5 2 - Less Restrictive

L7  With the plant in Made £ or 5 the low pressure ECCS Independence requirsd to mitigate a
design basis loss of coolanl accident is no longer required. The availability of twe ECCS
subsystems in those Modes, whether independent or crass-connected, provides sufficient
equipmant to handie any anticipated reactor coolant fiow or level problems. Therefore, this
less resinctive change Is accaptable.

L9 The CTS 3.5 4 requirement to suspend all operations in the reactor vassel, including all
positive reactivity changes. whean ne CS subsystem is available and the suppression poal is
below the minimum requred level is nol retained in the ITS. This less restrictive change is
acceptable. In the Modes In which this TS applies, the CS subsystems are required only to
mitinate a loss of reactor vesss! inventory. Therafore, the ITS retaining the reguirement that
all operations that have a potential for draining the reactor vessel be suspended when no CS
subsystem |s available assures plant safety  Further, ITS Section 3.8 adequataly addresses
the situations removed from the TS (suspending all positive reaclivity changes),

Specification 3.6 1.2 - Less Resinctve

LT TS 3.8 12 Actions Note 1, is added to the ITS to allow entry through a closed or locked air
lock doar for the purpose of making repairs. This note was not in the CTS, If the outet door
is inoperable, t may be easily accessed for repar. However, If the inner door is the ona that
is inoparable, it |s necassary o enter through the Operable outer door, which means there is
a short time during which the primary containmeni boundary is not inlact (during access
through the outer door) Repairs are directed towards reestablishing two Operable doors in
the air lock. Two Operable doors closed is clearly the mos! desirable plant condilion for air
locks CTS5 3.6.1.3 Actions, in some circumstances, allow indefinite operation with anly one
Operable door locked closed provided the Operable air lock door is locksd and checked
locked every 31 days. Two Operable doors closed is ciearly an improvement in safely aver
one Operable door locked closed By not allowing access (o make repairs, ihe existing CTS
Actions £ould result in an inability of the plant to establish and maintain this highesi level of
safety (two Operable doors closed), without a forced plant shutdown  Therefore, allowing
entry and exit, while tempararly allowing primary contminment inoperabdlity, is based on the
expectet! result of restoring two Operable doors {0 the air lock. Restricting this access to
make repalirs of an Inoperable door or air lock ensures this allowance applies cnly towards
meeting this goal. This change is acceptable due to the low probability of an event that could
pressurize the primary containmen| during the short lime in which the containment
Operability Is compromised, and the increased safety attained by completing repairs such
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that two Operable doors can be closed. This less restrictive change is scceplable and is
consistent with the STS.

IT6 38.1.2, Actlon A Note 2 allows enfry and exit for 7 days under administrative controls
and TS 3.6 1.2 Action B Note 2 allows entry inta and exil from primary containment under
he control of a dedicated individual, These Notes are not in the CTS, These Noles are
added to the ITS 1o allow entry through a closed and/or locked Operable air lock door (for
remsons other than repairs), Although ane Operable air lock door closed Is sufficient to
mantain containment Operability and allows continued cperation, entry and exit during
operation may be necessary to perform maintenance and inspections as well as allowing
access for operational considerations, such as preventative maintenance, etc. Should the air
lock become inoperable and 2ccess not be aliowed, 8 plant shutdown could be forced in a
shor period of time due to failure to attend to these activities. The allowance has strict
administrative controls, which are detailed inthe ITS 3.6.1,.2 Bases A ded|cated (i.e., nol
involved with any repair or olher maintenance effort) individual will be assigned to ensure’ (1)
the door is opened only for the pericd of ime required 1o gain entry or exit from the air lock,
and (2) the Operable door is re-locked prior to the depanure of the dedicated individual.
Therefore, allowing the Operable door 1o be opened (temporanly allowing primary
containment inoperability) for brief moments, is an acceptable exchange in risk;, the risk of an
even! during the brief period an Operable door s open for access, versus the risk associated
with ihe transienl of the plant shuldown that would follow from not aftending to required
activities within the pnmary comtainment This is a less restnctive change which is
acceplable and is consistent with the STS.

Specification 3.6.1.2 - Less Restrictive
Specification 3.6 1 3 - Less Resinctive
Specification 35 4 2 - Less Restnctive

L4
L7
LS

Noles are added 10 ITS 3.6 1.2 Required Action A 3 and Requirad Action B.3,

TS 36.1.3 Required Actions A 2 and Required Action C 2 ITS SR 36.1.31 Note 1

and SR 3.6.13.2 Note 1, and ITS 38 4 2 Required Action A2 The Notes added 1o ITS
3 8 1.2 Requirad Action A 3 and Required Action B3 allow verification of the Operable
locked closad door by administrative means when the door is located in high radiation
areas or areas with limited access due lo inering. ITS 3.6 1.3 Required Action A2, ITS
3.6 1.2 Required Action C.2 ITS SR 3.6.1.31 Note 1, and ITS SR 3.6.1.3.2 Note 1 aliow
venfying valves and blind flanges by administralive means when the isolation device is
located in a high radiation area. ITS 3.6 4.2 Reguired Action A.2 Note allows verifying
Isolation devices in high radiation area by administrative means. These allowances are not
ncluded in the CTS These allowances are acceptable since access lo these areas i3
restricted and the probability of door or valvefisolation device misalignment, once it is
verified In the proper position, i small. Eliminating the physical door and valva/isolation
device varfication in areas of high radiation and inerting removes a risk to personnel
safety. Also, nol requiring access to areas of high radiation to verify proper containment air
lnck door and valvefispiation device alignment reduces exposure fo plant persanne! is
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consistent with the As-Low-As-Reasonably-Achievable (ALARA) concept. This less
restrictive change Is acceptable and |s consistent with the §TS.

Specification 3.6 1.2 - Less Restrictive

L5

CTS 3.6.1.3 Action b requires locking the inner door closed when the primary containment
air lock door inferlock inoperable. TS 3,6.1 2 Required Action B.2 requires locking an
Operable air lock door closed when the primary containment air lock door interlock is
inoperable. Either primary containment air lock door is sufficient to maintain primary
containment integrity during a DBA. By closing and locking one Operable air lock daor, the
imterlock function is fulfilled. Therefore, operation can continue. Per CTS 3.6.1.3 Aclion b if
the inner door is inoperable concurrent with the air lock door interlock inoperable, a plant
shutdown is required since the inner door is nol closed. By deleting the inner door
requirement in CTS 3.6.1.3 Action b and allowing the Operable door closed. the change
provides the benefit of allowing plant operation to continue |ndefinitely with an inoperable
air lock door interiock and avoids the nsk associated with the potential transient of a plant
shutdown. This less restrictive change Is acceptable and is consistent with the STS.

Specification 3.6.1,2 - Less Restrictive
Specification 3 6 4.2 - Less Restrictive

L1
L2

ITS 3.6.1.3 Actions Nole 1, and ITS 3.6.4 2 Actions Note 1 allow penetration flow

paths to be unisolated Intermittantly undsr administrative controls. ITS SR 3.8.1.3.1, Note
2 and ITS SR 3.6 1 3.2 Note 2 are “not required lo be met for PCIVs that are open under
administrative controls.” These Notes contain an allowance fer intermittently opening,
under administrative control, closed primary and secondary containmenl isolation
valves/dampers. Intermitiently opening closed PCIVs and SCIDs is acceptable due 1o the
low probability of an event that could pressurize the primary and secondary containment
during the short time in which the PCIV or 5CID is respectively is open and the
administrative cantrals ensunng the affscted penetration is isclated when a neea for
pnimary containment and secandary isolation is indicated. This less restrictive change is
acceptable and (s consistent with the STS.

Specification 3.6.1.3 - Less Restnctive

L2

CTS 3.6,3 Action a reguires each affected penetration line be isalated within 8 hours by
using 3l leasi one deactivated automatic valve secured in the selation position or at least
ene closed manual valve or blind flange CTS 3.4.7 Action 2, and CTS 4 6.1.1.a list some,
but not all, possible acceplable isolation devices that are used to satisfy the need 1o 1solate
a penetration with an inoperable PCIV. ITS 3.6 1.3 Action A requires isalating the affected
pengstration flow path by using of at least one closed and de-activated automatic valve,
clesed manual valve, blind flange, or check valve with flow through the valve secured. ITS
1.5.1.3 Actions B and C require isolating the affected penetration fiow path by using of at
least one closed and de-activated automatic valve, closed manual valve, or biind flange.
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ITS 3.6 1.3 Action C (ITS 3.8.1.3 Action C Bases) does not allow a check valve to isolate
an affected penetration. The ITS 3.6.1.5 Required Actions provide a completa list of
accepiable isolation devices. The ITS Actions continue to require isolation of the
penstration to allow continued operation. The change does not affect safe pperation,
Many penatrations are designed with check valves as accaplable isolation bamiers, With a
higher pressure in the line downstream of the check valve, the check valve is seated and is
equivalent lo a closed manual valve TS 3.6.1.3 Achion A providas safety by allowing the
use of check valves as isolating devices TS Actions allow closed manual valves or check
valves with flow secured 1o satisfy the requiremen! of isolating an inoperable panetration.
This change to CTS 3.4 7 Action 2 provides a consistent presentation for all penetrations.
This Nexibility doss nol result in any actual lechnical change in the CTS. This less
restrictive change is acceptable and is consistent with the STS,

Specification 36.1 5 - Less Restrictive

La

CTS 3.6 4 2 Action b reguires that “with one Nitrogen Backup Systam subsystem
inoperable, verify the remaining subsystem is Operable and. " The requirement 1o verify
the other subsystem Operabie is not included in ITS 36.1.5. CTS 364 2 b requires an
Operable nitrogen backup system consisting of two independent subsystems (one
subsystem for each pnesumatic vacuum breaker). This change acknowledges that the
inoperabllity of a subsystem s not autcmatically inticative of a similar condition in the
redundant subsystem unless a genenc fallure is suspected and that the perodic
Fraguencies specified to demonstrate Operability are adequate 1o ensure eguipment
Cperabiity Therefore, this change allows cradit 1o be taken for normal penodic
Survelllance as a demaonstration of Operability and availability of the remaining components
8nd reduces unnecessary challenges and wear lo the redundan! subsystem components.
This delation Is acceptable.

Specification 36 1.6 - Less Restrictive

L2

CTS 3.6.4.1.a requires the suppression chamber-to-drywell vacuum breaker pasition
indicators be Operable. There Is no reference to suppression chamber-to-drywell vacuum
breaker position indicators in the ITS  CTS requirements for suppression chamber-to-
drywell vacuum breaker position indication instrumentation (CTS 36412 CTS 3841
Action c, CTS 4.6 4 1,4 2, and references using vacuum breaker position indication) do not
parform any safety function. The Indicating instrumentation is used o determine
Operability of the suppression chamber-to-drywell vacuum breakers. The indicating
instrumentabon is not requirad 10 suppon Operability of these vacuum breakers. The STS
does not specify indication-only equipment to be Operable to support Operabllity of a
system or component. Control of the availablity of, and compensatory activities i not
avallable, for indications and monitoring Instruments are addressed by plant operational
procedures and policies.
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Vacuum breaker position satisfies the ITS SRs for the vacuum breakers. [f position
indication (s nat available and vacuum breaker position is not determined, then the SRs are
not satisfied and the appropriate ITS Actions are taken for inoparable vacuum breakers in
accordance with ITS 3.6.1.6 Actions, The reguirements for the vacuum breaker position
indication are addressed by the requirements of ITS 2.6,1.8 and associaled SRs. CTS
3641a CTS3641Actionc, CTS4.6.4.1.d.2, and references using vacuum breaker
position indication are nol included in the 1TS. Deleling these requirements reduces the
risk of 2 transienl associated with a requirad plant shutdown when only the loss of position
indication occurs. This deletion is acceptable

Specification 2.6.1.6 - Less Restrictive

L2 C7TS 3.64.1 Action a (one or two vacuum breakers inoperable for opening) reguires the
Operable vacuum braakers 1o be cycled within 4 hours and once per 15 days thersafter
until the inoperable vacuum breakers are restored to Operable status. CTS 36.4.1 Action
b (an epen vacuum breaker) requires the Operable vacuum breakers lo be cycled within 8
hours and once per 72 hours thereafter until the vacuum breaker s closed. Thesa
requirements o verify the other vacuum breakers are Operable are nol included In ITS
36.1.6. The change to ITS 3.6.1.6 avoids unnecessary testing of the vacuum breakers,
thereby enhancing overall drywell vacuum relfief capability. This change acknowledges thal
the inoperability of 2 component 1s not automatically indicative of a similar condition in the
redundant components uniess a generic failure |s suspected. The periodic Frequencies
specified In the Surveillances to demonstrale Operabllity have been shown io be adequate
to ensure equipment Operabllity. Therefore, this change allows credit lo be taken for
normal periodie Surveillance as a demonstration of Operabiiity and availability of the
remaining companents and reduces unnecessary challenges and wear (o the redundant
componems. THis less restrictive change |s acceptable.

Speciication 3.6.2.1 - Less Restriclive

L2 CTS 4 6.2.1 ¢ requires performance of an exiernal examination of emergency core cocling
systemn suction line penetrations of the suppression chamber enclosure prior to taking the
reactor from cold shutdown afier safety refief valves (SRVY) operation with the suppression
chamber water temperature greater than or equal to 180°F and reactor coolant sysiem
pressure greater than 200 psig. The maximum {ested suppression pool bulk temperature
showing no high loads due to unstable condensation for a igh mass flux steam discnarge
int the suppression pool through an open-ended pipe (L.2., no quencher device at the
discharge line exit) was 1680°F. The CTS requirement ensures that the postulated high
loads due to an SRV discharge through an open-ended plpe with suppression pool bulk
temperature grealer than or equal 1o 160°F does not degrade the suction line penetrations
of the suppression chamber This requirement is deleted per NEDO-30832, “Elimination of
Limit on BWR Suppression Pool Temperature for SRV Discharge with Quenchers,” dated
December 1884. The basis for eliminating the requirement is NEDO-30832 demanstrating
that there are no undue |pads on the suppression chamber or its components from SRV
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discharges through the quenchers al elevated pressures and temperatures. The Units 1
and 2 SRV discharge lines include 2 SRV discharge line include quencher devices. The
CTS 362 1and ITS 3.62 1 Actions require manually scramming the reactor if suppression
pool temperature is > 110°F and depressunzing the reactor to < 200 psig if suppression
pool temperature is > 120°F. These Actlons ensure depressurization of the reacior to
avoid the previously postulated high leads. Thus, there is no need to perform this visual
examination ensuring suction line pensirations of the suppression chamber are not
degraded due to SRV operation. This deletion is acceptable.

CTS 3.6.2.1 Action b.2 details how to reduce suppression pool temperalure to within the
limits (by operating st least one residual heat remoaval loop in the suppression pool cooling
mode) These details are not Included in ITS 362 1. Methods for redlcing suppression
pool temperature ta within limits are part of a coordinated respanse (o an unplanned event
governed by plant procedures. This detail of how o reduce suppression pool temperature
to within limits is not necessary to ensure restoration of supprassion pool temperalure in a
umely mannar The Reguirad Actions of Condition D of TS 3.6.2.1 ansure the unit is
placed in a non-applicable Mode if the suppression pool temperature is nol reduced to
within imits. In addition, with the unit in a non-applicable Mode, the requirements of [TS
LCO 3 0.4 ensurs that suppression pool lemperature is reduced to within limits prior to
enlering an applicable Moge, The delation of thesa details is acceptable.

Specification 36 4.1 - Less Restnctive
Specification 3.6 4 2 - Less Resinictive
Speciiication 3 6 4 3 - Lass Resirictive

L2
LS
3

CTS 3.65.1 Aclion b, requires suspanding iradiated fuel handling in CONDITION §

or when handling eradiated fuel in the secondary containment, Core Alterations,

and activities which could reduce the Shutdown Margin when Secondary Containment
Integnty is nol restored to Operable status within the required time. CTS 3.6.5.2 Actions,
require suspending activities that could decrease Shutdown Margin when secondary
containment isclation dampers are not restored (o Operable status or the affected
penetration s nel isolated within the required time. CTS 3.6 6.1 Actions, require
suspending activities that decrease Shuldown Margin when a standby gas treatment
subsystem is not restored to Opearable status within the regquired time or when two standby
gas treatment subsystems are inoperable. These reguiremeants are nat retained in ITS
3641, 364.2and 3643 respeciively. This change is acceptable because most
operations that could decrease Shutdown Margin are included in the definition of Core
Alteration which is also suspended by CTS 3.6.5.1 Acticn b (ITS 3.6 4.1 Required Action
C2),CTS 3652 Actions (ITS 3.6 4.2 Required Action D.2), and CTS 3.6.6 1 Actions (ITS
3.6.4.4 Required Actions D.2 2 and E.2), respectively These requirements and the
requirements of ITS 3.1.1, Shutdown Margin, ensure (he core is maintained subcritical
Moving a control rod while in Mode 5 (Refusling) s aliowed provided there are no fuel
assemblies in the assoctated core cell Moving source range monifors, iocal power range
manitors, intarmediale range monitors, traversing incore probes, or special movable
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deteciors (including undervessel replacement) is allowed by this change. The reactivity
change associated with moving these components is insignificant. During operation in
Mode 4, the reactor vessel head is tensioned and the Reactor Mode Switch is in the
“Shutdown” position. Control rods are prevented from withdrawing by reactor manual
confrol system interiocks when the mode switch is in “shutdown” and there is no other
viable method of decreasing Shutdown Margin, This change (s acceptable.

Specification 3.6 4 2 - Less Restrictive

L3

CTS 3 6.5,2 Action b requires (solafing the affected penetration using a closed damper.
TS 3.6.4.2 Required Action A.1 also allows isolating the affected penetration using a blind
flange This method of Isolation ensures that the isolation barrier |s not affected by a single
active fallure and provides an isclation bamer equivalent to that provided by CTS 3.652
Aciion b, This less restnctive change is acceptable and Is consistent with the STS.

Specification 364 3 - Less Restrictive

L2

€TS 3.6.6.1 Action a.2 requires, when in Operational Condition & or when handling
irradiated fuel. restoration of the inoperable SGT subsystem to Operable status within 31
days or suspension of irradiated fue! handling in the secondary containmant, Cara
Allerations, and activities which could reduce the Shutdown Margin. An altemative
requirement 1s provided, in ITS 3.64.3 Regquired Action D.1, to suspend operations if an
SGT subsystem is net retumed to Operable status within 31 days, and moving irradiated
fuel assemblies, Core Alterstions, or operations with a potential for draining the reactor
bessel (OPDRVs) are conducted. The [TS requirement (ITS 3.6 4.3 Required Action D,1)
is placing the Operable SGT subsystem in operation and continuing conducting operations
(e.g., OPDRVs). Since one subsystem is sufficient for any acciden!, the nsk of failure of
the subsystem to perform its intended function |s reduced if it is operating. This less
restrictive reguirament is acceptable and is consistent with the STS

Specification 3.8.1 - Less Restrictive

L12

CTS481 12a6sdsleted The CTS verifies that each UG is sligned o provide standby
power 1o the associated emergency buses once per 31 cays. TS 3.8.1 refiects the intent
of the deleted CTS and requires that the DGs to be Operable, the |ITS associated SRs for
the DGs are adequate to ensure the DGs are maintained Operable. |In addition, the
definition of DG Operability and plant procedural controls on DG standby alignment are
sufficient to ensure that the DG remains aligned to provide the reguired standby power, (n
general, these types of controls are addressed by plant specific processes which
continously manitor plant conditions and changes (n the status of plant equipment that
require entry inte Actions (as a resull of fallure 16 maintain equipment Operable). This
continuous monllenng process includes the timely re-evaluation of the status of compliance
with TS requirements when TS equipment becomes Inoperable so that the appropriate
Caenditions are entered and Actians are taken in the eveni of inoperability of TS equipment.
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Therefore, the explicit requirement to periodically verify that each DG is aligned o provide
standby pawer to the associated emergency buses is considered to be unnecessary for
ensunng compliance with the applicable TS Operability requirements. This change
implements the Intanl of the CTS requirements.

Specification 3.8.2 - Less Restrictive
Specification 3 B.5 - Less Restrictive
Specificstion 3.8 8 - Lass Restrictive

L1
L1
L1.L2

CTS3B821,.CTS36822 and CTS 38.242 Actions are deleted. CTS

3.8.21 and CTS 3.8.2 2 Actions require suspending operations invalving

positive reactvity changes when the minimum required AC sources and AC buses are
inoperable, CTS 3.8.2.4.2 requires suspending operations that could decrease Shutdown
Margin when the minimum reguired DC sources and associated DC distribution syslems
are inoperable. The changes are acceptable because most positive reactivity charges are
already included in the definition of Core Alteration which is also required lo be suspendad
by CTS 38.2.1 Action (ITS 3.8.2and 3.8.5)and by CTS382.2 and CTS 3.8.2.4.2 Actions
(ITS 3.8.8), This requirement and the requirements of TS LCO 3.1.1, Shutdown Margin,
are adequate to ensure that the core is maintained subaritical. Movement of a cantrol rod
while in Mode 5 (Refusling) is allowed provided there are no fuesl| assemblies in the
associated core cell. Movement of source range maninors, local power range monitors,
inlermediate range monitars, traversing incore probes, or special movable detectors
(including unger vessel replacement) 15 also allowed, however, the reactivity change
assoclated with movement of these components Is insignificant. Additionally, during
operation In Moge 4, the reactor vessel head |s tensioned and the reactor mode switch is in
the "shutdown” position and when the mode switch is in “shutdown” control rods are
prevantad from being withdrawn by réactor manual control system interiocks and thus while
In Mode 4. thers is no other viable method of adding positive reactivity to the core. The
changes implement the Intent of the CTS and are consistant with the STS.

Specification 3 B 4 - Less Restrictive

L1

CTS 4823202 s deisted This CTS requires the verification that cell-to-cell and
terminal connections are "clean and tighl" The confirmation thal the connection is "tight” is
typically performed by application of a torgue which results in unnecessary stress being
applled to the bolted connechan. TS SR 3.8.4.2 has a requirement to venfy battery
connectlon resistance and if the connection satisfies the resistance requirements of the
ITS, then it can be assumed to be sufficiently "tight”  As a result, it is not necessary 10
verify the connections are "tight". The "clean” requirement in CTS 4 5.2.3.2.¢.2 is deleted
since i is redundant ta the "free of corrosion” requirement IN ITS 284 2  In addition, the
requirement {o verify that connections are “clean and tight” is only applicable to nickel
cadmlum batteries and the DC electrical power subsysiem batteries are |ead calcium
battaries. The change implements the intert of the CTS and is consistert with the STS.
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Specification 3,10 7 - Less Restrictive

L1 ITS 3.10.7 aliows ITS 3.1.6 ta be suspended for perfformance of the SOM demanstrations,
control rod scram time testing, and control rod friction testing provided certain requirements
are met This is a less restnctive change because the CTS did not provide for this
excaption. The change is acceptable as adeguate assurance is provided that the test
sequence will be followed thereby ensuring that the assumptions of the special safaty
analysis for the test sequence is satisfied. Either (he lest sequence will be followed by
programming that test sequenca inlo the rod worth minimizer (with conformance verified by
TS SR 3.3.2.1.8) or, with the rod worth minimizer bypassed, the test sequence will be
verfied by a second licensed operator or qualified member of the technical staff.

Section 4.0 - Less Restrictive

fed ITS 4.2 1 adds an allowance lo CTS 5.3.1 requirements for using lead test assemblies and
an allowance to substitute a limited number of filler rods for fuel rods in a fuel assembly.
This change precludes an (TS change if this allowance i1s used. The requirements of 10
CFR 50.5¢ for special tests or modifications remain applicable, and ensure that a imited
nurmber lead tes) assemblies placed in nonlimiting core regions, or substituting a limited
number of zirconium or stainless stee| filler rods for fuel rods in 3 fuel assembly, does not
have an affect on safety, This change is consistent with guidance in Supplement 1 of
‘Generic Letter 90-02, which was ssued by the NRC. This less restrictive change is
consistent with the STS

L2 CTS581.1 and 5.612 include requirements for the K, of the new fuel storage racks and
the spent fuel storage racks. The K limits are specified as less than {<). The analytical
values described in the Updated Final Safety Analysis Report (UFSAR) are specified as less
than or equal to (<) As such, less than or equal to (<) is specified for the K. limits In ITS
4311and4312. This change is implemented because the difference between the CTS
limits and the ITS limits are insignificant and the reactivity difference allowed by this change
Is negligible and consistent with current analyses. This change is cansistent with the STS.

L3 CTE 5.6 2 specifies the water level lo which spent fuel storage pool 1s designed and
maintained to prevent inadvenent draining. The water level in CTS 56,2 is lowered from
115fito 11 inches o 94 f 7 inches in ITS 4.3.2. The CTS level is the design level that the
spent fuel storage pool can be drained with the fuel pool gates installed. The ITS level =
the minimum design level the spent fuel storage pool is drained with the fuel pool gates
removed. The gates are removed during refueling outages o transfer fuel between the
spent fuel storage pool and the reactor vessel. This minimum design level prevents
exposing the fuel in the event of a complele loss of spent fuel pocl level. This change is
implemented because lowering the specified design level reflecting the lowes! planl design
level associated with the spent fuel pool does not Impact safaty since the spenl fuel poal
level is maintained controlled by TS 3.7. The lower of the two design limits (24 il 7 inches)
is incarporated in TS 4.3.2.
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Specification 5.5 - Less Restrictive

L1

CTS Surveillance 4.6.6.1.4.1 requires that the pressure drop across the combined HEPA
fiiters and charcoal absorber banks be less than 6.5 inches water gauge while operating
the SGT filter tram at a flow rate of 3000 cfm = 10% [TS 5.5.7.4d, for the SGT subsystems,
requires that the pressure drop across the combined HEPA fillers, the prefiller, and the
charcoal absorbers be |ess than or equal to 8.5 inches water gauge when the filter train is
tested at a flowrate of 2700 cfm to 3300 cfm (3000 ¢fm £ 10%). The limitation is slightly
relaxed to allow the pressure drop across the SGT subsystem filler train (including the
prefiter) to be equal 1o 8.5 inches waler gauge and still be Operable. BSEP calculations
and evaluations have demonstraled the SGT subsystems Operability and assumed the
pressure drop across the filter train (L.e.. the HEPA fikers, the prefilter, and charcoal
absorbers) is 8.5 inches water gauge, not less than E.5 inches water gauge. The SGT
subsystem prafilter in the pressure drop acceptanca oriterion ensures consistency with the
BSEP calculations and evaluations regarding SGT filter train pressure drop.

Specification 5.6 - Less Restrictive

L1

This change proposes to relax the requiremant (CTS 6.9.1 .4 and £.8.1.6) for submitting the
Personnel Expcsure and Monitoring Report and the Annual Radiological Environmental
Operating Repcrt. The CTS require the reports {o be submitted by March 1 and May 1 of
each year, respectively. This proposed change will allow the reports to be submitted by
April 30 and May 15 of each year, respectively, Given thal the reports are siill required to
be provided to the NRC on or before April 30 or May 15, as applicable, and cover the
previous calendar year, repon completion and submittal is clearly not necessary o assure
operation in a safe manner for the interval betwean March 1 and Apnl 30 and May 1 and
May 16, Additionally, there is no requirement for the NRC 10 approve the reports.
Therefore, this change has no Impact on the safe operation of the plant,

CTE 6818 6818 and 66 110 requires the Radicactive Effluent Release Report lo be
submifted on a semiannual basis, ITS 56.3 specifies that this report shall be submitted in
accordance with 10 CFR 50.36a. This change allows the repart to only be submitted
annually since 10 CFR 50 38a(a)(2) requiras the repart to be submitted on an annual basis.
Given that the report Is still required 1o be provided 1c the NRC and covers the previous
calendar year, report complation and submittal is clearly not necessary 1o assure operation
in a safe marner Additionally, there |s no requirement for the NRC to approve the repart
Therefore, this change hes no Impact on the safe operation of the plant

Specification 5.7 - Less Hestrictive

L1

CTS 6.12, which provides high radiation area access control altematives pursuant to 10
CFR 20.203(c)(2) (revised 10 CFR 20,1601(¢)), is revised as a result of the changes to
10 CFR 20, the guidance provided ir Regulatory Guide B.38 (Cantrol of Access to High-ani
Very High Radiation Areas in Nuclear Power Plants), and curreni indusiry technology in
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controling access to high radiation arsas. TS 5.7 includes updated high radiation area
access conirol altermatives in accordance with 10 CFR 20.1801(c), The ITS 5.7 changes
include a capping dose rate (o differantiate a high radiation area from a very high radiation
ar2a. additional requirements for groups antening high radiation areas, and dlarification of
the need for communication and coniral of workers in high radiation areas. This change
provides acceptable altemate methods for controlling access to high radiation areas. As a
resull, thus change will not decrease control of exposures from external sources In
resincied areas.

Table L lists all CTS requirements that have been relaxed and which pertain to Category | though
XIl and to the specific listing of changes discussad above Table L is organized by ITS section and
includes the saction designation, followed by the discussion of change identifier, 2.g., 1.1 L1 (ITS
Section 1.1, DOC L1); 2 summary description of the change. CTS and ITS LCO references; and a
referance (o the applicabie change categories 3s discussed sbove (if applicable) and &
“Characierizalion” of the discussion change

For the reasons presented above these less restnclive requiraments are acceptable bacause they
will not affect the safe operation of the plant. The TS requirements thal remain are consistant with
current licensing practices, speraling expenience, and plant accident and transient analyses, and
provide reasonable assurance thal public health and safety will be protectad,

D. Relocated Less Restrictive Requirements

When requirements have bean shown o give little or no safety benefil, thelr removal from the TS
may be appropnate. In mosl cases, relaxations previously granted to individual plants on a plant-
specific basis wers the resull of (1) genenc NRC actions, (2) new staff posilions that have evolved
from technological advancaments and operaling expanence, or (3) resolution of the Owners
Groups comments on §TS. The NRC stalf reviewed generic relaxations contained in STS and
fourd them scceptable because they are consisient with current licensing practices and the
Commissien's regulations. The BSEP design was also reviewed 1o determing if the specific design
basis and licensing basis are consistent with the technical basis for the mode! requirements in
STS. and thus provide a basis for ITS A significant number of changes to the CTS Invelved the
removal of specific requirements and deltailed information from individual specifications evaluated
1o be Types 1 through 4 that follow:

Type 1 - Details of System Design and Systern Descnption Including Design Limits
Type 2 - Descriptions of Systems or Plant Operation

Type 3 - Procedural Details for Meeting TS Requirements and Related Reporting
Requirements

Type 4 - Performance Reguirements for Indication-only Instrumentation and Alarms
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The following discussions address why each of the four types of information or specific
requirements are not required to be included in ITS.

s (Type 1)

The cesign of the facility i1s required to be described in the UFSAR by 10 CFR 50 34. In
addition, the quality assurance (QA) requirements of Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50 reguire
that plant design be documented in conirolled procedures and drawings, and maintained In
accordance with an NRC-appraved QA plan (reference in the UFSAR). In 10 CFR 50.58
controls are specified for changing the facilily as described in the UFSAR, and in 10 CFR
50.54(a) critena are specified for changing the QA plan In TS, the Bases also contain
descriptions of system design. ITS 5.5 10 specifies controls for changing the Bases.
Removing dstails of system design from the CTS is acceptable because this information
will be adequately controlled in the UFSAR. controlied design documents and drawings or
the TS Bases, as appropnate.

The plans for the normal and emergency operation of the facility are required to be
described in the UFSAR by 10 CFR 50.34, ITS 5.4 1 a requires written procedures to be
established, iImplementsd, and maintained far plant operating procedures including
procedures recommended in Regulatory Guide 1.33, Appendix A, November 1872,
Controls specified in 10 CFR 50.59 apply to changes in procedures as described In the
UFSAR. In (TS, tha Bases also contain descriptions of system or plant operation. It is
acceptable fo remove delails of systems or plant operation from the TS bacause this type
of information will be adequately controlled in the UFSAR, and the TS Bases, as

sppropriate

Details for pesfarming action and surveillance requirements are more appropriately
spacified in the plant procedures required by ITS 54 1, the UFSAR, and ITS Bases. For
example, control of the plani conditions appropnate to perform a surveillance test is an
issue for procedures and scheduling and has previously been datermined to be
unnecessary as a TS restriction. As indicated n Genaric Letter 91-04, allowing this
procedural control is consistant with the vast majority of other SRs that do not dictate plant
conditions for surveillances. Prescriptive procedural information in an action requirement is
unlikely to contain all procedural considerations necessary for the plant operalors to
complete the actions required, and referral to plant procedures |5 therefore required in any
event -Other changes to procedural details include those associated with limits retained in
the ITS.

The removal of these kinds of procedural details from the CTS is acceplable because they
will be adegquately controlled in the UFSAR and Bases, as appropnate. This approach

Brunswick Unit Nos. 1ang 2



-37 - June 5, 1998

provides an effective level of regulatory control and provides for a more appropnate change
control process, Similarly, removal of reporting reguirements from LCOs is appropriate
because ITS 5.6, 10 CFR 50.36 and 10 CFR 50,73 adequately cover the reports desmed
to be necessary

s (Type 4)

Indicatian-only instrumentation, test equipment. and atarms ars usually not required to be
operable to suppon TS operability of 3 system or componant uniess these ilems are
included in TS as source range monitoring instrumentation, remole shutdown monitaning
Instrumentation, post-accident monitoning instrumentation, and reactor coolant system
leakage detection instrumentation. Thus, with the exception of the source range monitoring
Instrumertation, remote shutdown moniloning instrumentation. post accident menitoring
instrumentation. and reactor coolant system leakags detection instrumentation, STS do not
include operability requirements for indication-only equipment. The availability of such
indication instruments, monitaring nstruments, and alarms, and necessary compensatory
activities if thay are not available, ars more appropriately specified in plant operational,
maintenance, and annunciator response procadures required by TS 5.4 1. Remaval of
requirements for indication-only mstrumentation and alarms from the CTS is acceptable
bacause they will be adequately contralled in plant procadures.

Table RL lists CTS specifications and datalled information removed from Individual specifications
that are relocated to licensee-confrolled documents In ITS. Table RL Is organizad by ITS saction
and includes: the section dasignation followed by the discussion of change identifier, .g., 3.1.1
LAT (ITS Section 2.1.1, DOC LA 1), CTS referance, a summary description of the change; the
name of the document thal retains the CTS requiremeants, the method for contralling future
changes to relocated requirements; a characterization of the change; and a reference to the
specific change type, as discussed above, for not including the mformation or specific
requiremgnts in ITS

The NRC staff has concludad that these types of detalled information and specific requiremants
are not necessary to ensure the effecliveness of ITS 1o adequalely protect ihe health and safety of
the public. Accordingly, these requirements may be moved 1o one of the lollowing licensee-
controlled documents for which changes are adequataly govemed by a regulatory or TS
requirement (1) TS Bases controfied by ITS 55 10, “Technical Specifications Bases Control
Program " (2) UFSAR (includes the Technical Requirements Manual (TRM by reference)
contralied by 10 CFR 50,59, (3) the Offsite Dose Calculation Manual (ODCM) cantralied by ITS
5.5.1; and {4) the QA plans as approved by Ihe NRC and referenced in the UFSAR and controlied
by 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B and 10 CFR 50.54(a), For each of these changes, Table RL also
lists the licenses-controlled documents and the TS or regulatory requirements goverming changes
o thase documents.,

To the extent that requirements and information have been relocated to licensee-controlied
documents, such information and requireaments are not required to obviate the possibility ef an
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abnormal situation or event giving rise lo an immeaiate threat 1o ihe public health and safety.
Further, where such information and requirements are contained In LCOs and associaied
requirements in the CTS, the NRC staff has concluded that they do not fall within any of the four
criteria In the Final Policy Statemeant (discussed in Part |l of this safety evaluation). Accardingly.
existing delailed information and specific requirements, such as generally described above, may
be deleted from the CTS,

E. Relocated Specifications

The Final Policy Statemant states that LCOs and associated requirements thal do not satisty or fall
within any of the four specified criteria may be relocated from existing TS (an NRC-controlled
document) to appropriate licensee-controlled documents. These requirements include the LCOs,
Action Btatameants (Actions), and associated SRs. In it= application, the licensee proposed
relocating such specifications (o the UFSAR (includes the TRM by reference), and the ODCM, as
appropriate. The staff has reviewed the licansee's submittals, and finds that reiccation of these
requirements la the UFSAR (and TRM) and ODCM is acceptabie, in that changes o the UFSAR
will be adequartely controlled by 10 CFR 50.52 and changes to the ODCM will be controlled by ITS
5.5 1 These provisions will continue 1o be implemented by appropriate piant procedures, ie,,
operaling proceduras, maintenance procadures, survelliance and testing procedures, and work
control procedures

The licenses, in electing to implement the specifications of STS. also proposed. in accordance with
the crilena in the Final Palicy Statement, 1o entirely remove centain TS from the CTS and place
them In icensee-controlled documents noted in Table R. Table R lists all specifications and
specific CTS details that are relocated, based on the Final Policy Statement, 1o licensee-controlled
doocuments in ITS Table R provides: a CTS reference: a summary descriplion of the requiremant;
the name of tha document that rétains the CTS requirements; the method for controliing future
changes o relocated requirements: and a characiernzation of the discussion of change. The NRC
staf! evaluation of each relocaled specification and specific CTS detall presented in Table R is

The control rod withdrawal block imstrumentation is relocated to the TRM.  This instrumentation
consisis of the APRM, the IRM, the SRM and the scram discharge volume (SDV), and as shown in
Table 3.3.4-1, shall be Operable with their trip setpoints set consistent with the values shown in
the Trip Setpoint column of Table 3.34-2 in the CTS.

34341 APRM

The AFRM control rod block functions to prevent a control rod withdrawal error at power
transient utilizing LPRM signals o create the AFRM rod block signal. APRMs provide
informatian about the average core power, however, the rod block function 18 not used to
mitigate & DBA or fransient.
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314343 Source Range Monitors

The SEM control rod biock functions to prevant a control rod withdrawal error during reactor
startup utilizing SRM signals to create the rod block signal. SRM signals are used to monitor
neutron flux during refueling, shutdown, and startup conditions. No DBA or transient analysis
takes credit for rod block signals initiated by the SRMs

34344 |Intermediate Range Monitors

The IRM control rod block functions to prevent a control rod withdrawal error during reactor
startup utilizing IRM signals to create the rod block signal. IRMs are provided to monitor the
neutran flux levels during refusling, shuldown, and startup conditions. No DBA or transient
analysis takes credit for rod block signals initiated by IRMs.

3/4.3435 Scram Discharge Volume

The SDV control rod block functions to prevent control rod withdrawals during power range
operation, utilizing SDV signals to craate the rod black signal if water |s accumulating in the
SOV The purpose of measuring the SDV water level is to ensure that there is sufficient volume
remaining to cantain the water discharged by the control rod drives during a scram, thus
ensuring that the control reds will be able to Insert fully. This rod block signal provides an
indication to the operator that water s accumuiating in the SDV and prevents further rod
withdrawals With continued water accumulation, a reactor proteclion system intiated scram
signal will occur. Thus, the SOV water level rod block signal provides an opportunity for the
operator to take action 1o avoid a subsequent scram No DBA or transient takes credit for rod
block signals intiated by the SDV instrumentation,

The control rod block LCO and SRs applicable to the APRM, SEM. IRM, and the SDV
mstrumentation do not meet the criteria In 10 CFR 50.36. Therefore, in accordance with the NRC
Final Policy Statement, these specifications are relocated out of the ITS. Any changes lo these
former requirements regarding the control rod withdrawal block instrumentation, as relocated to
the TRM, will reguire a safety evaluation pursuant to 10 CFR 50.58, Thus sufficient regulatory
controls exist to ensure continued pratection of public health and safety,

15 3/4 I ONI | ATIO

The aczident monitoring instrumentation is relocated to the TEM  The accident monitaring
instrumentation channels shown In Table 3.3.5 3-1 of the CTS are required 1o be Operable Each
ingividual accident monitoring parameter has a specific purpose, however, the general purpose for
all scodent mbnitonng instrumentation is to provide sufficient information to confirm an accident is
proceeding according ta prediction, l.e. automatic safety systams are performing properly, and
deviations from expected sccident course are minimal. The NRC position on application of the
deterministic screening critenz to post.accident manitoring instrumentation is that the post-
acoident monitanng instrumentation table list should contain, on a plant specific basis, all
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Regulatory Guide 1.97 Type A instruments specified in the plant's Safety Evaluation Report (SER)
on Regulatory Guide 1,97, and all Regulatory Guide 1.87 Category 1 instruments. Accordingly,
this position has been applied to the BSEP Regulatory Guide 1.97 instruments. Those instruments
meeting these criteria have remained In TS. The instruments not meeting these critena have been
relocated from the TS lo the TRM. The following summarnizes the BSEP position for those
instrumenis currently in TS.

From an NRC SER dated 5/14/85, Subjectt Emergency Response Capability: Conformance
lo R.G. 1.87, Revision 2.

Type A Vanables

1. Reactor Pressure Vessa! (RPV) Pressure

2 RPV Water Level

3. Suppression Pool Waler Temperature

4 Suppression Pool Water Level

5 Drywell Pressure

8 Orywell Temperature

7. Suppression Pool Pressurs

B8 Drywell and Suppression Pool Hydrogen and Oxygen Concentration

From R.G. 1.97 and CPEL submittal to the NRC dated 2/01/64. "Emergency Response
Capability, Regulatory Guide 1 97, Revision 1.°

Other Type Category 1 Vanables
Pnmary Containment Area Radiation - High Range

For other post-accident monitonng instrumentation currently in TS, their loss is not nsk-significant
since the varable they monitored did not qualify as a Type A or Category 1 variable (one thal is
Iimportant to safety and needed by the operator, so that the operator can perform necessary
normal actions),

Since the scresning criteria have not been satisfied for non-Regulatory Guide 1 57 Type A or
Category 1 vanable instruments, their associated LCO and SRs may be relocated to the TRM.
The instruments 1o be relocated ars as follows:

1. Suppression Chamber Atmosphere Temperature
2. Safety/Reliel Valve Position Indication

3 Turbine Building Ventilation Menitor

4, Offgas Stack Ventllation Moenitor

5 Drywell Radiation (Airborne Radiation Monitors)

The accident monitoring Instrumentation and the associated LCO and SRs do no! meet the critena
in 10 CFR 50.38. Theraiore. in accordance with the NRC Final Policy Statement. these
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specifications are relocated out of the ITS. Any changes 10 these former requirements regarding
the accident monitonng instrumantation, as relocated to the TRM, will require a safety evaluation
pursuant to 10 CFR 50.59.  Thus. sufficient regulatory controls exist to ensure continued
protection of public health and safety

CTS TABLE 34 33 ECCS ACTUATION INSTRUMENTATION

The ECCS actuation instrumentation consisting of the core spray bus power monitor, the LPCI bus
power monior, the HPCI bus power monitor, and the automatc depressurization system (ADS)
bus power monitor I relocated to the TRM. The ECCS actualion instrumentation channels shown
in Table 3.3 3-1 are required to be Operable with their trip setpaints set cansistent with the values
shown in the Trip Satpoint column of Table 33.3-2

3/43.31 e Core Spray Bus Power Monitor
3143321 LPCI Bus Power Manitor
3/4.3 3 3 & HPCI Bus Powsr Monitor
3/4.3.3.4.9 ADS Bus Powsar Monitor

The bus power monitors for the RHR (LPCI), Core Spray, HPCI, and ADS trip systems alarm If
a faull is detected in the power systam to the appropnate systam's logic. No DBA or transient
analyses take credit for the bus power monitors. This instrumentation provides a2

The ECCS actualion instrumentation LCO and SRs associated with the RHR (LPCI), Core Spray,
HPCI, and ADS bus pow=r monitors do not meet the crteria in 10 CFR 50 368 Tharefore, in
sccordance with the NRC Final Policy Statement, these specifications are relocated out of the ITS.
Any changes {o these former requirements regarding the ECCS Actuation Instrumentation, as
relocated to the TRM, will requite a safety evaluation pursuant to 10 CFR 50 59, Thua, sufficient
regulatory controis exist 1o ensure continued prolection of Public health and safety.

CT53/433 ECCS ACTUATION INSTRUMENTATION

The ECCS actuation instrumentation is relocatad 1o the TRM. The ECCS actuation instrumentation
channels shown |n Table 3.3 3-1 are required 1o be Operable with (heir trip seipoints sat consistent
with the values shown in the Tnp Setpoint column of Table 3.3.3-2.

3/4.3.34.3° ADS Inhibt Switch

The ADS inhibit switch allows the operator to defeat ADS actuation as directed by the
emergency operaling procedures under conditions for which ADS would not be desirable. For
example during an ATWS evert, low pressure ECCS system aclivation would dilute sodiwn
pentabarate injected by the SLC system theraby reducing the effectiveness of the SLC system
shutdown.

Brunswick Unft Nos 1 and 2



- 43 . June 5 1888

instruments are not assumed o mitigate a DBA or translent since an accidental chionne
release |s not a DBA or {ransient.

3/4.3.5.5.3 Control Raom Envelope Smoke Protection

The control room envelope smoke protecfion instrumentation functions to permit continuous
occupancy of the control roam emergency zone during an external smoke event. During a
smoke evenl, the CBHVAC system automatically isolates and enters the radiation/smoke
pratection mode and the emergency air filtration units begin operation o minimize smoke
intrusion and provide a positive pressure in the control room envelope. However, the
Instruments are not assumed to mitigate a DBA or transient since an extamal smoke event is
nol a8 DBA or transient.

The control rosm emergency vertilation chloring Isolation and smoke protection LCO and SRs do
not meet the criteria in 10 CFR 50.36. Therefore, in accordance with the NRC Final Policy
Statement, these specifications are relocated out of the [TS. Any changes to these former
requirements regarding the control room emergency ventilation, as relagated to tha TRM, will
require a safety evaluation pursuani to 10 CFR 50,58 Thus, sufficient regulatory controls exist to
ensure continued protection of public health and safety

2id 1 |

Specifications for the seismic monitoring Instrumentation are ralocated to the TRM. This
instrumentation shown in Table 3.5.1-1 |s required 10 be Operable In the event of an earthquake,
seismic monitoring instrumentation is reguired to delermine the magnitude of the seismic event,
These instruments do not perform any automatic action. They are used to measure the magnitude
of the seismic event for comparison to the design basis of the piant to ensure the design margins
for plant equipmant and structures have npt besn viglated Since the determination of the
magnilude of the saismic event is performed after the event has ocourred, this instrumentation has
no beanng on the mitigation of any DBA or transient.

The seismic monitaring instrumentation LCO and SRs de not meet the critena in 10 CFR 50.36.
Therefare, In accordance with the NRC Final Policy Stalement, these specifications are relocated
out of the ITS. Any changes to these former requirements regarding the saismic monitonng
instrumeantation, as relocated to the TRM, will require a safety evaluation pursuan! to 10 CFR
50,59. Thus, sufficlent regulatory controls exist 10 ensure continued prolection of public health and

gafety
CTS 3435 9] HONIT

Specifications for the chloride intrusion monitors are relocated to the TRM. These manitors shown
in Table 3.3.5,6-1 are required to be Operable with alarm setpoints set consistant with the values
shown in the Trip Setpoint columns of Table 3.3.5.6-2
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This specification ensures the Operability of the chioride intrusion monitors thereby, providing
adequale warning of lsakage in the main condenser or hotwell so that actions can be taken lo
mitigate the consequences of such intrusion in the reaclor ceolant system, Chionde concentration
is maintained to reduce the possibility of fallure in the reactor coolant system pressure boundary
caused by corrasion Poor reactor coolant waler chemistry contnbules lo the long-term
degradation of system malerials and, thus is not of immediate impertance to the plant operator, In
summary, the chloride intrusion manitor requirements serve a long-term preventafive purpose
rather than mitigative purpose.

The chloride intrusion maonitors LCO and SRs do not meet the criteria in 10 CFR 50.36. Thersfore,
in accordance with the NRC Final Policy Statement, these specifications are relocated out of the
ITS. Any changes to these former requirements regarding the chionde intrusion monitors, as
relocated to the TRM, will require a safety evaluation pursuant to YOCFR 50.58. Thus, sufficlent
reguiatory controls exist to ensure continued protection of public health and safety,

FFL NITOR

Specifications for the radicactive liquid affiluent monitoring Instrumentation are relocated to the
CDCM. The radioactive liquid effluent menitoring instrumentalion channels shown in Table 3.3.5.6-
1 are required to be Operable with ther atarmitrip setpoints set to ensure that the limits of
Specification 3.11.1 1 are not exceeded  The alarm/inp setpoints are determined In accordance
with the ODCM. The radioactive liquid effluent manitoring instrumentation is neither a safaty
system nor s connected to the reactor coolant system. This instrumentation is used for the
purpose of showing conformance to the discharge limits of 10 CFR Part 20. [t is not installed to
detect axcessive reactor coolant leakage. The radioactive liquid effivent monitors are used to
provide continuous check on the release of radicactive liquid effluent from the normal plant liquid
sffiuent flow paths These TS require the Licensea to maintain Operability of various liguid affluent
monitors and establish setpoints in accordance with the ODCM, The alarmArip setpoints are
established 1o ensure that the alarm/trip will ocgur prior to exceeding the limits of 10 CFR Part 20
Piant DBA analyses do nol assume any action. either automatic or manual, resulting from
rathaactive effluent monitors.

The radioactive liquid effiuent monitonng instrumantation LCO and SRs do not mee! the criteria in
10 CFR 50 36. Therefora. in accordance with the NRC Final Policy Statement, thase
specifications are relocated out of the ITS Any changes (o these former requirements regarding
the radioactive liqud effluent monitoring Instrumentation, as relocated to the ODCM. will reguire a
safety evaluation pursuant to 10 CFR 50.59. Any changes must also conform to 10 CFR Pan 20
and TS 5.5.1. Thus, sufficient regulatory controls exist to ensure continued protection af public
heallh and safety.

Specifications for gaseous effiuents are relocated to the ODCM. The radivactive gaseous effluent
monitaring instrumentation channels snown in Table 3.3 5941 are required to be Oparable with
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their alarm/irip setpoints set to ensure that the limits of Specification 3 11.2.1 are not exceeded,
The setpoints are delermined in accordance with the methodology as described in the ODCM.

The radioactive gaseous effiuent monftaning mstrumentation is neither a safety system nor is it
connected 10 the reactor coolant systém. The primary function of this instfrumentation is to show
conformance lo the discharge limits of 10 CFR Part 20. This imstrumentation is not Installed 1o
detect excessive reactor coolant leakage. The radioaclive gaseous effiuent monitors are used
routinely to provide confinuous check on the releases of radioactive gaseous effluents from the
narmal plant gaseous efffuent flow paths These TS require the Licensee to maintain Operability
of various effluent monitors and establish satpoints in accordance with the CDCM. The alarm/trip
setpoints are astablished to ensure that the alarmitrip will occur prior o exceeding the limits of 10
CFR Part 20. Piant DBA analyses do not assume any action, ether automatic or manual, resulting
from radioactive effiuent monitors. In addition, the explosive gas monilor instrumentahion is
provided 1o ensure that the conceniration of potantially explosive gas mixtures containaed in the
gasecous radwasle treatment system is adequalely monitored. which will help ensure that the
concentration is maintained below the flammabilily limit of hydrogen. However, the offgas system
1s designed to contain detonations and will nol affect the function of any safety relaled equipment
The concentration of hydrogen in the offgas stream is not an initial assumption of any DBA or
transien! analysis,

The radioactiva gaseous effluant monitating Instrumentation LCO and SRs do not meet the cnteria
in 10 CFR 50.36. Therefore, in accordance with the NRC Final Palicy Statement, these
specinications are relocated out of the ITS. Any changes to these former requiremeants regarding
the radicactive gaseous effluent montoring Instrumentation, as relacated to the ODCM, will require
a safely evaluation pursuant ta 10 CFR 50.58. Any changes miust also conform to 10 CFR Part 20
and ITS 551 Thus, sufficient regulatory cantrols exist 1o ensure confinued protection of public
nealth and safaty

CIS 3444 CHEMISTRY

The chemistry specification is relocated to the TRM. The chemistry of the reactor coolant system
is required to be maintained within the limiis specified in Table 3 4.4-1. Poor reactor coolant water
chemistry may contribute lo the long term degradation of system materials and thus is not of
immediale importance to the plant operator, Reactor coolan! water chemistry (s monitored for 2
variety of reasons. One reason is to reduce the possibility of failures In tha reactor coolant system
pressure boundary caused by corrosion. The chemistry monitoring activity serves a lang term
preventative rather than mitigative purpose

The reacior coolant sysiem chemistry LCO and SRs do nol mee! the crileria in 10 CFR 50.36.
Therefore, in accardance with the NRC Final Policy Stalement, these speacifications are relocated
oul of the ITS. Any changes to these former requirements regarding the reactor coolant system
chemistry specification, as relocated to the TRM, will require a safety evaluation pursuant to 10
CFR 50.58. Thus, sufficent regulatory controls exist lo ensure continued protection of public
health and safety.
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CTS 3448 STRUCTURAL INTEGRITY

Specifications for ASME Code Class 1, 2, and 3 components are relocaled lo the TRM, The
structural imegrity of ASME Code Class 1, 2, and 3 components is required to be maintained in
accordance with Specification 4.4 8. The inspection programs for ASME Code Class 1, 2, and 3
components ensure that the structural infegnty of these compaonents will be maintainad throughout
the components’ life. Other TS require important systems to be Operable (for example, HPCI

/4 5 1) and In a ready state for mitigative action. This TS is more directed toward pravention of
component degradation and continued |ong term maintenance of accaptable structural conditions.
Hence, it s not necessary 0 retain this specification to ensure immediate Operability of safety
systems

Further, this TS prescribes inspection requirements which are typically performed during plant
shutdawn It is, therefore, not directly important for responding to DBAs

The struciural integrity LCO and SRs do not meet the criteria in 10 CFR 50.36, Therefore, in
accordance with the NRC Final Policy Statement, these specifications are relocated oul of the ITS
Any changes to these former requirements regarding the structural integrity LCO and SRs, as
relocated to the TRM, will require a safety evaluation pursuant to 10 CFR 50 58, Thus, sufficient
regulatory controls exist to ensure conlinued protection of public health and safety.

Specifications for the control room emergency ventilation system are relocated to the TRM, The
contral room émergency ventilation system is required to be Operable with!

3/47 2.a An Operable Smoke Protection Mode consisting of two Operable Control Room
Emergency Filtration Subsystems.

V4720 An Operable Chiorine Prolection Mode

Tne CREV smoke protection mode functions permit continuous occupancy of the cantral room
emeargency zone during an éxternal smoke everit. During a smoke event, the CBHVAC system
automatically isolates and enters the radiatiornvsmoke protection mods and the emergency air
filtration units begin operation to minimize smoke Intrusion and provide a positive pressure in
the control room envelope However, the smoke pratection mode of CBHVAC is not assumed
to mitigale a DBA or transient since smoke intrusion is not a DBA or transient,

The CREV chionne protection mode functions to permit continuous occupancy of the control
room emergency 20ne dunng 3 toxic gas event. In the event of a chionne release, the CBHVAC
sysiem enters a full recirculation mode. with no outdoor air intake. However, the chionna
protection mode of CBHVAC is not assumed to mitigate a DBA or transient since an accidental
chiorine release 1s not a DBA or transient.
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The CREV chlotine and smoke protection mode LCO and SRs do not meet the criteria in 10 CFR
50.36. Therefore, in accordance with the NRC Final Folicy Statement, these spacifications are
refocaled out of the ITS. Any changes lo these former requirements regarding the CREV, as
relocated to the TRM, will require a safety evaluation pursuant to 10 CFR 50.58. Thus, sufficient
regulatory controls exist to ensure continued protection of public health and safety.

CTS 473 FLOOD PROTECTION

Specifications for fiood protection are relocated to the TRM. Flood protection is reguired to be
providad for all safety-related systems, componants, and struciures when the water level of the
intzks canal exceeds 176" Mean Sea Level U 5. Geological Survey (USGS) datum.

This TS has provisions for high intake canal level and level instrumentation. A high Intake canal
water level is 3 preliminary indication of flood conditions. Flooding is not a design basis acoident
or fransient. thus, intake canal waler level is nol credited in any safety analysis. The flood
pratection TS requirements were put In place 10 ensure that facility protective actions will be taken
and operation will be termmated in the event of flood conditions  This requirement is adequately
controlled in plant emergency procedures.

The floed protection LCO and SRs do not meel the critana in 10 CFR 50.36. Therefore, in
accordance with the NRC Final Policy Statement. these specifications are relocated out of the ITS.
Any changes 1o these former requiraments regarding flood protection, as relocated 1o the TRM,
will require a safety evaluation pursuant to 10 CFR 50.58. Thus, sufficient regulatory controls exist
lo ensure confinued protection of putilic health and safety.

CIS 3476 SEALED SOURCE CONTAMINATION

Specificalions for sealed source contamination are relocatad to the TRM. Ezch sealed source
containing radicactive matenal in excess of 100 microcunes of beta and/or gamma emitting
matenal or 5 microcuries of alpha emitting matenal is required ‘o be free of greater than or equal v
0 005 microcuries of removable contamination.

The limialions on saaled source contamination are ntended to ensure that the tofal body dose or
individual organ Irradiation dose does not exceed allowable limits In the event of ingestion ar
inhalation This is done by Imposing a maximum limitstion of < 0.005 microcuries of removable
contamination on each sealéd source. This requirement and the associated SRs bear no relation
lo the conditions or limitations which are necessary to ensure safe reactor operabon

The saaled source contamination LCO and SRs do net mee! the critena in 10 CFR 5036,
Therefore, in &ccordance with the NRC Final Policy Statemant, these specfications are relocated
out of the ITS  Any changes to these former requirements regarding sealed source contamination,
as relocated fo the TRM, will require a safety evaluation pursuant to 10 CFR 50 58 Thus,
sufficiant regulatory controls exist to ensure continued protection af public health and safety.
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CTS2/495 COMMUNICATIONS

The communications specifications are relocated to the TRM Direct communication is required to
be maintained betwesn the cantrol room and refueling piatform personnel  Communication
between the control roam and refueling platform personnel is maintained to ensure that refueling
personnel can be promptly informed of significant changes in the plant status or core reactivity
condition dunng refusling. The communications aflow for coordination of activities that require
interaclion between the conirol room and refueling platform personnel (such as the inserion of a
cantrol red priar to loading fual) However, the refueling system design accident or transient
response does not take credit for communications.

The communications LCO and SRs do not meet the criteria in 10 CFR 50,38, Therafore, in
accordance with the NRCT Final Policy Statement, these specifications are relocated out of the ITS.
Any changes to these former reguirements regarding the communications specifications, as
relocated to the TRM, will require 3 safety evaluation pursuant to 10 CFR 50.59. Thus, sufficient
regulatory confrols exist to ensure continued protection of public health and safety,

CTS 3/49.6 CRANE AND HOIST OPERABILITY

The specifications for crane and hoist Operability are relocaled to the TRM. All cranes and hoists
used for handling fuel assemblies or control rods within the reaclor pressure vessel are required
to be Operabls

Operability of the refusling platform equipment (e.g ., cranes and hoists) ensures that cranes and
hoists have sufficient load capacity for handling fuel assemblles and/or control rods and the core
internals and pressure vessel are protectad from excessiva lifting force if they are inadveriently
engaged during lifing operations. Although the interiocks designed to provide the above
capabilities can prevant damage to the refueling platform squipment and core intemals, they are
not assumed to function to mitigate the consequences of @ design basis accdent. Additionally, in
analyzing the control rod withdrawal arror duning refueling, if any one of the operations involved in
initial fallure or error is followed by any other single equipment fallure or single cperator eror, the
necessary safety actions are taken (e.g.. rod block o scram) automatically prior to vialation of any
limits. Hance, the refusling platform cranes and hoists are not pan of the pnmary success path in
mitigating the control rod withdrawal error dunng refueling

The crane and hoist Operability LCO and SRs do not mest the criteria in 10 CFR 50,36
Therefore, in accordance with the NRC Final Policy Statement, these specifications are relocatad
oul of the TS, Any changes o these former requirements regarding the crane and hoisl
Operability specifications, as ralocated to the TRM, will require a safety evaluation pursuant 1o 10
CFR 50.50 Thus, sufficient regulatory controls exist to ensure continued protection of public
hesaith and safety

87 - F

Specificabons for crane {ravel over the spen! fuel storage pool are relocated lo the TRM Loads in
excess of 1600 pounds are required lo be prohibited from travel over fuel assemblies in the spent
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luel storage pool racks. The restriction on movement of loads in excess of the ncminal weight of
fuel assembly over other fuel assemblies in the storage pool ensures Lhat in the event the load is
droppad, the activity release will be limited to that contained in a single fuel assembly and any
possible distortion of the fuel in the storage racks will not resull in a critical array. Administrative
manitoning of loads moving over the fuel storage racks serves as a backup 1o the crane Interiocks.

Although this TS supports the maximum refueling accident assumption In the DBA, the crane
travel limits are not monilored and controlled during reacior operation, they are checked on a
penodic basis to ensure Operability. The deterministic criteria for TS retention are, therefore, not
satisfied

The crane traval - spent fuel storage pool LCO and SRs do not meel the eriteria in 10 CFR 50.36.
Therefore, in accordance with the NRC Final Policy Statemenl, these specifications are relocaled
out of the ITS, Any changes to thase former requirements regarding crane travel over the spent
fuel storage pool, as relocated to the TRM. will require a safety evaluation pursuant to 10 CFR
50.58. Thus, sufficient regulatory controls exist to ensure continued protaction of public heaith and

safety
34311, E -

Specifications for liquid effluents are relocaied to the ODCM. The concentralion of radicactive
material released In liquid effluents 1o Unrestnicted Areas after dilution in the discharge canal (s
required io be limited to the concentrations spacified in 10 CFR Part 20, Appendix B, Table I,
Column 2 for radionuclides other than dissalved or ertrained noble gases. For dissolved or
entrained noble gases, the concentration shall be limited to 2 x 10 microcuries/ml.

10 CFR Part 20, BIl(2) refers to relegses to an unrestricted area of radicactive matenial in
concentrations {hal exceed the specified imits. No screening cntena apply because the process
variable of the LCO is not an Initial condition of a DBA or transient analysis Neither does the
system comprise a part of the safely sequence analysis or a part of the primary coolam prassure
boundary Efiuent control is for protection againsi radiation hazards from licensed activities, nol
accidants.

The ligquid effluents concentration LCO and SRs do not meet the oriteria in 10 CFR 50,36,
Therefore, in accordance with the NRC Final Policy Statement, these specifications are relocated
out of the ITS. Any changes to these former requirements regarding liquid effluants concentration,
as relocated 1o the ODCM, will require a safety evaluation pursuant to 10 CFR 50.59. Thus,
sufficient regulatory conirols exist o ensure continued protection of public health and safety.

CIS V41112 DOSE - LIQUID EFFLUENTS
Specifications for the dose of iquid effiuents are relocated to the ODCM. The dose or dose

commitment to @ Member of the PUBLIC from radioactive matenals in liquid effiuents relsased to
Unrestricted Areas is required to be imited.
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a During any calendar quarter to less than or egual to 3 mrem to the total body and to less
than ar equal to 10 mrem fo any organ, and

b. During any calendar year to less than orequal to 6 mrem lo the total body and to less than
or equal to 20 mrem Lo any organ.

Limitations of the quarterly and annual projected doses to members of the public which results
from cumulative hiquid effluent discharges during normal cperation over extended penods is
intended to ensure comgpliance with the dose objectives of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix | These
limits are not related to protection of the public from any design bases accident or fransient,

The dose of liguid effluents LCO and SRs do not meel lhe criteria in 10 CFR 50.36. Therefore, n
accordance with the NRC Final Policy Statement, these specifications are relocated out of the ITS.
Anty changss to these farmer requirements regarding the dose of liquid effluents, as relocated 1o
the ODCM, will require a safety evaluation pursuant to 10 CFR 80.59. Thus, sufficient requlatory
controls exist to ensure continued protection af public health and safety

CTS3/41113 LIOUID RADWASTE TREATMENT SYSTEM

Specifications for liquid radwasie are relocated to the ODCM. The liquid radwaste ireatment
system is required to be used o reduce the radioactive matenals in liquid wastes prior to their
discharge when the projected doses due to the liquid effluent from the site to UNRESTRICTED
AREAS would excesd 0.12 mrem to the total body or 0.4 mrem to any organ in a 31-day pencd.

The requirement for a liquid waste treatment systern in 10 CFR Pan 50, Appendix A, GDC 80,
pertains to controlling the release of site liquid effluents dunng normal operational sccurrences.
No logs of pimary coolant 15 involved; neither |s an accident condition assumad or implied. The
limits for release in 10 CFR Pan 50, Appendix |, Sec_ ILLA, for liquids are design objectives for

operabon

The liguid radwaste treatment system LCO and SRs da not meel the criteria in 10 CFR 50.36,
Therefore, in accordance with the NRC Final Policy Statement, these specifications are relocated
out of the ITS. Any changes to these former requirements regarding the liquid radwaste sysiem,
as relocated 10 the ODCM, will require a safety evaluation pursuant to 10 CFR 50.58 Thus,
sufficient regulatory controls exist to ensure confinuad protection of pubilic health and safety.

4112 -
Specifications for the dose rate of gaseous effiuents are rajocated fo the ODCM, The dose rale
due to radicadtive materials released in gaseous effiuents from the site to areas at and beyond the
Site Boundary |s reguired to be limited to the following:
a. For noble gases, Less than or egual to 500 mrem/yr to the total body and less than or equal
to 3000 mramdlyr to the skin, and
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b. Forlodine-131, jodine-133, tritium, and all radionudiides in particulate form with hall-lives
greater than 8 days: Less than or equal to 1500 mrem/yr to any organ.

Thus LCO limits the dose rale due |o gasegus effluents in unrestricted areas at any time to a value
less than the yearly dose limit of 10 CFR Part 20. This provides reascnable assurance that no
member of the public Is exposed 1o annual average concantrations which exceed the limits of 10
CFR Part 20 Appendix B, Table |l. This is a imit which applies to normal operation of the plant. It
is not assumed as an initial condition of any design basis accident or transient analysis and is not
relied upon to limit the consequences of such events.

The gaseous effluent dose rate LCO and SRs do not meet the criteria in 10 CFR 50.36.
Therefore, in accordance with the NRC Final Policy Staternent, these specifications are relocated
out of the ITS. Any changes to these former requirements regarding the gaseous effluent dose
rate. as relocated to the ODCM, will require a safety evaluation pursuant ta 10 CFR 50.58. Thus,
sufficient regulatory controls exist to ensure continued protection of public health and safety,

4 . oy S - NOB

Speciiications for the dose of noble gases are relocated to the ODCM. The air dose due to noble
gases released |n gasecus effluents from the site to areas at and beyond the Site Boundary is
required to be limited to the following:

a. Dunng any calendar quarter: Less than or equal to 10 mrad for garnma radiation and less
than or equal lo 20 mrad for beta radiation,

b. Durnng any calendar year Less than or equal to 20 mrad for gamma radiation and less than
or equal lo 40 mrad for beta radiation.

Limitation of the guanerly and annual sir doses from noble gases in plant gaseous effluents during
normal operation over extended penods is intended o assure comphance with the dose objectives
of 10 CFRE Fart 50, Appendix |. These limits are not reiated to protection of the public from the
consequences of any design basis acoident or transient

The gaseous effluents - dose noble gases LCO and SRs do not meet the critena in 10 CFR 50.26,
Therafare, in accordance with the NRC Final Policy Statement. these specifications ars relocated
out of the ITS. Any changes lo these former reguirements regarding (he noble gases dose, as
relocated to the ODCM, will require a safety evaluation pursuantto 10 CFR 3058  Thus,
sufficient reguialory controls exist to ensure continued protection of public health and safety,

CTS3/41123 GASEQUS EFFLUENTS - DOSE IODINE-131, IODINE-133, TRITIUM, AND
RADIONUCLIDES IN PARTICULATE FORM

Specifications for iodine, tritlum, and radionuclide gaseous effiluents are relocated to the ODCM.
The dose to-a MEMBER OF THE PUBLIC from lodine-131, iodine-133, tritium, and all
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radionuclides in paniculate form with half-lives greater than 8 days in gaseous effluents released
from the site to areas 3t and beyond the Site Boundary are required to be [imited to the following.

a. Dunng any calendar quarder Less than or egual to 15 mrem to any orgam;
b, During any calendar year. Less than or egual 1o 30 mrem to any organ, and
c. Less than 0.1% of the limits of 3,11 2.3(a) and (b) as a result of burming contaminated oil

Limitation of the quarterly and annual projected doses to members of the public from radiénuclides
other than nobla gases during normal cperation over extended penods s intended to assure
complisnce with the dose objectives of 10 CFR Parl 50, Appendix |. These limits are not ralated to
pratection of the public from the consequences of any design basis accident or transient.

The gaseous effiuents - dose iodine-131, iodine-133. tritium, and radionuclides in particulate form
LCO and SRs do not mest the criteria in 10 CFR 5036 Therefore, in accordance with the NRC
Final Pelicy Statement, these specifications are relocated out of the ITS. Any changes to these
former requirements regarding dosas from iodine-131, lodine-133, tritium, and radionuclides, as
relocatsd to the ODCM, will require a safety evaluation pursuant 1o 10 CFR 50.52. Thus, sufficient
regulatory controls exist 1o ensure conlinued protedtion of public health and safety

CTS 3/4 1124 GASEOUS RADWASTE TREATMENT SYSTEM

Specifications for gaseous radwaste treatmant are relocated to the ODCM, The gaseous radwaste
treatment system is reguired o be in operation. The gaseous radwaste lrealmenl system (Ofigas)
system reduces the activity level of the non-condensible fission product gases from fuel defects
removed from the main condenser prior to their release to the 2nvirons,

The Operability of the offgas systam as well as the ventilation exhaust treatment systam is
required to meet the reguirements of 10 CFR Part 50.362 and General Design Critena 60 of
Appendix A to 10 CFR Pan 50 (i.e ; relesses of radioactive materials |n gaseous effluents will be
kept ALARA). The Operability of the offgas system is not assumed in the analysis of any design
bases accident or transient However, offgas activity is an initial condition of a design basis
accident and is being retained in BSEP (TS LCO 3.7.5. Therefore, there is no need to retain this
requirement,

The gaseous radwaste treatment system LCO and SRs do not meet the enteria in 10 CFR 50.38.
Therefore, in accordance with the NRC Final Policy Statement, these specifications are relocated
out of the ITS. Any changes to these former requirements regarding the gaseous radwaste
treatment systam, as relocated to the ODCM, will require a safety evaluation pursuant to 10 CFR
50.58 Thus, sufficient regulatory controls exist to ensure continued protection of public health and
safety

344 11, M 11

Specifications for the ventilation exhaust treatment system are relocaled to the ODCM. The
ventilation exhaust reatment syslem s required to be used to reduce radioactive materials In
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gasecus waste pnor to their discharge when the projected doses due to gaseous effiuent releases,
from the site to areas al and beyond the Site Boundary. would exceed 0.6 mrem to any orgarn

over 31 days

This LCO is imended to provide reasonable assurance tha! releases of radioactive materials
during normal operation of the plant are ALARA and to help assure compliance with the dose
objectives of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix | Additionally, the only ventilation exhaus! treatment
systems covered by this specification are those Installed for turbine buildings' ventilation These
objeclives ars not related lo protection of the public from any design basis accident or transient,

The ventitation exhaust trestmant system LCO and SRs do nat meet the critens in 10 CFR 50.36,
Therefare, in accordance with the NRC Final Policy Statement, these spacifications are relocated
out of fne ITS, Any changes lo thesa former requiramants regarding the ventilation exhaust
treatment system_ as relocated to the ODCM, will require a safety evaluation pursuant to 10 CFR
50.58 Thus, sufficient regulatory controls exist lo ensurs continued protection of public health and
safely

€75341128 DRYWELL VENTING OR PURGING

Specifications for drywail venting or purging are relocated to the ODCM. The dryweill is required to
be purged to the enviranment at a rate in conformance with Specification 3.11.2 1, The drywell
vent and purge system is used primarily 1o control primary containmen| pressure during reactor
operation and also used to reduce drywell airborna radioactivity and nitrogen levels befors
personnel entry. This LCO is intended Yo provide reasonable assurance that relesses fom normal
drywell purging operations will not exceed the annual dose limits of 10 CFR Part 20 for
unresincted areas. These limits are nol related to protection of the public from the conseguences
of any DBA or transient.

The drywell venting or purging LCO and SRs do not meet the criterta in 10 CFR 50 36. Therefore,
in accordance with the NRC Final Policy Statement, thesa specifications are relocaled oul of the
ITS. Any changes 1o these farmer requirements regarding the drywell venting or purging, as
relocaled to the ODCM, will require a safety evaluation pursuant to 10 CFR 50.59. Thus, sufficient
requlatory controls exist to ensure continued protection of public haalth and safaty.

CTS 32113 SOLID RADIQACTIVE WASTE

Specificabions Tor solid radioactive waste are relocatad 10 the UFSAR. The solid radwaste system
is required to be used in accordance with a process contrel program to procass wet radicactive
wastes lo meel shipping and burial ground requiraments. The solid radwaste system is a logical
continuation of the liquid radwaste system. [t operates by the same requirement for effluent
control, identified as 10 CFR Parl 50, Appendix A, GDC 60. The syslem sarves 1o control
operational release of solid waste, not accidental releass
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The solid radioactive waste LCO and SRs do not meet the criteria in 10 CFR 50,36. Therefare, in
accordance with the NRC Final Policy Statement, these specifications ars relocated oul of the ITS.
Any changes 1o these former requirements regarding solid radicactive waste, as relocated (o the
ODCM, will require a safety evaluation pursuant to 10 CFR 50.69. Thus, sufficien! regulatory
controls exist fo ensure continued protection of public hezlth and safety

CTS 34114 TOTAL DOSE {40 CFR PART 190)

Specifications for total dose to the public ars relocated to the ODCM. The annual (calendar year)
dose or dose commitment to any Member of the PUBLIC, due to releases of radioactivity and
radiation, from uranium fuel cycle sources are required to be limited to less than or equal to 25
mrem to the total body or any organ (except the thyrold, which are required to be limited to less
than or equal to 75 mrem),

This LCQO limits the annual doses to individual members of the public from all plant sources. The
LCO is intended 1o assure that normal operation of the plant is in compliance with the provisions of
40 CFR Part 180, These limits are no! related to protection of the public from any design basis
accidert or transiant.

The lolal dose (40 CFR Part 180) LCO and SRs do not meet the eriteria in 10 CFR 50.38.
Therefore, in accordance with the NRC Final Pallcy Statement, these specifications are relocated
out of the ITS. Any changes to these former requirements regarding the total dose, as relocated
o lhe ODCM, will require a safety evaluation pursuant 1o 10 CFR 50.58 Thus, sufficient
regulatory controls exist to ensure continued protection of public health and safsly.

4 Gl NI M P M

Specifications for the radiclogical environmental monitenng program are relocated to the ODCM
The radiological enviranmental monitoring program  are reguited to be conducted as specified in
Table 3.12.1-1. The radiological enviranmental monitonng program required by this specification
provides measuremants of radiation and of radioactive matenals In those exposure pathways and
for those radionuclides which lead to the highest potertial radiation exposures for members of the
public resulting from station operations. This program monitors the long term impact of normal
plant operations and is not related to protection of the public from the consequences of any DBA
or transient

The radiological environmental monitering pregram LCO and SRs do not meet the criteria In 10
CFR 5036, Thersfore, In accordance with the NRC Final Policy Stalement, these specificalions
are relocated out of the ITS Any changes 1o these former requirements regarding the radiclegical
environmental monitoring program, as relocated to the ODCM, will require a salety evaluation
pursuant 1o 10 CFR 50 59 Thus, sufficient regulatory controls exist 1o ensure continued protaction
of public health and safety

CTS 3/4 122 LAND USE CENSUS

Specifications for the land use c2nsus are relocated to the ODCM. A land use census are
required 1o be conducted and are required to identify within & distance of 8 km (5 miles) the
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location In each of the 16 meteoroiogical sectors of the nearest milk animal, the nearest resident,
and the nearest garden of greater than 50 m? (500 #) producing broad leaf vegetation. (For
elevated releases as defined in Regulatory Guide 1.111, Revision 1, July 1977, the land use
census shall also Identify within a distance of § km (3 miles) the location in each of the 16
meteorological sectors of all milk animals and all gardens of greater than 50 m* producing
broadleaf vegetation.)

Broadleaf vegetable sampling of at least 3 different kinds of vegetation may be performed at the
Site Boundary in each of 2 different direction seclors with the highest D/Qs in lieu of the garden
census. Specifications for broadleaf vegetation sampling in Tabie 3.12.1-1(4c) are required 1o be
followed, Including analysis of control samples,

The land use census required by this specificafion supports the measurement of radiation and of
radivaciive matarials in those exposure pathways and lor those radionuciides which lead o the
highest potential radiation expesures for members of the public resulting from station cperation.
This program ensures that changes in the use of ar=as al or beyond the Site Boundary are
identified and changes made o the radiological environmental monitoring program, if required.

The land use census LCO and SAs do not meet tha crteria in 10 CFR 50.36. Therefors, in
accordance with the NRC Final Palicy Statement, these spegfications are relocated out of the [TS.
Any changes to these former requirements regarding the land use census, as relocated to the
QDCM, will require a safety svaluation pursuant to 10 CFR 50.55. Thus, sufficlent reguiatary
controls axist to ensure continued protection of pubiic health and safety.

CTS 3/4.12.3 INTERLABORATORY COMPARISON PROGRAM

Specifications for the interiaboralory companson program are relocated to the ODCM. Analyses
are required to be performed on radicactive materials supplied as part of an interiaboratory
comparison program thal has been approved by the Commission,

The intenaboratory comparisan program required by this specification confirms the accuracy of the
measurements of radiation and of radicactive matenals in those exposure pathways and for those
radionuclides which lead lo the highest potential radiation exposures for members of the public
resulting from station operation This program ensures independent checks on the pracision and
accuracy of the instrumentation used in the maasurements of radicactive material for the
radiological environmental monitonng program are performed.

The interiaboratory comparison program LCO and SRs do not meet the criteria in 10 CFR 50.38.
Therefore, in accordance with the NRC Final Policy Statement. these specifications are relocaled
out of the ITS. Any changes to these former requiremenis regarding interlaboratory comparisons,
s relocated to the ODCM, will require a safety evaluation pursuant to 10 CFR 5058 Thus,
sufficient regulatory controts exist to ansure cantinued protection of public health and safety
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CONCLUSION

The relocated CTS discussed above are nol required ta be in the TS under 10 CFR 50,36 and do
not meet any criteria in 10 CFR 50.38(c)(2)(l). They are not nesded o obviate the possibility that
an abnormal situstion or avent will give nse to an immediate threal lo public health and safety, In
addition, the NRC staff finds that sufficiemt regulatory controis exist under the regulations cted
above to maintain the effect of the provisions in these specifications, The NRC staff has
concluded that appropnate controls have been established for all of the current specifications,
information, and requirements that are being moved to licensee-controlled documents. This s the
subject of a license condition established herawith. Until incorporated in the UFSAR and ODCM,
changes to these specifications, information, and requirements will be controlled In accordance
with the current applicable procedures the! control these documents. Following implementation,
the NRC will audit the removed provisions to ensure that an appropriate lavel of control has been
achieved The NRC staff has conciuded that, in accordance with the Final Policy Statement,
sufficient regulatory controls exist under the regulations, particularly 10 CFR 50.58, Accordingly,
these specifications, Information, and requirements, as described in detail In this Safety
Evaluation, may be relocated from CTS and placed in the UFSAR or other licenses-controlled
documents as spectfied in the licensee's letter dated November 1, 1998 as maodified by the
licenses’s October 13, 1887 |etter (Revision A) and the licensee's April 24, 1998 letter (Revision
D},

F. Control of Specifications, Requirements, and Information Removed from the CTS

The tacility and procedures described in the UFSAR and TRM, Incorporated inlo the UFSAR by
referance, can only be revised in accordance with the pravisions of 10 CFR 50.59, which ensures
records are maintained and establishes appropnate control over requirements removed from CTS
and pver future changes to the requirements. Cther licensee-controlled documents contain
provisions for making changes consistent with other applicabie regulatory requirements; for
exampls, the ODCM can be changed in accordance with ITS 5.5 1, the emargency plan
implamenting procedures (EPIPs) can be changed In accordance with 10 CFR 50.54(q). and the
administrative instructions that implement the Quality Assurance ManUal (QAM) can be changed In
accordance with 10 CFR 50.54(a) and 10 CFR Fart 50, Appendix B. Temporary procedurs
changes are also controlled by 10 CFR 50.54(a). The documentation of these changes will be
maintained by the licenses in accordance with the record retention requiremeants specified in the
licansee's OA Program Description for BSEP and such applicable regulations as 10 CFR 50 59.

The licenses committed in a letter daled November 1, 1896, lo confirm that CTS requirements
designated for placement in the UFSAR or the TRM are appropriately reflected In these
documents, or that they will be included In the next required update of thesa documents. This (s
the subject of a license conditlon established herewith. The licensee has also cormmitted o
maintain an auditable record of, and an Implementation schedule for, the procedure changes
associated with the implementation of TS, The licenses will maintain the documentation of these
changes in accordance with the record ratention requiramenr.s in the QA Pragram Description.
Volume 1 of the November 1, 1996, letter, as madified by the licensee's October 13, 1987, letter
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(Revision A), the April 24, 1998 letter (Revision D), and the May 22. 1998 letter {Revision E),
Includss a list of the changes involving specific requirements that have been removed from the
CTS. For each of these changes, Volume 1 alst includes the licensee-controlled documents and
the TS or regulatory requirements governing changes 1o these documents.

G. EVALUATION OF OTHER TS CHANGES INCLUDED IN THE APPLICATION FOR
CONVERSION TO IMPROVED TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

TS 3 E Tl i ILLA U

The licenses proposed modifying the reactivity anomaly surveillance frequency from once per full
power month to 1100 MWD (megawatt-days)/metric ton (approximsately 41 days). Plan specific
operating history has shown that reactivity anomaly survelllance acceptance critena have been
continuslly met over the 1100 MWD/metric ton frequency. The STS suggest a value of 1000
MWD/shart ton. The change being requested for BSEP is from 1000 MWD/T (i.e., megawaft
days/short ton) to 1100 MWDVT (i e., megawstt days/metric tan). This change s requested
because the procass computer provides burn-up in terms of MWD/metric ton, Because 1000
MWD/short ton Is approximately egquivalent to 1100 MWD/metnc ton ((1000 MWD/short ton) ¥
(1,102 shon ton/metnc tan) = 1102 MWD/metnc ton), the change from 1000 MWDi/short ton to
1100 MWDI/metric ton is administrative in nature and consistent with the intent of STS and
acceplable,

1.5 MODIFIED RE ACTION INOP NTROL ROD SC
ACCUMULATOR(S)

The licensee proposed madifying the requireg actions for inoperable control rod scram
accurnulatars. Currently, the STS state that if the required actions for inoperable scram
accumulators are not met, then place the reactor mode switch in shutdown immediately. The
licensee has proposed changing the required action to an iImmediate manual reactor scram rather
than placing the mode switch in shutdown. The licensee has stated a manual scram will avoid
undesirable challenges to the safety systems on BSEP Unit 2 resulting from Group 1 isolation
(which includes mainsteam isolation valve clesure on Unit 2 when steam line flow (s greater than
40%) which is intiated when moving the mode switch to shutdown. The same change in required
actions IS incorporated in the Unit 1 ITS for consistency with Unit 2. The STS provide an exception
ta the mode switch movement by adding a note stating thal moving the mode switch to shutdown
Is not required If all inoperable control rod scram accumulators are associated with fully inserted
control rods. Therefore, @ manual scram mests the intent of the STE, and is acceptable.

M U TS

The licenses prapaosed modifying the Rod Block Monitor (RBM) operability requirements.
Currently, the RBM is required to be operable when (1) thermal power is greater than or equal to
30% of Rated Thermal Power (RTP) and less than 80% of RTP with the Minimum Critical Power
Ratio (MCPR) less than 1.70. The value of 30% will be replaced by 25% In the new Brunswick
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ITS. The change is required 1o ensure that ITS are consistent with setpoint values identified in
NEDC-31654P, "Maxmum Extsndsd Operating Domain Analysis for Brunswick Steam Electric
Plant,” dated February 1988, This change represants an operational condition more restrictive o
plant operations, and is sccaptable 1o the staff.

1 CE A

The licensee has proposed conducting hydrastatic and leak testing while the reactor s consigared
to be in mode 4 with the coolant temperature above 212°F, provided a number of mode 3 LCOs

are met. The mode 3 LCO's include sacondary containment isolation Instrumentation, secondary
confainment, secondary cantainment isolation valves, and standby gas freatmenl. The proposed
changes are consistent with STS, with the plant design bases, and are consistant with previously
approved changes for other BWRs  Therefore, these changes are acceptable.

The licensee has proposed 1o add AOTs for the following ECCS combinations:

1. HPCI and one low pressure imjection or spray subsysiem inoperable (72 hours)

2. One required ADS valve and one low pressure injection or spray subsystem inoperable (72
hours)

One LPCI pump and one core spray subsystem Incperable (72 hours)

One required ADS valve and HPCI inoperable (72 hours)

One LPCI pump inoperable in each LPC| subsystem (7 days)

Currently, STS allow for a 72 hour outage time far conditions 1 and 2 This allowed outage lime is
based on 2 rellabllity study (Memorandum from R, L. Baer (NRC)to V. Stallo, Jr, (NRC),
*Recommended Interim Revisions 1o LCOs for ECCS Caomponents,” Dacember 1, 1975) and has
been found 1o be acceptable through operaling experiance, and has been approved for other
BWR/4s |n the conversion 10 STS

0w

In addition, BSEP has proposed conditions 3 and 4 which are similar to the BWR/4 STS with the
allowed outage time of 72 hours, Conditions 1 through 4 were analyzed in NEDC-31624,
*Brunswick Steam Electric Plant Units 1 and 2 SAFER/GESTR-LOCA Loss-of-Coolant Accident
Analysis,” Revision 2, July 1880. The LOCA analysis for each of the four ECCS conditions states
that adequate core cooling i1s provided Howaver, in the above conditions, the redundancy i1s
reduced such that an additional single active component fallure may not mairtam the ability 1o
provide adequalte core cooling. Therefare, the proposed BSEP TS have a restrictive Completion
Time of 72 hours. Therefore, the changes are consistent with changes previously approved for
other BWRs, and are consistent with the plant LOCA analysis and are acceptable.

Brunswick has also proposed to add condition 3, augmenting the existing LCO of one LPCI

subsystem inoperable For condition 5, this change has been previously approved for other
BWR/a's; this change allows one LPCI pump in each LPCI subsystem to be Inopsrable for 7 days.
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The BSEP LPC) system is designed with lwo pumps per subsystem Each of the four pumps is
powered from a separate diesel generator, such that a single failure of a diesel genarator will only
affect one pump. With one LPC| pump in each subsystem inoperable, the assumptions of the
accident analysis can still be met. assuming no additional single failure. This condition is
analogous to one LPC| subsystem being inoperable. In fact, under worsl case break location
conditions, it resulls in more ECCS subsysiems remaining capable of injecting than whan anly one
LPCI subsystem Is completely inoperable. Therefore, the change is acceptable.

The licensee has proposed (o reduce the number of ADS valves required to be operable from
seven {0 six. This change is based on the analysis summanzed in NECD-31824P, “Brunswick
Steam Electric Plant Units 1 & 2 SAFER/GESTR-LOCA Laoss of Coolant Accident Analysis,”
Revision 2, July 1950, which was approved by the staff in safety evaluation reports (SERs) dated
June 1, 18808 and January 10, 1881 This analysis shows thal adequale core cooling is provided
during a small break LOCA and a simultaneous HPC| System failure with two of seven ADS vaives
out of sarvice, Thersfors, the change is acceptable,

The license@ has proposed an increase n the minimum pressura above which ADS Is required to
be operable from 113 psig to 150 psig to provide consistency in ECCS and RCIC operability
requirements. The ADS is required to cperale to lower system pressure sufficiently so that the
LPC| and Core Spray Systems can provide makeup 1o mitigate such acoidents, Since LPCI and
CS are analyzed to begin injection into the RPV at pressures well above 150 psig, there is no
sa'ety significance in the ADS not being operadle between 113 and 150 psig. Additionally, the
ADS s a backup to the HPCI system which Is required o be operable at greater than 150 psig.
Therefore, the change s acceptable.

INLPCI A

By letier dated November 1, 1895, a& supplemented by letters dated Octaber 13, 1898, February
26, 1985, March 13, 1888, and Apnl 24, 1968, the licensee proposed to revise the LPCl and CS
flow acceplance crteria under opersling conditions from 17000 to 14000 gpm per loop (2 pumps)
for LPCI and from 4625 to 4100 gpm for each core spray pump  The Brunswick LOCA analysts,
*Brunswick Steam Electnc Plant Units 1 and 2 SAFER/GESTR-LOCA Losgs-of-Coolant Accident
Analysis,” NEDE-31624P, Rewision 2, July 1890, assumes a minimum LPCI loop flow of 14000
apm and a minimum core spray loop fMlow of £100 gpm. Therefora, this ¢hange is acceptable.

By letter dated November 1, 1886, as supplemented by latters dated October 13, 1986, February
26, 1898, March 13, 1658, and April 24, 1998, Caroling Power & Light Company (CPAL) proposed
changes to the Technical Specifications (TS) for the Brunswick Steam Electric Plant (BSEP), Unit
Nos. 1 and ? for the canversion to the Improved Technical Specifications (ITS). The proposed
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changes include, as 3 "beyond scope” change to ITS Surveillance Requirement (SR) 3525 a
reduction In the minimum core spray pump flow acceptance criterion (from 4850 gpm to 4100
gpm) under shutdown conditions

In support of its request, the licensee statad that the lower CS flow as well as reduced low
pressure coolant injection (LPCI) [oop flow (2 LPC| pumps per loop) (from 17000 gpm to 14000
gpm) were used in the “Brunswick Steam Elecinc Plant Units 1 and 2 SAFER/GESTR-LOCA Loss-
of-Coolant Acciden! Analysis,” NEDE-31624P, Revision 2, July 1330. That short-term cooling
reanalysis demonstrated that adeguate core cooling s provided by 3 operable LPCI pumps and
one operable CS pump during a recirculation loop suetion line break svent (the case that results in
worst case consequences) and by one operable CS pump and one operable LPC| pump dunng a
recirculation loop discharge line break evenl. This analysis which assumed Ihal the plant was
operating at full power has been reviewed and accepted by the NRC staff, The licensee stated
that the LOCA reanalysis (NEDE-31624P) at the reduced flowrate for the low pressure ECCS
systems indicates that the peak cladding temperature does not exceed 16800°F. CP&L did not
perform a long-tenm cooling reanalysis using the reduced LPCI and CS flowrate and stated that
the earlier LOCA analysis, "General Electric Company Analytical Mode| for Loss of Coolamt
Analysis In Accordance with 10 CFR 50 Appendix K." NEDO-20855A, whiah Included bath short-
term and long-term analyses, remains valid. The NEDO-Z0858A analysis was based on higher
values for minimum LPCI and CS leop flows than the proposed flowrate

The NEDO-20855A long-term coocling analysis demonstrated that only one low pressure ECCS
subsystem Is required, post-LOCA, 10 maintain adequate reactor vessel water level. Since the
current TS minimum CS loop flow (4825 gpm) Is adequate. (t |s reasonable lo assume, based
upan enginesring judgement. that the proposed minimum CS loop flow of 4100 gpm will be
sufficient to maintain adequate reactor vessel water level in the event of an inadvernent draindown
Furthermore, two low pressura ECCS subsystems are required lo be operable, and this
redundancy ensuras adequate reactor walter level is malntained in the sven! of an inadvertent
reactor draindown. In addition, periodic trending of CS pump performance for indications of
degradation s required by TS 5.5.6 as part of the Inservice Testing Program and s addressed by
plant procedures. These procedures will ensure that any adverse trends in equipment
performance are (dentified and appropriate cormective actions takan. Finally, the CS pumps are
components subject to the manitoring requirements of the malntenance rule, 10 CFR 50 65, thus
providing further assurance that degraded conditions will be identified and corrected.

The staff has reviewed the information provided in the licenses’s submittals in suppoert of the
reduced CS pump flow criterion under shutdown conditions, Based upon the reasoning presented
above, the staff finds that the proposed reduction in the CS pump flow criterion during shutdown

conditicns is acceptable

c | 15 D | OF ME suU

The licensee proposes o delete CTS 3/4 6 1.5, Primary Containment Internal Pragsure. The CTS
ls based on the Inftizl assumption of 1.75 psig in the safely analysis, and s required in Modes 1, Z.
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and 3 A recent GE evaluation (NEDC-32466F, Supplement 1) showed that an initial drywell
pressure of 2.5 psig is acceptable for ensunng containment pressure design limits are not
exceeded, This initial pressure was used in determining a new P, and was submitied to the staff
lo suppart the Brunswick power uprate amendment (Brunswick letter BSEP.58-0123, dated April
2, 1986). The Brunswick power uprate was approved by license amendments 183 and 214, dated
November 1, 1886, This CTS is not needed since the reactor protection system (RPS) high
drywell pressure scram will trip the unit prior 10 exceeding 2.5 psig (the allowable value 1s 1.8 psig,
with a trip setpaint of 1.7 psig) effectively placing the unit in Mode 3. While the RPS tnp is not
required in Mode 3, the Emergency Operating Procedures (EOPs) will govern actions f the drywell
prassure exceeds 1.8 psig, effectively bounding the 2.5 psig limit. The EOPs will require entry into
the RPV control and primary containment control actions. These actions require steps (o be taken
to reduce primary containment pressure to less than 1.8 pgsig. The negative pressure limit (-0.5
psig) is essantially controlied by the proper operation of the reactor buliding-to-suppression
chamber vacuum breakers and the suppression chamber-to-drywell vacuum breakers. These
vacuum breakers are designed to ensure the negative pressure design limit of the prnimary
containment is nol exceeded. and ara designed to open at -0.5 psid  Thus, the intemal pressure
cannot exceed the current -0 5 psig setpoint (which is also in CTS to preciude the negative
pressure design imi of the primary containment from being exceedad) under normal
circumslances (l.e non-accident conditions). Since the vacuum breakers and their setpoints are
required by the ITS during Modes 1, 2. and 3 (ITS 3.6.1.5 and ITS 3.6.1,8), the negative prassure
limit part of the CTS Is also not needed Therefore, the staff finds that the proposed deletion of
CTS 3/4.6.1.5 is acceptable.

CTS 6834 "Primary Comtainment Leakage Rale Testing Program” (renumberad 55 12 In ITS),
requires compliance with the guidelines contained in Regulatory Guide 1.183, dated September
1885, as modified by exceptions which are specifically described in the TS. Currently, there are
twa exceptions descrived in the TS: the licensee has proposed o add three more exceptions.

The new exceptions, designated as 5512 ,55124d , and 5512 e, are reviswed below.

§512¢c Reduced duration Type A tests may be performed using the crteria and Tatal Time
method specified in Bechtel Topical Report BN-TOP-1, Revision 1

Regulatory Gulde 1 163, "Performance-Based Containment Leak Test Program.” dated
Seplember 1895, was developed as a method acceptable to the NRC stalf far implementing
Option B of Appendix J to 10 CFR Pant 50. This regulatory guide stales that the Nuclear Energy
Institute (NEI) guidance document NEI 84-01, Rev, 0, “Industry Guideline for Implemeanting
Performance-Based Option of 10 CFR Pant 50, Appendix J," provides methods acceptable to the
NRC staff for comgplying with Option B with four excaptions which are describad therein.
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NEI 94-01, Seclion 8.0, "Testing Methodologies for Type A, B and C Tests," stales thal these tests
should be performed using the technical methods and techniques specified in ANSI/ANS 56 8-
1294 "or other alternatlve testing methods that have been apgroved by the NRC " Some
licensees wish to use the alternative testing methodology contaned in Bechtel Topical Report BN-
TOP-1, Revision 1, "Testing Critena For Integrated Leakage Rate Testing of Pnmary Cantainment
Structures For Nuclear Power Plants,” dated November 1, 1872 The staff approved use of BN-
TOP-1in 1872 and it has been used ever since, primarily because |t allows Type A tests
(containment Integrated leakage rate tests) to be completed in as little as & hours instead of the
typical 24 hours, Although Option B and ANSI/ANS 56 8-1984 allow tests as short as 8 hours and
may be preferable to the dated methodalogy of BN-TOP-1, the licensee proposes 10 retain BN-
TOP-1 as an option for performing Type A tests. BN-TOP-1 siill provides acceptable results and,
therefore, continues to be acceptable for plants under either Opfion A or Option B of Appendix J

The proposed TS describes the use of BN-TOP-1 as an exception o Regulatory Guide 1 163,
Strictly speaking. the use of BN-TOP-1 does not constitute an exception to Regulatory Guide
1.163; it conforms to the provision, quoted above, that allows the use of other alternative testing
methods that have been approved by the NRC. Nevertheless, the staff has no objection to
specifically citing BN-TOP-1 in the TS so as lo avoid any confusion as to its acceptability.
Therefore, the staff finds the proposed TS concerming BN-TOP-1 to be acceptable.

§512d Performance of Type C leak rata testing of the hydrogen and oxygen monitor isclation
valves Is nol required

By letter dated May 12, 1887, the staff granted lo the licensee an exemption from the Type C
testing reguirements of Appendix J for the hydrogen and oxygen monitor isclation valves. After
Appendix J was revised In 1895, the old requirements of Appandix J were retained and
redesignated as “Ophion A - Prescriptive Requirements.” A new option was added, “Option B -
Performance-Based Requirements ™ Further, Option B, section V.B 1., states: “Specific
exemptions ta Option A of this appendix that have been formally approved by the AEC or NRC,
sccording to 10 CFR 50,12, are still applicable to Option B of this appendix if necessary, unless
specifically revoked by the NRC." Similarly, section 1.1 of NE| 84-01 slales that the performance-
bassd testing reguiremeants contained in Option B do nol invalidate exemptions granted before the
Issuance of Option B, Therefore, the exemplion granied for the subject valves is still in effect, The
licensee has stated that they wish to fist this exemption in the TS for compisteness. Although It Is
not @an exception per se from the Regulatory Guide, the siaif has no objection lo specifically ciling
It in the TS so as o avoid any confusion as o its acteptability. Thersfore, the staff finds the
proposed TS to be acceptable.

5512e Performance of Type C leak rate testing of the main steam isolation valves ata
pressure less than P, instead of leak rate testing at P, as specified In ANSI/ANS 58.8-
1964,

By letter aated November B, 1977, Ihe staff granted 1o the licensee an exemption from Appendix J
lo allow the main steam isalation valves (MSIVs) L be Type C tested at 2 test pressure of 25 psig
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ratner than P,, the calculated peak containment infemal pressure related to the design basis loss-
of-coolant accident P, is specified in the ITS as being 48 psig. As explained above, this
exemption is still in effect. The proposed TS does not specify 25 psig, but the surveillance
requirement for MSIV leskage rate testing, ITS 3,6.1.2.8, does, and the original exemption itself
also specifies the allowable lest pressure. Agam, although this exemption s not an exception per
=& from the Reguiatory Guide, the staff has rio objection to specifically citingitinthe TSsoasto
avoid any confusion as o its acceptabliity. Therefore, the staff finds the proposed TS (o be
accaptable.

NRC Generic Letter (GL) 81-04, "Changes In Techmical Specification Survelllance Intervals to
Accommodate a 24-Month Fuel Cycle.” has provided guidance to all holdsrs of operating licenses
of nuclear power reactors reguesting changes lo surveillance imtervals to accommaodate a 24-
month fuel cycle The basis for the longer cycle is that licensees are planning to use improved
reactor fuels because of the significant economic benefits, A longer fuel cycle increases the
interval between refueling outages and can Impact the performance of the associatsd lechnical
specification (TS} survelllance requirements,

The staff has required that licensees extending their fus! cycle conduct an evaluation lo determine
the safety significance of the change. The evaluation is required ta confirm that historical plant
maimenance and surveillance data supporl all conclusions reached. Licensess are also required
to confirm that assumplions in the plant licensing basis would not be invalidated by perforrming
survelllance requirements at intervals needed to accommodate a 24-month fuel cycle.

By |etter dated November 1, 1896, Carolina Power & Light Company (CPEL) submitted an
amendment request proposing 1o revise the Brunswick Steam Electnic Plant (BSEP) TS for Units 1
snd 2. The proposed revisions would extend the frequency of the selected surveillance
reguirements (SR) needed to supporn the adoption of the 24-month fuel cycle at BSEP. The
proposed changes are based on guidance in NRC GL 91-04.

The licenses is propasing 1o extend the follewing surveillanca intervals from 18 to 24 months in the
BSEP TS.

it 11381
This survelilance requirement encompasses the transfer of the unit power supply from the normal

offsite circult to the preferred offsite circult, and manual transfer of the unit power supply from the
preferred offsite crcull to the altermate circult,
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Survelllance Requirement 3.8.1.9

This surveiliance demonstrates the diesel generators' (DGs) capabllity ta rsject the largesl single
load without exceeding predetermined vollage and frequency while maintaining a specified margin
io the overspeed trip setpaint.

Survelliance Requirement 38110

This surveillance demonstrates that DG non-critical protective funchions are bypassed on an actual
or simulated Emergency Core Cooling System (ECCS) initiatien signal and thal critical protective
functions trip the DG to avert substantial damage ta the DG unit. The non-ertical trips are
bypassed during DBAs and provide alarms dunng abnormal engine conditions.

Survelllance Requirements 381 11

This survalliances is not part of the Improved TS and is added as new by the licensee. This
survelllance demonstrates that the DGs can start and run a1 3 power factor < 0.8 for 60 minutes
Iloaded o »3500 kW and <3850 kW The licensee has added this survelllance 1o ensure that the
DG s tested under load conditions that are as close 1o design conditions as possible.

urveilla & iram

This surveillance verifies that an actual or simulated ECCS Initiation signal is capable of overriding
the test mode feature to return each DG lo ready-lo- load operation to ensure that the DG
availability under accident candifions Is not comprised as a resull of 1esting,

Suveillance Bequirement 38 113
This surveillancas verifies interval between each sequenced load block is within = 10 percent of
the design interval for each load sequence relay. The above assures that under accident

conditions loads are sequantially connectad to the bus by individual load timers which control the
permissive and starting signals to motor breakers.

S i 114

This surveillance gemonstrates DG operation during a lass of offsite power actuation test signal in
gonjunction with an ECCS Initiation signal

Lirye =Lo ]}

Ttis survelllance demaonstrates the battery charger's capability to meel design requirements.
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Sunisi Reaui B4

This surveillance s reiated to & batiery service test. The batlery service les! s g test of the
battery's capability, as found, to satisfy the design requirements (battery duty cycle) of the dc
electrical power system.

The licenses has determined that the extension of the surveillance intervals for all the above
surveillance requirements are consistent with NRC GL 91-04. Additionslly, the licensee has cited
the following considerations to support acceptability of the proposed changes. The design, in
conunction with lechnical specification requirements which limit the extert and duration of
inoperable ac and dc power sources, provides substaniizl redundancy In ac and dc power sources
The DG starting capabiiity to operate under load is demonstraled every 21 days and its ability to
reach rated speed and frequency within required time limits is demonstrated every 184 days which
will provide prompt identification of any substantial DG degradation or fallure. Tne baftery
parameters such as float vollage, elecirolyte level, and specific gravily are periodically monitored
during the operating cycle 1o verify battery operability and will provide prompt dentification of any
substantial battery degradation or failure.

Additionally, the licensee has conductad s review of the surveillance test history for 2ach of these
survelllances to validale the above conclusion, This histoncal review of the surveillances lest
history demaonstrates that there are no failuras that would invalidate the conclusion and that the
impact of the extension of the survelllance intervals from 18 lo 24 months on system availability is
minimal. The licensee has also determined that the proposed extansion of the above surveillance
intervals will not invalidste assumptions made In the original Safety Analysis Raport for BSEP.
Based on the above, the staff finds the proposed changes to be acceptable.

By letter dated November 1. 1886, Carolina Power & Light Company proposed changes 1o the
Technical Specificatians (TS) for the Brunswick Steam Electric Plant (BSEP), Unit Nos. 1 and 2.
The proposed changes involve an extension of instrumentation and miscellaneous surveillance
les! intervals lo suppon 24.month operaling cycles. The proposed TS changes were evaluated in
accordance with the guidance providad in NRC Generic Lettar No 81-04, "Changes in Technical
Speafication Surveillance Intervals to Accommodate a 24 Month Fuel Cycle," datad April 2, 1991,
The propesed TS changes have been divided Into two categories. The categories are: (1)
changes |dentified as "Non-instrumentation Changes”, and (2) other changes involying the
Channel Calibration Frequency identified as “Instrumentstion Changes.” This avaluation
addresses the Instrumentation Changes

GL 91-04 gentifies seven steps for the evaluation of Instrumentation changes. The licenses
evaluated the effect of longer calibration intervals on the TS instrumentation by performing a
review of the surveilance test history for all instrumentation ineluding. whare necessary,
instrument dnfi. Hislorical callbration data for components currently calibrated once per 13 months
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were gvaluated to assess the acceptability of extending the calibration interval to 24 months. The
failure history evaluation and drift study demonstrates that instrument drift has nol exceeded the
current allowable fimits. (n performimg the drift study, an effort was made Lo retneve all recorded
Channel Calibration data for 2ssociated instruments, when avallable, for the past operating cycles,
By obtaining all recorded calibration data for the past several cycles of operation, a true
representation of instrument dnft can be determined

The licenses has performed a dniff evaluation, where necessary, using calibration dala obtained
from surveillance tests of affected instruments by make, model number, and range. The drift
evaluation was performed using a computer mode| for dnft determination developed by General
Electnc (GE) and baset! on NEDC-31338, "GE Instrument Setpoint Methodology," which was
previously approved by the NRC.

The Boiling Water Reactor Owners' Group (BWROG) commiftee for Callbration Interval Extansion
determined that the drift module of the GE Instrument Setpoint Methodology could be used to
determine instrumeant drift for periods up 1o 30 months (the maximum calibration interval permitted
by TS far a 24 manth cycle plus 25%) based on actual instrument performance in plant
envirgnments. |In order to evalyate the impact of extended calibralion intarvals on drift, GE
developed the "General Electric Instrument Trending Analysis System"” (GEITAS). This program
has been successfully used to determine the drift for other plants including Limerick Generating
Station and Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station, both of which received approval for the
sxtension of Channel Callbration SRs to 24 months (based on the use of plant specific data)

The GEITAS program analysis produced drift values at intervals from one to thirty months, The
drift vaiues were compared with the drift uncenainty associated with specific instrumeant setpoint
analysis results or in the case of an instrument with no specific setpoint analysis, such as
manitoring Instruments, a comparison was made o appropnale instrument design criteria. The
results of the GEITAS evaluaton showed acceptable 30 maonth drift valuss within the setpaint
analysis drift allowances in those cases where a sufficient amount of historical data to satisfy the
computer algorithme and the majornity of the as-found and as-left values wers within acceptable
limits. The calculated dnft value was compared to the allowance for the associated insiruments as
calculated in the associated setpeint analysis and it was verified that techmical specification limits
provide sufficient margin over the analytical limit to allow fof instrument inaccuracies. If an
instrumemnt was not In service long enough to establish a calculated drift number, the surveillance
imerval was extended to a 24 month interval based on justification obtained from the instrument
manufacturer, The licensee stated that in no case was a setpaint of an instrument changed to
accommodate a drift error larger than previously evaluated and that in all cases the caloulatsd drifl
fell within the assumptions of the safety analysis. Therefore, in no case was it necessary 1o
change the existing safe shutdown analysis to accommodate a larger drifl error

The license=s developed a program such that Instruments with Technical Specification calibration
survelllance frequencies extended to 24 months will be monitorad to (dentify all occurrences of
Instrumnents found outside the licensee's setpont analysis assumptions. As-found and as-left
calibration data will be recorded for 2ach calibration activity, When as-found condifions are
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outside allowable limits, an evaluaticn will be performed o determine If the assumptions made to
extend the calibration frequency are still valid and to evaluate [he effect on plant safety

Based on the above evaluation, the staff concludes that the propesed TS change in
instrumentation surveillance frequency o 8 24 month Interyal is consistent with the guidance of GL
81-04 for 24 month fual cycles and the staff approval of NEDC-31338 for selpoint mathodology
and Is, therefore, acceptable. The evaluation of the impact of the proposed changes to the
extension of the instrumznt channel surveillance interval from 16 to 24 months and the proposed
changes to plani procedures preserves the system function within the limits of the existing safety
analyses. The channel uncertainties projected aver the 30 month period can be accommodated
within the current Technlcal Specification setpoint and safety analysis limit, The licensee will
implement @ monitanng program for assessing the effects of the increased instrument callbration
survelllance intervals on future ingtrument dnft which satisfies the GL 91-04 guidanoce for
Instrument monitering and is. therefore, acceptable

EXTE OF SUR' CE INTERVALS FR 18 MO T0 24 MO r
of 7)
INTRODUCTION

By letter dated November 1, 1898, as supplemented by letters dated October 13, 1998, February
26, 18998, March 13, 1898, and Apnl 24, 1998, Carolina Power & Light Company proposed
changes fo the Technical Specifications (TS) for the Brunswick Steam Electnc Plant (BSEP), Unit
Nos 1 and 2 for the conversion {o the Improved Technical Specifications (ITS). The proposed
changes include extensions of Instrumantation and miscellanecus surveillance test intervals to
suppon 2Z4-month operating cycles.

Most of Ihese surveillance interval extensions have previously besn reviewed by the lechrical staff
and are addressed in earller safety evaluations (SEs) provided in support of the (TS conversion.
This SE addresses the remaining imterval extansions recently identified by the licenses as not
having been addressed in our consolidaled draft SE for the ITS conversion

In Generie Letter 81-04, "Changes in Technical Specification Surveillance Intervals to
Accommodate a2 24 Month Fuel Cycle," dated April 2, 1881, the NRC provides guidelines to
evaluate the impact of extended surveillance inlerval from 18 months to 24 months. GL 91-04
requires the licensees to: (a) evaluale the effect of the increased interval on safety, (b) confirm that
the historical plant maintenance and surveillance data suppor the conclusion; and (¢} ensure that
the assumptions in the licensing basis would not be invalidated. The NRC advised all licensees
that for extending surveillance intervals successful equipment performance history is required. A
successiul equipment performance history is exhibited by evaluating the survelllance tasl results,
comective and preventive maintenance history, and sperating history for the affected equipment
and systems. If the maintenance, testing, and performance history of the affected systems and
equipment are determinad lo be satisfactory, and the assumptions in the plant licensing basis are
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not invalidated then performing survelliance al the bounding surveillance Interval limit of 30
months (1.25 times 24 months) is permitted by ITS Surveillance Requirement (SR) 3.0.2.

Attachment 4 of the amendment request discusses CP&L's adherence with the GL 51-04
guidelines in evaluating the impact of the 24 months extended surveillance interval. In the
Attachment, the licensee confirmed that the licensing basis or the epplicable analyzed events were
reviewed for each affected surveillance and any impact an the key assumptions was evaluated.
The licensee also stated that the individual SR justifications discussed any case Iin which the
extended frequency affected the BSEP UFSAR.

The staff reviewed the licensse's stated approach and methodology and the staff found the
approach presented in Attachment 4 acceptable

EVALUATION

The following is an evaluation of 2ach of the 24-month surveillance interval extensions previously
unreviewed by the leéchnical staff

STANDBY LIQUID CONTROL (SLC) SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TEST INTERVAL

Current Technical Spatification (CTS) 4,1.5.¢.1 specifies an 18 manth functional lesting
requirement for the SLC System. Impraved Technical Specification (ITS) SR 3.1.7 7 specifies the
Frequency for the same Survelllance Requiremenl. The Surveiliance Frequency of this SR Is
being increased from effectively once every 36 months on a Staggsred Tes! Basis 1o once every
48 montns on a Slaggered Test Basis. This SR ensures thal the SLC System is capable of
mecting into the reactor pressure vessel by verifying a flow path and also by firing one of the
explosive valves. The SLC System is a backup safety system to the Control Rod Drive (CRD)
System. In the event of a low prababllity failure of the CRD System, the SLC System s designed
to bring the reactor suberitical during the most reactive point In core life. The SLC System s
designed so that all active components are single failure proof. In addition, each of the SLC
System pumps Is tested In accordance with the Inservice Testing Program per ITS SR 3.1.7.8
which verifies system capacity. (TS SR 3.1 7.2and ITS SR 3.1 7.3 ensure the temperature in the
ELC Systemn tank and SLC pump suction piping is maintained to prevent the precipitation of
sodium pentaborate TS SR 3.1.7 & verifies the continuity of the charge in the explosive valves.
These tests ensure thal the SLC System is Operable during the operating cycle, Finally, the
explosive valves aré designed to be highly reliable.

The licansee cites the inherent system and component reliability and the testing performed dunng
the operating cycle in concluding that tha impact from this change on system availability is small
The llcensee confirmed this conclusion by performing 2 review of the survelllance test history.
This review of the surveillance test history determined that there are no fallures that wouid
invalidate the conelusion that the impact on system availability is small, The licensee has also
detarmined that the proposed survelllanta inlerval extansian doas not invalidate assumptions
made in the BSEP UFSAR.
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The staff reviewed the licensee's justification for extending the surveiilance interval for ITS SR

3 1.7.7 and the staff found the extension acceptable. The licensee addressed all the requirements
and guidelines provided in the Ganenc letter  According to NUREG 1433, operating experience
shows thesa components pass the SR when performed on the 18 month Freguency, This
experiance indicates that these companents will similarly pass the SR when performed on a 24
month Frequancy, Part of the basis in NUREG 1432 for conducting the SR on a 18 monih
Frequency Is the need (o perform this surveillance under the conditions that apply during a plant
outage and the potential for unplanned transient if the surveftance were performed with the reactor
at power. Extending the SR to the new 24 month refusling interval will ensure that the SR will
continue 1o be performed under plant outage conditions The proposed change is 1herefore
acceptable.

SCRAM DISCHARGE VOLUME (SDV) VENT AND DRAIN VALVE FUNCTIONAL TEST
INTERVAL

CTS 4.1.3.1 3 specifies the frequency for funciional 1esting the SDV vent and drain valves as
“when the reactor proteclion system logic is tested per Specification 4 312" (ie.. onca per

18 months). ITS SR 3.1.8 3 specifies the Freguency for the same Surveillance Requirement. The
Frequency of this SR is baing increased from once every 18 months fo once avery 24 months fora
maximum imerval of 30 months including the 25% grace period. This SR ensures that the SDV
veni and drain valves close in < 30 seconds after receip! of an actual or simulated scram signal,
and open when the actual or simulated scram signal is resel.

CPA&L stated that TS SR 3.1.8.2 ensures thal the meachanical components and portion of the
valve logic remain OPERABLE . ITS SR 2.1.8 2 requires that the SDV vent and drain vaives be
cycled fully closed and fully open on a more frequent basis during the operating cycle CPEL
stated that this test does nol ensure that the logic of the SDV vent and drain valves Is operable,
but logic systems are inherently more reliable as acknowledged in the NRC Safety Evaluation
Reporn. aated August 2, 1883 relating lo the extension of Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station,
Units number 2 and 3, surveillance interval extension from 18 1o 24 months The SER stated,
“Industry reliabifity studies for bolling water reactors (BWRs), prepared by the BWR Owners Group
(NEDC 30936P) show that the overall reliabiity of safaty systems 15 not domnated by the raliability
of the logic systems. but by the mechanical components, (e.g., pumps and valves), which are
consequantly tested on a more frequent basis. Since the probabllity of 2 relay or contact fallure |s
small relative lo the probability of a mechanical companent fallure. increasing the logic system
functional 1est imterval represents no significant change in the overall safety system unavailabiiity *

The licensee cites the nherent equipment reliability (as demonstrated by years of cperating
expenence in the nuclear and non-nuclear Industry) and more frequent stroke testing of the
subject valves in concluding that the impact from this change on system availability is small The
licensee confirmed this conclusion by perfarming a review of the survelllance test history. This
review of the surveillance fest history determined that there are no failures that would invalidate
the conclusian that the impact, If any, on systam availability is small. The licensee has also
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determined the proposed sutveillance Interval extension does not invalidate assumplions made in
the BSEP UFSAR

The staff reviewed the licensea’s justification for extending the surveiilance interval for SR 3.1.8.3
and the staff found the extension acceplable because:

(1) the licensee addressed all the requirements and guidelines provided In the Generic letter.
According to NUREG 1433, operating experience show these components pass the SR when
performed dunng the 18 manth frequency;

(2) BWR Standard Technical Specification NUREG -1433 bases for SR 3.1.8.3 (page B3 1-50)
specifies the required SOV vent and drains closure time as 80 seconds afler the receipt of the
scram signal which is longer than the BSEP TS SDV vent and dran valve closure time of 30
seconds The closure time s based on the bounding leakage case evaiuaied |n the accident
anglysis. The LOGIC SYSTEM FUNCTION in LCO 3.3.1.1 and the scram time testing of the
contral rods m LCO 3.1 3 overlap with this SR and provide testing of the assumed safety function;
and

(2) the 24 month testing is based on the need to perform this SR dunng cutage and avoid the
pcourrence of unplanned transient f performad during reactor power operation.

The proposed change is therefore acceptable.

REACTOR PROTECTION SYSTEM (RPS) LOGIC SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TEST AND
CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST INTERVALS

CTS 4,3.1.2 specifies a frequency for the RPS Logle System Functional Test (LSFT) as onca
every 18 months and CTS Table 4,.3.1-1 specifies a frequancy for the Channel Functional Test of
Function 11 (Reactor Mode Switch in Shutdown Position) as 18 months. In ITS SR 3.3 1.1.12, the
frequency of the Channel Functional Test is specified as once every 24 months for ITS

Table 33 1 1-1 Function 10 (Reactor Mode Switch in Shutdown Position), In ITS SR331.115,
the frequency for the LSFT is specified as once every 24 months The surveillance test interval of
these SRs is being Increased from once every 18 months to once every 24 months for @ maximum
interval of 30 months including the 25% grace penod, Thase SRs ensure that RPS logic and the
RPS Reactor Mode Swilch in Shutdown Position Function will function as designed in résponse fo
an analyzed event. Extending the surveillance test interval for the RPS LSFT is acceplable
because the RPS is verified to be operating properly throughout the operating cycle by the
performance of Channel Checks and, in some cases, Channel Functional Tests, This testing
ensures thal a significant partion of the RPS circuitry is operating properly and will detect
significant fallures of this circuitry. Additional justification for extending the surveillance test
imerval 1§ that the RPS netwark, including the actuating logic, is designed to be single faliure proof
and therefore, is highly reliable. Furthermore, as stated in the NRC Safety Evaluation Report
(dated August 2, 1983) relating to extensicn of the Peach Bottorm Atomic Power Station, Unit
Numbers 2 and 3 surveillance intervals from 18 1o 24 months: "Industry reliability studies fer bolling
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water reactors (BVWRs), prepared by the BWR Owners Group (NEDC-30936F) show that the
overall safety systems' reliabilities are not dominated by the refiabilities of the logic system, but by
that of the mechanical components, (e.g., pumps and valves), which are consequently tested on a
more frequent basis Since lhe probability of a relay or contact failure is small relative to the
prabability of mechanical component failure, increasing the logic system functional test interval
represents no significant change in the overall safety system unavailability " The licenses cites the
inherent system and component reliability and more frequent testing performed durnng the
operating cycle in concluding that the impact from this change on system availability is small The
licensee confirmed this conclusion by performing a review of the survelllance test history. This
review of the surveillance test history determined that there are no fallures that would invalidats
ihe conclusion that the impact on system availlability is small. The lcensee has also deélermined
the proposed survelliance interval extansion does not invalidate assumptions made in the BSEP
UFSAR.

The licensee has performed the required evaluations and the required confirmations for
compliance with GL 91-04 critenia (0 extend the RPS LSFT and Reactor Mode Switch in
Shutdown Position Channel Funclional Test survelllance ntervals to 24 months. The proposed
change is therefore acceplable

RPS RESPONSE TIME TESTING INTERVAL

CTS 4.3.1,3 specifies the Frequency for RPS Respaonse Time Testing as once every 18 months. In
ITS SR 3.3,1.1.17, the frequency for RPS Response Time Testing is every 24 months. The
surveillance test interval of this SR is being Increased from once avery 18 months to once every
24 months for a maxmum interval of 30 months including the 25% grace period. This SR ensures
that RPS tnp lagic functions within the response time assumed in the analyses of the applicable
analyzed event. Extending the inlerval between response time tests for this function is acceptable
because the RPS Is verified 10 be operating properly throughout the operating cycle by the
performance of Channel Checks and, in some cases, Channel Functional Tests. This testing
ensures thal a significant portion of the RPS circuitry i1s operating properly and will datect
significant failures of this circuitry. Additonal justification for exiending the surveillance test
interval is that the RPS network, including the actuating logic, is designed 1o be single failure proof
and therefore. is highly reliable. Furthermorce. as stated in the NRC Safety Evaluation Report
(dated August 2, 1883) relating 10 extension of the Peach Bottom Atomic Fower Station, Unit
Numbers 2 and 3 survelllance intervals from 18 1o 24 months: “industry refizbility studies for boiling
water reactors (BWRs), prepared by the BWR Owners Group (NEDC-30336F) show that the
overall safety systems' reliabilities are not daminated by the reliabiiities of the logic system, bul by
that of the mechanical components, (2.9., pumps and valves), which are conseguently lesied ona
more frequent basis Since the probability of a relay or contact failure is small relative to the
probability of mechanical component fallure, incréasing the logic system functional test interval
represents no significant change in the overall safety system unavailability * The licensea cites the
inherent system and component reliability and the testing perfarmed during the operating cycle in
concluding that the impact from this change on system svallability is small, The licensee
confirmad this conelusion by performing & review of the survelllance test history. This review of
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the survelllance tesl history determined that there are no fallures that would Invalidate the
conclusion that the impact on system availability ts small  The licensee has also determined the
proposed surveillanca Interval exiension does not invalidate assumptions made in the BSEP
UFSAR.

The licensee has performed the required evaluations and the raquired confirmations for
compliance with GL 91-04 criteria (o extend the RPS Response Time Tesling surveillance interval
to 24 months. The proposed change Is therefore acceptable

ANTICIPATED TRANSIENT W/THOUT SCRAM RECIRCULATION PUMP TRIP (ATWS-RPT)
INSTRUMENTATION LOGIC SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TEST (LSFT) INTERVAL

CTS 4,36 1.2 specifies the Frequency for the ATWS-RPT LSFT as once every 18 months. In ITS
SR 33415 the frequancy for the LSFT is specified as once every 24 months. The surveillance
test Interval of this SR is being increassd from once every 18 months lo once svery 24 manths for
a maximum interval of 30 months including the 25% grace period. This SR ensures that ATWS-
RPT trip logic will function as gesigned to ensure proper response during an analyzed event.
Extending the SR interval for this function is accaptable because the ATWS-RPT logic is tested
every 52 days by the Channel Functional Test in ITS SR 32.34 1.2 This testing of the ATWS-RPT
logic system ensures that a significant portion of the circuitry Is operating properly and will detect
significant failures of this circutry, The ATWS-RPT logic including the actuzating logic Is designed
1o be single failure proof and therefore, is highly reliable, Furthermore, as stated In the NRC
Safety Evaluation Report (dated August 2, 1983) relaling to extension of the Peach Bottom Atemic
Power Station, Unit Numbers 2 and 3 surveillance intervals from 18 to 24 months. “Industry
refisbility studies far boilling water reactors (BWRS), prepared by the BWR QOwners Group (NEDC-
the loglc system, but by that of the mechanical components, (e.g . pumps and valves), which are
conseguently tested on a more frequent basis. Since the probability of a relay or contact failure is
small ratative 1o the probability of mechanical camponent failure, increasing the logic system
functional test Interval regresents no significant change in the overall safety systam unavailability "
The licensee cites the \nherent system and component ralisbility and more frequent testing
performed during the operaling cycle in concluding thal the impact from this change on system
availabllity s small. The licenses confirmed this conclusion by perfarming a review of the
surveiliance test histary  This review of the surveillance test history determined that there are no
failures that would invalidate the conclusion that the impact an system availability is small. The
licensee has also determined the proposea survelllance interval extension does not invalidate
assumptions made in the BSEP UFSAR.

The licenses has performed the required evaluations and the required confirmations for

compliznce with GL 91-04 criteria lo extend the ATWE-RPT Instrumentation LSFT surveillance
interval te 24 months, The proposed change is therefore accaptable.
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EMERGENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEM (ECCS) INSTRUMENTATION LOGIC SYSTEM
FUNCTIONAL TEST (LSFT) INTERVAL

CTS 4.3 3 2 specifies the frequency for the ECCS LSFT as once every 18 months In TS

SR 3.3.5.1 5, the freguency for the LSFT Is specified as once every 24 months.  The surveillance
test interval of this SR is being increased from once every 18 months to once svery 24 months for
a maximum Interval of 30 months including the 25% grace period. This SR ensures that ECCS
logtc will function as designed to ensure proper response during an analyzed evenl. ECCS
systems are tested on a more frequent basis during the operating cycle in accordance with the
Inservice Testng Program. The testing of the ECCS system ensures thal s significant portion of
the ECCS circultry i operating properly and will detect significant failures of this circuitry  The
ECCS network including the actuafing logic is designed to be singie failure proof and therefore. is
highty rellable. Furthermore, as stated in the NRC Safety Evaiuation Report (dated August 2,
1883) relating to axtension of the Peach Botiom Atemic Power Station, Unit Numbers 2 and 3
surveillance intervals from 18 to 24 months: “Industry reliabilty studies for boliing water reactors
(BWRs), preparad by the BWR Owners Group (NEDC-30836P) shaw that the overall safety
systams' reliabilities are nol dominated by the reliabilities of the logic system, but by thal of the
mechanital compenents, (e.g . pumps and valves), which are conssguently tested on a more
frequent basis, Since the probability of a relay or contact failure s small relative (o the probability
of mechanical component failure, increasing the logic systam functional test interval represents no
significant change in the overall safety system unavailability  The licensee ctes the inherant
system ang componeri reliability and more frequent testing performed dunng the ogerating cycle
in concluding that the impact from this change on system availability rs small. Th= licenses
confirmed this conclusion by performmg a réview of the surveillance test history. This review of
the surveillance lest hetory determined that there are no failures that would invalidate the
canclusion that the impact on system availability is small The licensee has also determined the
proposed survelllance interval exiension does not invalidate assumptions made In the BSEF
UFSAR.

The licenses has perfermed the reguired evaluations and the required confirmations for
compliance with GL 81-04 enteria te extend the ECCS Instrumentation LSFT surveillance interval

o 24 months The proposed change is therefora acceptable

REACTOR CORE ISOLATION COOLING (RCIC) SYSTEM INSTRUMENTATION LOGIC
SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TEST (LSFT) INTERVAL

CTS 4.3.7.2 specifies the frequancy for the RCIC System LSFT as once every 18 months. In [TS
SR 33525, the frequency for the LSFT is specified as once every 24 months, The surveillance
tes! interval of this SR is being increased from once every 18 months to once every 24 months for
a maximum interval of 30 manths including the 25% grace penod. This SR ensures that RCIC
logic will function as designed to ensure proper response during an analyzed event. The RCIC
Systam Is tested on a mare frequent basis during the operating cycle in accordance with the
inservice Testing Program. The lesting of the RCIC System ensures that a significant portion of
the RCIC circuiiry is operating properly and will detect significant fallures of this cirouitry The
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RCIC (with HPCI as backup) including tha actuating logic |s designad to be single fallure proof and
therefore, is highly reliable, Furthermore, as staled in the NRC Safety Evaluation Report (dated
August 2, 1983) relating to extension of the Peach Bottom Atamic Power Station, Unit Numbers 2
and 3 survelliance intervals from 18 to 22 months; "Industry refiabilty studies lor boiling water
reactors (BWRs), prepared by the BWR Cwners Group (NEDC-30836P) show that the overall
safety systems' rellabilities are not daminated by the reliabilties of the logic system, but by that of
the mechanical components, (e.g., pumps and valves), which are consequently lested on a more
frequent basis, Since the probabifity of a relay or contact failure is small refative to the probability
of mechanical component failure, incraasing the logic systam functional test interval represents no
significant change in the overall safety system unavailability. " The licenses cites the inherant
syslem and companent refiability and more frequent testing performad dunng the operating cycle
in cancluding that the impact from this change on system availabiiity is small. The licensee
sonfirmed this conclusion by parforming a review of the survelllance lest history. This review of
the survelllance test history determned that there are no failures that would invalidate the
conclusion that the impact on system avaiiability Is small. The licansee has also determined the
proposed surveillance interval extension does not invalidate assumptions made in the BSEP
UFSAR,

The licensee has performed the required evaluations and the reguired confirmations for
compliance with GL £1.04 criteria to extend the RCIC System Instrumentation LSFT surveillance
intarval to 24 months. The proposed changs s therefore acceptable.

FRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION INSTRUMENTATION LOGIC SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL
TEST (LSFT) INTERVAL

CTS 4.3.2 2 specifies the frequency for ihe isclation Actuation Instrumantation LSFT as anca
every 18 menths. InITS SR 33617, the frequency for tha LSFT is speciied as once every 24
months The surveillance test interval of this SR & being Increased from once every 18 months to
once every 24 morths for a maximum interval of 30 manths including the 25% grace perjod. This
SR ensures thal Isolation Actuation Instrumentation logic will function as designed 1o ensure
proper response during an analyzed event Most PCIVs are tested on a more frequent basis
during the opetating cycle in accardance with the Inservice Tesling Program. The lesting of the
PCIVs ensures that a significant portion of tha Isolation Actuation Instrumentation circultry is
operaling properly and will detect significant failures of this circuilry. The Primary Containment
Isolation System ncluding the actuating logic, with the axception of the Main Stack Radiation-High
Function, is designed to be single failure proof and therefore, s highly refiable. The Main Stack
Radiation-High Function is supplied from a single stack monitor which provides a signal to two
one-out-of-gne logic Irip systems  The Main Stack Radiation-High Function is redundant lo other
isolabion signals for the same primary containment isolation valves These redundant signals are
single fallure proof and mahly reliable. Additionally, the Allowable Value of the Main Stack
Radiation-High Function is @ small fraction of 10 CFR 100 limits. Furthermore, as stated in the
NRC Safety Evaluation Report (dated August 2. 1983) relaling to extension of the Peach Boftom
Atcmic Power Station, Unit Numbars 2 and 3 surveillance intervals from 18 1o 24 months: “Industry
relability studies for boiling water reactors (BWRs). preparad by the BWR Ownears Group (NEDC-
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30836P) show that the overall safety systems’ reliabilities ara not dominatad by the reliabllities of
the logic system, but by that of the mechanical components, (e g., pumps and valves), which are
consequently tested on a more frequent basis.  Since the probabliity of a relay or contact failure is
small relative to the probablity of mechanical component failure, increasing the logic system
functional test interval represents no significant change in the overall safety system unavailabliity *
The licensee cites the inherent system and component reliability and more frequent tasting
performed during the operating cycle in concluding that the impact from this change on system
availabiiity is small. The licensee confirmed this conclusion by performing a review of the
survelllance test history This review of the surveillance test histary determined that there are no
failures that would invalidate the conclusion that the Impact on system availabiity is small, The
licensee has also determined the proposed surveillance interval extension does not invalidate
assumptions made in the BSEP UFSAR.

The licensee has performed he required evaluations and the required confirmations for
compliance with GL 91-04 criteria to extend the Primary Containment Isolation Instrumentation
LSFT surveillance Interval 1o 24 months. The proposed changs s therefore acceptable,

ISOLATION INSTRUMENTATION RESPONSE TIME TESTING INTERVAL

CTS 4 3.2 3 specifies the frequency for the |solation System Response Time testing as once every
18 months. In [TS SR 3.3.6 1.8, the fraquency for the Isclation Instrumentation Response Time
testing is spacified as once every 24 months. The surveillance test interval of this SR is being
increased from once every 18 months to once every 24 months for 8 maximum interval of 30
months including the 25% grace period. This SR ensures that Isolation Actuation Instrumeantation
and components will function as designed to ansure proper réspense during an analyzed event
Most PCIVs are tested on a more frequen! basis during the operating cycle in accordance with the
Inservice Testing Program Tha testing of the PCIVs ensures the components are operafing
properly and will detect significant fallures. The Primary Caontainment Isolation System including
the actuating logic Is designed 1o be single failure proof and therefore, e highly rellable. The
licensee ciles the inherent system and component reliabilty and the testing perfarmed duning the
operating cycle in concluding that the impact from this change on system avallability is small The
icensee confirmed this conclusion by performing a review of the surveillance 1est hrstory, This
review of the surveiltance test history delermined that there are no fallures that would invalidate
the conclusion that the impact on systam availability is small. The licensee has alsa determined
the proposed survelllance imerval extension does not invaligate assumptions made in the BSEP
UFSAR.

The licensee has performed the required evalustions and the required confirmations for
comgliance with GL ©1-04 criteria lo exiend the Isclation Instrumentation Respanse Time Testing
survelllance interval 10 24 months  The proposed change is therefore accepiable.

SECONDARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION INSTRUMENTATION LOGIC SYSTEM
FUNCTIONAL TEST (LSFT) INTERVAL

CTS 4.3.2.2 specifies the frequency for the Isolation Actuation Instrumantation LSFT as once
every 18 manths, In ITS SR 3.3.6.2 S. the frequency tor the LSFT is specified as once every 24
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months. The surveillance test interval of this SR is being increased from once every 18 months 1o
once every 24 months for 8 maximum interval of 30 months including the 25% grace period. This
SR ensures thal Secondary Containment Isolation Instrumentahon logic will function as designed
to ensure proper respanse during an analyzed event. The secondary containment isolation
dampers and the Standby Gas Treatment Systam including the actuating logic are designed o be
single fallure proof and therefore, are highly reliable.  Furthermore, as stated In the NRC Safety
Evaluation Report (dated August 2, 1993) relating to exiension of the Peach Bottom Atomic Power
Station, Unit Numbers 2 and 3 surveillance intervals from 18 to 24 months® “industry reliability
studles for boiling water reactors (BWRs), preparad by the BWR Owners Group (NEDC-30836P)
show thal the overall safety systems' reliabilities are not dominated by the reliabilities of the logic
sysiem, but by that of the mechanical components, (e.g., pumps and valves), which ara
consequently tested on @ more frequent basis. Since the probability of a relay or contact failure is
small relative to the probability of mechanical component failure, increasing the logic system
functional 1est interval represents no significant change in the overall safety systern unavailability "
The licenseée cites the Inherent system and component reliability and mere frequent testing
performed dunng the oparating cycle in concluding that the impact from this change on system
availabliity js small. The licenses canfirmed this conclusion by performing a review of the
survelllance test tustory. This review of the survelliance test history determined that thare are no
fallures that would invalidate the conclusion that the impact on system avallability s small, The
licensee has also detarmined the proposed survelllance Interval extension does not invalidate
assumpticns made n the BSEF UFSAR

The licensee has performed the required evaluations and the reguired confirmations for
compliance with GL 91-04 critena ta extend the Secondary Containment Isolation instrumentation
LSFT survelllance imerval to 24 months, The proposad change is thersfore acceptable

CONTROL ROOM EMERGENCY VENTILATION (CREV) SYSTEM INSTRUMENTATION LOGIC
SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TEST (LSFT) INTERVAL

CTS 4.7.2.4.2 specifies the frequancy for the CREV Systam functional test (including Initiation
Ingic) as once every 18 months In ITS SR 3.3.7 1.4, the freguency for the LSFT 1= specified as
once every 24 months  The survelliance test interval of this SR is being Increased from once
every 18 months to once every 24 months for a maximum interval of 30 months including the 25%
grace pened  This SR ensures that CREV System Instrumentation legic will function as designed
to ensure proper response during an analyzed event. The CREV System is tested on & more
frequent basis during the operating cycle In sccordance with ITS 3.7.3 The testing of the CREV
System ensures that a significant portion of the CREV System circUitry 15 operaling properly and
will detsct significant failures of this circuitry. The CREV System including the actuating logic Is
designad to ba single fallure proof and therafore, is hughly refiable  Furthermore, as stated In the
NRC Safety Evaluation Report (dated August 2, 1983} relating 1o extension of the Peach Bottomn
Atomic Power Station, Unit Numbers 2 and 3 surveillance intervale from 18 to 24 months: “Industry
reliability studies far bolling water reactors (BWRs), prepared by the BWR Owners Group (NEDC-
30836F) shew that the overall safely systems’ reliabllities are not dominated by the reliabilities of
the logic system, but by that of the mechanical components, (. g, pumps and valves), which are
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consequently tested on a more frequent basis. Since the probabiiity of a relay or contact failure is
small relative to the probability of mechanical component fallure increasing the logic system
functional lest imterval represents ne significant change in the overall safety system unavailability ™
The licensee cites the inherent system and component reliability and more frequent testing
performed duning the operating cycle in conciuding that the impact from this change on system
availability is small. The icensee confirmed this conclusion by performing a review of the
survelllance 1est histary This review of the surveillance test history determined that there are no
fallures that would invalidate the conclusion that the Impact on system availability is smail. The
licensee has also delermined the proposed survelllance inlerval extension does nol invalidate
assumptions made in the BSEP UFSAR.

The licensee has performed the required evaluations and the required confirmations for
compliance with GL 81-04 entera 1o extend the CREV System Instrumentation LSFT surveillance
interval to 24 menths. The proposed change is therefors acceptable.

REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM LEAK DETECTION INSTRUMENTS CHANNEL CALIBRATION
INTERVAL

CTS4431.3and CTS 4.4.5.1 b establish 18 months as the required Frequencies for
performance of Channe! Calibration of the Reactor Coolant System leak detection instrumants.
ITS SR 3.4.5.3 will extend the required Frequency for these SRs to 24 months  Therefore, the
surveillance test interval of these SRs is being increased from once every 18 months to once
avery 24 months for @ maximum inferval of 30 months including the 25% grace period This SR
ensures that the primary containment atmosphere particulate and gaseous moniloning system and
the drywel! floor drain sump flow monitoring system are Operable and within the established
calibration requirements. The pnmary containment atmosphere pariculate and gaseous
monitonng systems provide backup and diversity to the drywell floor grain sump flow monitonng
sysiam, in thal they both will alen the operators to unanticipated leakage from the reactor coclant
pressure boundary. The Reactor Coolant System leakage datection instrumentation does not
provide for the actuation of any safety devices. The egquipment providss a monitoring function only
which alerts the operator to a potential plant problem. The satpaint of these devices ig not an
assumption in any event analysis. ITS SR 34.5.1 and SR 3.4, 5.2 require that a Channel Check
and Channel Functional Test be parformed more frequently. These mare frequent tests pravide
assurance during the operating cycle that each instrument is Operable. Therefore, 2 drift
calculation was not performed for these functions. The licensee cites the desian of the
instrumentation and maore frequem testing in concluding that the impact from this change on
system availability is small, The licensee confirmed this conclusion by performing a review of Ihe
survelllance test history. This review of the surveillance iest history determinad that thers are no
failures that would invalidate the conclusion that the impact on system availability is small. The
licensee has also determined the propesed survelllance interval extension does not invalidate
assumptions made in the BSEP UFSAR.

The licensee has performed the required evaluations and the required confirmations for
compliance with GL 91-04 criteria to exiend the Resctor Coalant System leak detection

Brunswick Unit Nos. 1 and 2



.78 - June 5, 1998

instruments Channel Calibration intervals to 24 months. The proposed change Is therefore
acceptable

ECCS SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TEST INTERVAL AND HPC| LOW PRESSURE FLOW TEST
INTERVAL

CTS4531d,CTS4632c, CTS451.c1,.CTS451¢c2and CTS 4.5.1.c3 specify "once per
18 months" as the frequency for the system functional test of Core Spray (CS), LPCI and HPCI
and the low pressure HPCI flow test. ITS SR 35,18 and ITS SR 3.5.1.8 specify a 24 manth
frequency for these tests  Therefore, the surveillance test Interval of thes= SRs is being increased
from once every 18 months to once every 24 months for 3 maximum interval of 30 maonthe
including the 25% grace period.

The ECCS system functional test (ITS SR 3.5.1 8) venfies that the HPCI pump can develop
specified flow rate against 3 system head corresponding (o the reactor pressure, ITSSR 3518
verifies that ECCS injection/spray subsystem actuales on an actual or simulated auto initiation,

The hicenses stated that

(1) the ECCS natwork has bulll-in redundancy so that no single fallure prevents (he starting of the
ECCS;

(2) the logic systam is reliable and increased sduation tasting interval will have no safety impact
Furthermare, as siated in the NRC Safety Evaluation Report (dated August 2. 1993) relating to
extension of the Peach Botiom Alomic Power Station, Unit Numbers 2 and 3 survelllance inlervals
fram 18 to 24 months: “Industry reliability studies for boiling water reactors (BWRs), prepared by
the BWR Owners Group (NEDC-30235F) show thal the overall safety systems' reliabllities are not
dominated by the reliabiiities of the logic system, but by that of the mechanical companents, (e.g.,
pumps and valves), which are conseguently tested on a mora freguent basis. Since the probability
of a relay or contact falure is smail relative to the probability of mechanical component failure,
ncreasing the logic sysiem functional lest interval represents no significant change in the overall
safety system unavallabllity * The licensee cites the inherant system and component rellability in
concluding that the impact from this change on system availability is small.

{3) tha HPCI low pressure test (ITS SR 3.5 1.7) requires testing every thrae months to ensure
required flow at normal operating pressures. This lest could detact significant faliures of the HPCI
pump and turbine,

(4) HPCI also has a back up system of ADS combined with the low pressure ECCS, and
(5) this reviaw of the surveillance test history determined that there are no failures that would
invalidate the conclusion that the impact on system avallability s smalil. The licensee has also

determined the proposed survelllance interval extension does not invalidate assumptions made in
the BSEP UFSAR.
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The staff reviewed the icensee's justification and found it acceptable for extending Ihe surveillance
interval for SR 351 8and 35 1.8, In addition, the stafl noted that

(1] the licensee addressed all the requirements and guidelines pravided in the Generic letter.
According to NUREG 7433, operating expenence show these components pass the SR when
performed during the 18 month frequency; and

(2) the 24 month testing for SR 3.5.1.8 is based on the need to perform this SR under conditions
that apply just prior 10 or during a startup from plant outage.

The proposed change Is therefore acceptable.
AUTOMATIC DEPRESSURIZATION SYSTEM (ADS) SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TEST INTERVAL

CTS 4.5.2 a specifies "once per 16 months” as the frequency for the ADS system functional test.
CTS 4.5.2.b specifies "once per 18 months” as the frequency for the manual operation of each
ADS valve. ITSSR 35110 and ITS SR 3.5 1 11 spacify a 24 month Freguency for these lesls.
Therefors. the survelllance test interval of these SRs is being increased from once every

18 months 1o once every 24 months for a maximum interval of 30 months including the 25% grace
period

ITS SR 3.5.1.10, the ADS system functional test, and ITS SR 3.5.1.11, manual operation of each
ADS valve, are performed 10 demonstrate that the ADS function operates as designed when
initiated either by an actual or simulated inftiation signal and (hat the valve and salenold are
functioning praperly. The manual operation of the ADS valves also ensures that no blockage
exisis in the SRV discharge lines.

CP&L staled that exiending the imterval between SR performances will not have a significant
impact on reliabilty because the ADS uses two independent and redundant tnp systems. The
SRVs associated with the ADS are equipped with remote manual switches so that the entire
system can be operated manually as well as automatically. ~he ADS primary function (s to serve
as a backup to the HPCI System. Furthermore for the ADS system functional test, as stated in the
NRC Safety Evaluation Report (dated August 2. 1893) relating 1o extension of the Peach Bottom
Atomic Power Station, Umit Numbers 2 and 3 surveillance intervals from 18 to 24 months: "Industny
reliabliity studies for bolling water reactors (EWRs), preparad by the BWR Owners Group (NEDC-
30836P) show that the overall safely systems’ reliabilities are not dominated by the reliabilities of
the logic system, but by that of the mechanical compenents, (e g, pumps and valves), which are
consequently tested on a2 more frequent basis. Since the prebability of 2 relay or contact fallure is
small relative to the probabiiity of mechanical component failure, increasing the logic system
functional test interval represents no significant change in the overal safety system unavailability "
The llcensee cites the inherent system and compaonent reliability in coneluding that the impact from
this change on system availability Is small.
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The licensee confirmed this conclusion by performing 2 review of the surveillance test history.
This review of the survelllance test history determined that thare are no faiures that wouid
invalidate the conclusion thal the impact on system availability is small. The licensee has also
determined the proposed surveillance interval xtension does not invalidate assumptions made in
the BSEP UFSAR

The staff reviewed the licensee’s justification and found it acceptabie for extending the
survaillance interval for SR 35110 8nd 351 11. In addition, the staff note that:

(1) CPEL addressed all the requirements and guidance provided in the Generic Letter (GL §1-04),
which is discussed in detail In Attachment 4 of the amendment request;

(2) the LOGIC SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TEST performed in LCO 3.3.5 1 overlaps this surveillance
lo provids complete testing of the assumed safsty function,

(3) the 24 month testing for SR 3.5.1.11 (per NUREG SR 3.5.1,12) is based on the need to
perfarm this SR under conditions that apply just prior o or during a startup from plant outage The
SR is performed prior o or during an outage in order to avoid unplanned transient which could
occur if the SR is performed during power, and

(4) operating expenence shows these components pass the SR when performed dunng the 18
month frequency

The propused change is therefore acceptable
ECCS RESPONSE TIME TESTING INTERVAL

CTS451c4 4531 e and 453.2¢ specify the frequency for ECCS Response Time Testing as
once every 18 months. In ITS SH 3.5.1.12, the Frequency for ECCS Response Time Testing is
every 24 months The surveiliance test interval of this SR Is being increased from once gvary

18 moenths to once every 24 months for a maximum interval of 20 months including the 25% grace

penod

ITS SR 3.5.1.12 verifies the ECCS response time for 2ach ECCS Injection/spray is within ths limit.
This SR ensures thal the ECCS function within the response time assumed in the analyses of the
applicable analyzed event Extending the nterval betwean response time tests for this funclion is
acceptable because the ECCS is verified to be operating preperly throughout the operating cycle
by the parformance of Channel Checke Channeal Functional Tests and pump, valve and flow lests.
This testing ensures that a significant portion of the associated ECCS Is operating properly and will
detect significant failures.

Additional justificalion for extending the surveillance test interval Is that the ECCS netwark,

including the actuating logic, is designed 1o be single fallure proof and therefore. is highly refiable.
Thé licensea ciles the inherant systerm and component reliability and more frequent testing
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performed during the operating cycle in concluding that the iImpact of this change on system
availablity [s small. The licensee confirmed this conclusion by performing a review of the
survelliance test history  This review of the survelllance test history determined thal thare are no
failures that would invalidste the conclusion that the impact on system availability 1s small. The
licensee has also detarmined that the proposed survelllance interval extension does not invalidate
assumptions made in the BSEP UFSAR

The licensee has performed the required evaluations and the required confirmations for
compliance with GL 81-04 criteria to extend the ECCS Response Time Tasting surveillance
interval 10 24 months The proposed change Is therefore acceptable.

LOW PRESSLIRE ECCS SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TEST INTERVAL

CTS 4,53.1.dand CTS 4,5.3.2 ¢ spacify "once per 18 months” as the frequency for the system
functional test of Core Spray (CS) and LPCL. ITS SR 3.5.2 6 specifies a 24 month Freguency for
Ihese lests. Therefore, the surveillance test interval of these SRs is bsing increased from once
every 18 months to once every 24 moniths for a maximum interval of 30 maonths including the 25%
grace period. The low pressure ECCS system functional test (ITS SR 3 5.2 6) ensures thata
systam initiation signal {(actual or simulated) to the automatic nitiation logic of CS and LPCI will
cause lhe systems or subsystems to operate as designed. including actuation of the system
throughout its emergency opéraling saguence, automatic pump stanup and actustion of all
automatic valves o thelr required positions

CPEL stated thal the ECCS natwork has built-in redundancy so that no single fallure prevente the
starting of the ECCS  Furthermore, as stated in the NRC Safety Evaluation Report (dated
August 2, 1983) relating to extension of the Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station. Unit Numbers 2
and 3 surveillance intervais from 18 to 24 manths: “Industry refiability studies for boiling water
reaciors (EWRS), prepared by the BWR Owners Group (NEDC-30836P) show thal the overal|
safety systems’ reliabilities are not dominated by the reliabililies of the logic system, but by that of
the mechanical companents, (e.g.. pumps and valves), which are consequently t@ated on a more
frequeni basis  Since the probability of a relay or contact failure is small relative to the probability
of mechanical component failure, increasing the logic system functional test interval represents no
significant change in the overall safety system unavailability." The licensee cités the inherent
systsm and component reliability in concluding that the impact fram this change on system

availability 1& small,

The licensee confirmed this conclusion by performing a review of the survelllance test history.
This review of the surveillance test history determined that there are no failures that would
invalidate the conclusion that the impact on system avallabiiity is small, The licensee has also
detarmined that the proposed survelllance interval exténsion does not invalidate assumptions
made in the BSEP UFSAR.

The staff raviewed the icensee’s justification and lound it acceptable for extending the
surveillance intarval for SR 3.5.26.
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CPAL sddressed all the requiremants and guidance provided In the Ganernc Letter (GL 91-D4),
which is discussed In detall in Attachment 4 of the amendment request Operating expenience also
shows thal these components pass the SR when performed dunng the 18 month frequency.

In addition, the 24 month testing for SR 3.5.2 6 is based on the need to parform this SR unaer
conditions that apply just prior to or during a startup from plant sutage. The SR is parformed prior
to or during an outage in order to avoid unplanned transtent which could ocour if the SR s
perfarmed during power.

The proposed change s therefore acceptatile
LOW PRESSURE ECCS RESPONSE TIME TESTING INTERVAL

CTS 4531 e and 4 5,3.2.d specify the frequancy for ECCS Response Time Tesling as once
every 18 months. In iTS SR 3.5.27, the Frequency for ECCS Response Time Testing is every

24 monihs. The survelllance fes! interval of this SR is being increased from once every 18 months
te once every 24 months for a maximum interval of 30 manths Including the 25% grace period,

SR ensures that the ECCS function within the response time assumed in the analysas of the
applicable analyzed event. Extznding the interval between response lime tests for this function |s
scceptable because the ECCS s verified to be oparating properly on a more frequent basis by the
performance of Channel Checks, Channel Funchonal Tests and pump, valve and flow lasts, This
testing ensures that a significant portion of the associated ECCS is operating properly and will
defect significant failurss. Additional justification for extending the suryelllance test interval is that
the ECCS network, including the actuating logic. is designed to be single failure proof and
thersfors, is tughly reliable. The licensee cites the inherent system and component reliability and
more frequent testing performed during the operating cycle in concluding that the impact from this
change on system avallability is small. The licensee canfirmed this conclusion by performing a
review of the surveillance tes! history This review of the survelllance test history determined that
there are no fallures that would invalidate the conclusion that the impact on system availability 1s
small. The licenses has aiso determined the propossd surveillance interval extension does not
invalidale assumphons made in the BSEP UFSAR.

The staff revewed the licenses's justification and found it acceptabie for extending the
suryelliance interval lor SR 3527 CPEL addressed all (he requiremants and guidance provided
in the Generic Letter (GL 91.-04), which Is discussed in detail in Attachment 4 of the amendment
request Operating sxperience also show these components pass the SR when performed during

the 1€ month frequency
The proposed change is tharefore acceptable
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RCIC SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TEST AND RCIC LOW PRESSURE FLOW TEST INTERVAL

CTS 4.7 4 ¢ specifies "once per 18 manihs” as the frequency for the systam functional test and
fow pressurs flow test of RCIC ITS SR 3534 and ITS SR 3.5 3.5 specify a 24 month Frequency
for thess tests, Therefore, the surveillance lest interval of these SRs i= being Increased from once
every 18 monins o once every 24 months for 2 maxmum interval of 30 months including the 25%
grace period The RCIC system functional test ensures that a system iniiation signal (actual or
simulated) to the automatic mubiation logic of RCIC will cause the systems or subsystems to
oparale as designad, including actuation of the system throughout its emergency operating
seguance automatic pump startup and actuation of all automatic valves to their required positions.
This includes verifying that the RCIC suction Is automatically transferred when CST level is low
(CET 47 3c3) The increased intarval between SR performances is acceptable because RCIC 1s
not a system that |s assumed in the safety analysis. The functians performed by RCIC can be
performed by HPC| and Technical Specifications do not permit HPCI and RCIC 1o be inoperable
cancurrently. Furthermore, as stated in the NRC Safety Evaluation Repont (dated August 2, 1993)
relating to extension of the Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station, Unit Numbers 2 and 3
surveillance intervals fram 18 to 24 months: “Industry reliability studies for boiling water reactors
(BWRs), prepared by the BWR Owners Group (NEDC-30936P) show that the overall safety
systems' reliabllities are nol dominaled by the reliakilties of the logic system, but by that of the
mechanical components, (eg., pumps and valves), which are consequently tesled on a more
frequent basis Since the probatility of a relay or contact failura 15 small relative to the probability
of mechanical component failure, increasing the logic system functional test interval represents no
significant change in tha oversll safety sysiem unavailability.” The licensse cites ihe inherent
system and component reliabiity in concluding that the impact from this change on systam
availability s small The licenses confirmed this conclusion by parforming a review of the
surveillance test tistory. This review of the survelllance test history determinad that there are no
failures thal would invalidate the conclusion that the impact on system availability is small. The
licansee has also determined the proposed survelllance interval extansion does not invalidate
assumptions made In the BSEP UFSAR

The RCIC low pressure flow test (ITS SR 3.5.3.4) ensures the RCIC system is capable of
performing the it design funclion at low reactor pressure. In addition to the low pressure lest for
which the frequency is being extended, ITS SR 3.5 3 3 requires thal RCIC is tested every

2 monihs lo ensure required flow at normal operating pressure.  Although canducied at normal
pperating pressure, this tes| would detect significant fallures of the RCIC turbine of pump that
could lead 10 the failure of the RCIC System to perform its design function at low reactor
pressures The licensee cites tha inherent system and component reliability and mare frequent
testing performed during the operating cycle in concluding that the impact from this change on
syslem availability is small The licensee confirmed this conclusion by performing a review of the
surveillance test history.  This review of the surveillance test history delermined that there ars no
fallures that would invalidate the sonclusion that the impact on system availability 1s smaill. The
licenses has also determined the proposed survelllance interval extension does not invahdate
assumplions made in the BSEP UFSAR.

Brunswick Unit Nos 1 and 2



-84 - June 5, 1598

The licensee has performed the required evaluations and the required confirmations for
compliance with GL 91-04 criteria to extend RCIC System functional test and RCIC low pressure
fiow test survelliance intervals to 24 months. The proposed change is therefors acceptable

CONTAINMENT ATMOSPHERE DILUTION (CAD) SYSTEM VALVE CYCLING TEST INTERVAL

CTS 46.6.2.b.1 specifies "once per 18 months" as the frequency for the cycling of each CAD
Systam power operaled, excluding automalic, valve in the flow path through at least one complete
cycle of travel. ITS 5R 3.6.3.2.3 specifies a 24 month Fraguency for this test. Therelfore, the
surveillance tast imerval of this SR Is being increased from once every 18 months 1o once every
24 months for a maximum Interval of 30 months including the 25% grace period ITSSR363.2.3
eycling of sach CAD System power operated (excluding automatic) valve in the flow path through
at least ane complete eycle, is perfarmed to demonsirate that the valves are mechamically
OPERABLE and functioning properly. Exiending the interval between SR performances will not
have a significant impact on reliability because the CAD System s a8 manually inihated systsm and
Includes two subsystems. These two subsystams include redundant flow paths such that no single
fallure of an active componeént (& g, @ power oparated valve in the flow path to primary
containment) will render the system inoperatle. In addition, most of these power cperated valves
are cycled on a more frequent basts dunng the pperating cycle in accardance with the Inservice
Tesling Program. The licensee cites the system design and more frequent lesting performed
during the operaling cyclé in concluding thiat the impact from this change on system avaitsbiiity is
small. The licensee confirmed this conclusion by performing a review of the survelliance fest
history This review of Ihe surveillance test history determined that there are no failures that would
jnvalidate the conclusion that the impact on system avaitabilily is small The licensee has also
determined the propased survelllance intarval extension does not invalidale assumptians made in
the BSEP UFSAR.

The licansse has performed the required evaluations and the reguired confirmations for
compliance with GL 81-04 criteria to extend the CAD Systern valve cycling lest surveiltance
interval to 24 months. The proposed change 18 therefore scceptable

INTEGRATED LEAK TEST INTERVAL

CTS 68 3 1 2 specifies the frequency for system integrated leak testing as each refueling interval
The surveillance test interval of this SR is being Increased from onice evary 18 months to once
every 24 months for a maximum interval af 30 months including the 25% grace period. IT§ 552
requines an “Integrated |eak test requirement for each system at 24 morths or less." The licensee
concluded that the impact of this change to the testing requirement, f any, on safety is small. The
licenses stated that most portions of the subject sysiems included in this program are visually
walked down, while the plant s operating. during plant testing and/or operator/system engineer
walkdowns and housekeeping/safety walkdowns. |f leakage s observed from these systems,
carrective actions will be taken lo repair the leakage, Plant radiological surveys will also dentify
polential sources of leakage. Based on assurance providaed by the visual observations during
plant operation and the surveys provide manitoring of the systems at a greater frequency then
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once per 24 months, the licensee concluded that the impact on safety as a result of the proposed
changes is small The licensee confirmed this conclusion by performing a review of the
survelllance test histary. This review determined thal there are no failures that would invalidate
the conclusion that the impact on system availability is smaill The licenses has also determined
\he proposed surveillanca interval extension does nol invalidate assumptions made in the BSEP
UFSAR.

The licensee has performed the required evaluations and the required confirmations for
compliance with GL 81-04 criteria to extend Integrated Leak Test survelllance interval to 24-
months. Therefore. the proposed change is acceptable

STANDEBY GAS TREATMENT (SGT) SYSTEM FILTER TEST INTERVAL

CTS 466 1 band 4 6.6 1.d specily the frequencies for SGT System Fiiter Testing. Thesa
frequencies are once per 18-months and after 720 hours of charcoal adsorber operation. TS
5.5 7 specifies the frequencies for SGT System Filler Testing. One of the surveillance test
Intervals for this testing is being Increased from once every 18 months to once every 24 months for
a maximum interval of 30 months including the 25% grace period. ITS 5.57 requires HEPA filter
In-place penetration and bypass leakage testing after each complete or partial replacement of a
HEPA filter bank. TS 557 also requires charcoal adsorber in-placa penetration and bypass
leakage testing after each complete or partial replacement ol a charcoal adsorber bank.
Additionally, ITS 5.5.7 reguires in-place filter testing after any structural maintenance on the HEPA
filler or charcoal adsorber housings or following significant painting, fire, or chemical release in any
ventilation zone communicating with the SGT Systern.  The lleensas states that testing afier filter
maimenance, fire. chemical release. painting, HEPA replacement. or charcoal replacement, will
ensure thal potential changes in HEPA filter efficiency and carbon adsorber bypass leakage are
detected The licensee cites the inherent system and compenent rellabllity, in addition to the
testing performed during the operating cycle, in concluding that the impact from this change on
system availability i1s small. The licensee confirmed this conclusion by performing a review of the
surveillance test history. This review determined that there are no fallures that would invalidate
the eonclusion that the Impact on system avallability is small. The licensee has also determined
the proposed surveillanze interval extension does not invalidale assumptions made in the BSEP
UFSAR

The licensee has performed the required evaluations and the required confirmations for
compliance with GL 91-04 critena to extena SGT System charcoal adsorber test surveillance
interval to 24-months. Therefore, the proposed change is acceplable

CONCLUSION

The staff reviewed this Information provided in the licensee's submittals and determined the results

lo be sat/sfactory. Thus, the survelllanca interval extensions from 18 to 24-months do not degrade
equipment reliability or the safe operation of the plant. Therefore, the staff finds that extending the
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18-month survaillance intervals to 24 months is acceptable. Each surveillance lo which this
change applies is described In the appropnate section of this safety evaluation.

INTRODUCTION

By letter dated November 1, 18988, the Carolina Power & Electric Company (licensee) requested
an amendment lo the Technical Spedifications (TSs) lor the Brunswick Steam Electric Plant. Uniis
1and 2 The proposed TS amendment would convert the Current Technical Specifications (CTS)
into the Improved Technical Specifications (ITS) which is in a format consistent with NUREG-1433,
Revision 1, "Standard Technical Specifications for General Electnic Plants, BWR 4.” Included in
the submiital, the licensee also requesisd an extension to the test inlervals of selected
surveillance requiraments (SR) in the CTS from 18 months to 24 months (with an additional 25-
percent grace penod) to accommodate its pianned change to a 24-month fuel cycle. Additional
information justifying the 24-month SR frequencies was provided by letter dated June 17, 1897
The following evaluation resulted from 2 review of the licensee’s requested changes to the test
fraquancies for certain SRs in Section 3.7 of the CTS

Genenc Letter 91-04 provides generic guidance to support the development of TS révisions 1o
allow a 24-monih fuel cycle and includes reguirements to evaluaté the effects on safety for an
incraase in surveiliance intervals 1o accommodate a 24-manth fuel cycle The licensee's
evaluation should conclude that the net effect on safety is small, that historical plant mainténance
ana surveillance data suppert the proposed surveiilance interval extension, and that the
assumptions in the plan! design and safety analyses are still bounding with the incorporation of a
24-monih survelliance interval

The licensee divided the changes in the surveillance intervals into two categories, (&, (1) changes
invalving the channel cafibration frequency Identified as “instrumentatian changes " and (2) other
changes dentified as “non-instrumentation changes * The licensee has evaluated the proposed
surveillance imterval extensions in accordance with the gusdance provided in GL 81.04 ana
provided jusiification for each non-instrumentation SR in CTS Section 3.7 that is baing retained in
the ITS The licensee's conclusion on the impact of the proposed changes on system avallability,
and safety, and tha basis for these conclusions are addressed beiow

ITS SR 3.7.25 SERVICE WATER SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TEST

CTS 4.7 1.2.b requires that a functional test be parformed on the service water system (SWS)
once evary 18 months In TS SR 3.7 2.5, the frequency for the SWS functional lest is changed to
once every 24 months The licenseae therefore requestied (o increase the survelllance lest interval
of this SR from once every 168 months to once avery 24 months for @ manmum mterval of

30 months inciuding the 25% grace period. Trus SR is required to verify the operability of the SWS
actuation circuitry to snsure its capability of sutomatic iniiation.

Brunawick Unt Nas. 1 and 2



-87 - June §, 1988

The licensee evaluated the change In test frequency and cancluded that the impact of this change,
if any, on system availability (s minimal. This conclusion is based on the fact that the SWS
circuitry is designed to meet the requirements of |EEE 279 which ensures that ne single circuil
faull can prevent the safety system function. Furthermore, the service waler pump and valves
which are required 10 function are lested on @ more frequant basis in accordance with the
Inservice Testing Program  This more frequent testing, although it does not test the actual
Initistion signal, verifies the operability of the majority of the SWS circultry. The licensee alsa
reviewed the survelllance tes! history of the SWS and confirmed that there are no fallures that
would invalidate this conclusion.

The siaff reviewed the Information presented by the licensee and concluded that the proposed
change does not have a significant effect on safety and follows the guidance of GL 91-04,
Therefors, the proposed change te ITS 3.7.2.5 is acceptable.

ITS 3.7.3.4 CONTROL ROOM EMERGENCY VENTILATION SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TESTS

CTS47.20.2and CTS 47.2.d4 require that functional tests be performed on the control room
emeargency ventiiation (CREV) system every 18 months. In [TS SR 3.7 3.4, the frequency for the
CREV system luncticnal tests |s changea to once avery 24 montha. The licensee therefore
requested 1o inCrease the surveillance tes! intervals of this SR from once evary 18 months o once
every 24 monihs for a maximum interval of 30 months including the 25% grace period. This SR s
required 1o venify the operabiiity of the CREV system actuation circuitry 1o ensure the integrity of
the cantrol room envelope.

The licenses evaluated the change in tast frequency and concluded that the Impact of this change,
if any, on system avaiabity 1s minimal. This conclusion s based on the fact thal the CREY
system oircuitry is designed to mest the regquirements of IEEE 278 and 1o be single failure proafl
such that no single circuit faull can pravent the safety system actuation. Furthermore, the
components and dampers associaled with the CREV system are lested on a more fraquent basis
This more frequant lesting, although it does not test the actual intiation signal, verifies Ihe
operability of the maiority of the CREV systam circuitry  The licensee also raviewed the plant
historical tes! data for this SR and confirmed that there are no failures that would invalidate this
conclusian,

The staffl reviewed the information presented by the licenses and concluded that the proposed
changes to the surveillance tests interval do not have a significant effact on safety and follow ihe
guidance of GL 81-04 Therafore, the proposed changes 1o [T5 SR 3.7 3 4 are acceptable.

TS SR3732CREVFILTERS TESTS
TS SR 3.7 3.2 requires performing CREV fillers testing in accorgance with ITS 5.5 7, "ventilation
fiar tasting program” to determine the CREV system operability CTS 4.7.2.b requwes that the

CREV system fillers testing be performed at least once every 18 months. (TS 5.5.7 requires that
the CREV fiters testing be perfarmed once evary 24 months, and after each completion ar partial
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raplacement of the HEPA, filter bank or charcaal absorber filter bank; after any structural
maintenance on the HEPA filter or charcoal absorber housing; and, following painting, fire. or
chemical réleass In any ventilation zone communicating with the system. The licensee therefore
requested (o increase the survaillance les! intervals for this SR from 18 months to 24 maonths fora
maximum interval of 30 months ncluding the 25% grace period. This SR Is required to ensure the
capability of the CREV system charcoal absorbers and HEPA filters to parform their safety
function,

The licenses evaiuated the change in test frequency and concluded that the impact on system
availability, if any, as & result of this change |s minimal This conclusion is based on the fact that
the CREV system Is nommally in standby and its active components and power supplies are
deslgned with redundancy to meet the single active failure criteria, which ensure system
avallability in the event of a failure of one of the system companents. ITS 5.5.7 ¢ requires testing
the CREV system every 24 months. and after any structural maintenance on the HEPA filter or
charcoal absarber housings or following painting, fire, or chemical release In any ventilation zone
communicating with the CREV systam. By testing after fillers maintenancs. fire, chemicai release,
painling, HEPA replacement. potential changes in HEPA filter efficlency and carbon absarber
bypass [2akage will be detected prior to the detection by conducting the 18-month survelllance
lests Furthermore, the CREY system active companents and power supplies are designed with
redundancy. which will ensure system availabllity in the event of a component failure The
licensee siso reviewed the survelllance test hislory for the system and confirmed that there are no
failures that would invalidate this conclusion

The staff reviewed the information présented by the licensee and concluded thal the proposed
ehanges 1o the lest intervals for the CREV system filters do not have 2 significant effect on safety
and follow the guidance of GL91-04 Therefore, the propased changes in [TS 5.5.7 regarding
CREV system filters test frequency are acceptable.

CONCLUSION

Based on the above discussion, the staff concludes that the proposed technical specification
changes regarding the surveillance interval increase from 16 ta 24 months (30 mopths with grace
periad) for testing the service water system and control room emergency ventilation system and iis
filters, as proposed in the licensee's submittal, are scceptable and the licensee's avaluations for
these changes are developed within the guidelines of Genenc Letter 81-04. Therefare, the staff
finds acceptable the licensee's propased increase in survelllance intervals for these (TS 1o
accammodale a 24-month fuel cycle.

ION O NCI A 1B- TO A 24.
G L of 7) - SYS :

By application dated November 1, 1866, CP&L requested changes to the BSEP

Units 1 and 2 Technical Specifications (TS), Application included propesed changes necessary o
permit 24-month operaling cycles. TS Section 3/4.6 spetifies containment systems operability and
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survelllance requiraments. This evaluation addresses each of the proposed changes lo TS
Seation 3/4 6 associated with 2a-month cycles.

VACUUM BREAKER BYPASS LEAKAGE TEST INTERVAL

Proposed cnange: Current Technical Specification (CTS) 46.21.e.2 requires thal dryweil-to-
suppression chamber vacuum breaker leakage be verified 1o be within Iimits every 18 months. In
Improved Technlca! Specification (ITS) SR 3,6, 1.1.2, the fraquency is changed to once every 24
menths. The surveilllants interval of the vacuum breaker SR would be increased from once every
18 manths (o onces every 24 months for a maximum interval of 30 maonths, including the Z5% grace

period,

Licensee's Justfication: The licansee's justification is provided in Volume 9 of an enclosure to the
application. The drywell vacuum breakers are the sole active componenis which constitule a
potential suppression poal bypass pathway  The tesl provides Intenm assurance thal the pressure
suppression function would not be compromised by bypass steam leakage which would not be
directed through the suppressian pool water It is not practical lo perform this test during power
operation, The vacuum breakefs are also funclionally (stroke) tested on a more frequent basis by
TS SR 3.6.1.6.2 10 ensure their operability. In addition ITS SR 3.6.1.6 1 verifies the vacuum
breakers are closed every 14 days. Although the more operability frequant tests do not directly
ensure the leak lightness of the dryweil to suppression chamber vacuum breakers, they do ensure
the valves are functional and closed Based on the passive design of the suppression chamber-io-
drywell vacuum breakers and the more frequent functional lesting of the drywell-to-suppression
chamber vacuum breakers, the impact. if any, from this change on compaonent and system
avallabiiity 1s small A review of the surveiliance test hisiory was performed to validate the above
conclusion. Ths historical review of the survelllance test history demonstrates that there are no
fallures that would invalldate the conclusion that the impact on system availability, if any, is small

Staff Evaluation; In Genernc Letter 8104 the staff issued guidance to licensees for preparation of
amendmeant requests for 248-month operating cycles The generic lefter stated;

Technical Specifications (TS) thal specify an 18-month survelliance Interval could be changed to
slate that these surveillances are to be performed once per refusling interval  The notation for
surveillance [ntervals would then be changed to mclude the definition of a “Refueling Interval” with
the existing "R" notation for surveillances that are generally performed during a refueling outage,
The frequency for the interval indicaled by this notation would also be changed from 18 months o
Al least once evary 24 months. " The provision to extend surveiltances by 25 percent of the
specified interval would extend the time limit for completing these surveillances from the existing
limit of 22 § months to a maximum of 30 months.

Enclosure 1 of GL 81-04 stated:
The NRC staft has reviewed a number of requests to extend 18-month survaillances

to the end of a fuel cyde and a few requests for changes in survelllance intervals 10
accommodate a 24-month fuel cycle. The staff has found that the effect on safaty is
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small becausa safely systems use redundan! electrical and mechanical components
and because licensees parform other surveillances durning plant operation that
confirm that these systems 2nd components can parform ther safety functions
Nevertheless, licensees should evaluate the affact on safety of an increase in
18-manth surveillance intervals to sccommodate a 24-month fuel cycle. This
evaluation should support a conclusion that the effact on safety is small Licensees
should confirm that histarical plant maintenance and survelllance data support this
conclusion. Also, licensees should confirm that assumptions in the plant licensing
basis would not be Invalidated on the basis of performing any surveillance at the
bounding surveiliance interval limit provided 1o accommodate a 24-month fuel cycle.
In consideration of these confirmations, the licensees need not quantify the effect of
the change In surveillance intervais on the avallability of individual systems or
components.

As Indicated by the generic letier, the staff has made a generic determination that the effect of the
1B-to-24-month extension on safety is small and that it is therefora technically acceptable 1o
extend 18-month test intervals to 24 monihs subject to a licensee confirmation that no licensing
basis assumptions would be nvalidated The licensee has indicated Ihal the proposed TS
changes for 24-manth cycles have been evaluated for conformance to the facility design basis and
thal appropriate FSAR update changes will be made where necessary and are Identified in the
"discussion of changes” sections of the application. No such changes were identified for the
vacuum breakers

The licensee has performed the required evaluations and provided the required confirmations for
compitance with the GL 91-04 ertena 10 extend the vacuum breaker surveillanca interval 1o 24

months. The proposed change is therefore acceptable
CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVE FUNCTIONAL TEST INTERVAL

Froposed change' Current Technica! Specifications 4 6.3.2 and 4 5.56.2,p.2 specify the frequency
for pnmary containment isolation valve functional esting as once every 18 months. The interval of
this SR 15 being increased In ITS SR 3.6 1.3 6 from once every 18 months 1o once every 24
months for @ masamum interval of 30 months including the 25% grace pernod.

License's Justificaion This SR ensures that each automalic PCIV will actuate to its isolation
positian on a primary containment isolation signal. Some PCIVs are stroke tested on a more
fraquent basis during the operating cycle in accordance with the Inservice Testing Program. The
siroke lesting of these PCIVs tests a significant portion of the PCIV's circuitry and will dstect
fallures of this circultry. The PCIVs, including the actuating logic, are designed te be single fallure
proof and therefore, are highly relisble. Furthermore. as stated in the NRC Safety Evaluation
Report (dated August 2, 1883) relating lo extension of the Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station
surveillance intervals from 18 to 24 months. "Industry refiability studies for boiling water reactors
(BWRs), prepared by the BWR Owners Group (NEDC-30836P) show that the overall safety
systems’ reliabliilies are not dominated by the reliabilities of the jogic system. but by that of the
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mechanical components, (&.g.. pumps and valves), which are conseguently lested an a more
frequent basis.  Since the probabillty of a relay or contact failure is small relative to the prabability
of mechanical component fallure, increasing the legic system functional test interval represents no
significant change in the overall safety system unavaidability * Based on the above discussion the
impact, if any, of this change on system availability is small

A review of the survelllance test history was performed to validate the above conclusion, This
review of the surveillance test history, documented in "24- Monih Survelllance Test History Study.”
demonstrates that there ara no falures that would invalidate |he conclusion that the impact on
system availability, If any, is small from a change 1o Current Technical Specification 4.6.3,2 as
implemented in the proposed SR 3.6.1.36

Staff Evaluation: As noted above, the licensee performed an avaluation of the surveillance test
history and conclutied that thera were ne failures that would invalidate the conclusion that the
impact on system availatifity, If any, is small. Also, the design basis review did nol indicate any
inconsistencies with the proposed amendment. Thus, there are no plant-specific circumstances
that preclude 24-month intervals. Therefore, based on compliance with the GL 81-04 critenia, the

proposed change is acceptable.
EXCESS FLOW CHECK VALVE TEST FREQUENCY

Propased Change: Current Technical Specification 4,6.3.4 specifies the frequency for excess flow
check valve (EFCV) tesling as once every 18 months, The Surveiilance Test Interval of this SR
would be increased in ITS SR 3.6.1.1.7 from once every 18 months to ance every 24 months for a
maxmmum interval of 30 months ingtuding the 25% grace penod.

Licensee's Justification. This SR ensures that each EFCV will check excess flow to provide
assurance that predicted radiological consequences will not be exceeded dunng a postulated
instrument line break. EFCVs are designed with a resincting orifice, that. in the eveni of the failura
of the check valve to function, will significantly limil line flow during a postulated Instrument line
break. Furthermore, instrument lines are seismically mounted and evaluated to withstand an
desgn basis semmic evert Based on the design of the EFCV and the design of the
Instrumentation line tubing, the impact, if any, of this change on system availability 1s small.

A review of the survelllance test history was performed to validate the above conclusion, This
historical review of the surveillance lest history demonstrates thal there are no fallures that would
invalidate the canclusion that the impact on system availability, #f any, |s small.

Staff Evaluation. As noted In the licensee's |ustification above, the licensee performed an
evaluation of the surveillance test history and found that there wers no {ailures thal would
invalidate the canclusion that the impact on system availability, I any, is small Also, the design
basis review did not indicate any inconsistencies with the proposed amendment. Thus, there are
no plant-specific crcumstances that preciude 24-month intervals. Therefore, based on compliance
with the GL 91-04 criteria_the proposed change is acceptable.
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MSIV LEAKAGE TEST FREQUENCY

Proposed Change: Current Technical Specification 4.5 1.2 2 requires that the Main Steam
Isolation Valves (MSIVs) be leak testad every 18 months. In ITS 3.6 1 3 9, the frequency Is now
defined as in accordance with the Primary Containment Leakage Rate Testing Program. With the
change to a 24-month operating cycie, the surveillance interval of this SR is baing increased from
orice every 18 months to once every 24 months for 8 maximum interval of 30 months inciuding the
25% grace pericd.

Licensee's Justification. This SR ensurss thal the MSIVs are capable of maintaining an essentially
|@ak light barrier, The MSIVs were designed and tested for closure In the event of a main steam
line break and to provide an isclation barmer to maintain pnmary containment following a design
basis accident As such, the valves were designed 1o close dunng emergancy steam flow
conditions following rupture of the main staam line downstream of the valve. Furthermore, the
valves were designed for the limiting system pressure and tempersture. Finally, BNP is designed
with two MSIVs per maln steam line to ensure no active single failure will result in a loss of main
steam line isolation capability Based on the redundant design of tha MSIVs, the impact, if any,
from this change on compaonent and system availability is small

A review of the survelllance test history was performed to validate the above conclusion. This
review of the survelllance test history demonstrates that there are no falures that would invaiidale
the conclusian that the impact on system availability, if any, s small

Staff Evaluation. As described in the licensee’s [ustification above, the licensee performed an
evailyation of the surveillance test history and found that there were no fallures that would
invalidate the conclusion that the impact on system availability, If any, is small. Also, the design
basis review did nol Indicate any inconsistzncies with the proposed amendment, Thus, there ars
no plant-specific circumstances that preclude 24-month intervals. Therefore, based on compliance
with [he GL 51-04 critena, the proposed change |s acceplable.

DRYWELL VACUUM BREAKER SET POINT

Proposed Change: Current Technical Speacification 4.6.4 1.d.1 requires thet the suppression
chamber-io-drywell vacuum breaker cpening set point be venfied every 18 months. In the
proposed ITS SR 3.6 1 6.2 the frequency Is specified as once every 24 months. The Survelilance
Test Interval of this SR would thus be increased from once every 18 months 10 once every 24
months for a8 maximum interval of 30 months including the 25% grace period.

Licansee’s Justification. This SR ensures thal each suppression chamber-to-drywell vacuum
breaker is capable of performing #s safety function assumed in the safety analysis assumptions
Proposed SR 3.6 1.6.2 requires that each vacuum breaker must be functionally tested by cycling
to ensure that it ppens adequately to perform its design function and retums to the fully closed
position. This more frequent tast performed dunng the operating cycie, although not ensuring the
specified se! point, does ensure that the vacuum breaker 18 capable of being cycled open and

Brunswick Unit Nos 1and 2



-83 - June 5, 1998

shut. Based an the more frequent testing the impact, if any, of this change on system availability
is small

A review of the surveillance test history was performed Lo validate the above conclusion  This
review af the surveillance test history demanstrales that there are no failures that would invalidate
the conclusion that the mpasct on system avallability, if any. 1s small.

Staff Evaluation. As noted in the licensee's justification above, the licensee performed an
evaluation of the surveillance test history that found that there were no fallures that would
invalidate the conclusion that the impact on eystem availability, if any, Is small. Alsa. the design
basis review did not indicate any inconsistencies with the proposed amendmeni. Thus, there are
no plamt-specific circumstances that preclude 24-month intervals. Thersfore, based on compliance
with the GL 91-04 critena. the proposed change is acceplable.

REACTOR BUILDING TO SUPPRESSION CHAMBER VACUUM BREAKERS SET POINT

Proposed Change Current Technical Specification 4.56.4.2.1.b 1 requires that the reactor building-
to-suppression chamber vacuum breaker aheck valve opening set point be verified every 18
months CTS 4.6.4.2.1.b.2 requires that the reactor bullding-to-supprassion chamber vacuum
breaker butterfly valve opaning set point be verifiad every 18 months. In the proposed ITS SR
3.6.1.54, the freguency of these surveillances is specified as once every 24 months, The
survelllance interval of this SR would thus be increased from onca every 18 maonths to once svery
24 manths for a maximum interval of 30 months including the 25% grace perod.

Licensee's Justification: This SR ensures that each reactor building-to-suppression chamber
vacuum breaker check valve and vacuum breaker butterfly valve is capable of performing Its
safety function as assumed in the safety analysis assumptions, ITS SR 3.6 1.5.3 requires that
each vacuum breaker must be functionally tested once per 52 days by cycling each reactaor
bllding-to-suppression chamber vacuum breaker check valve and vacuum breaker butterfly valve
o ensure that il opens adequately to perform its design function and returns lo the fully closed
pasition. This more frequent tes! performed during the operating cycle, although not ensunng the
specified s&! point, does ensure that the vacuum breaker check valve and vacuum braaker
butterfly valves are capable of being cycled open and shut. Furthermore. the vacuum relief system
design for the active components provides two 100% redundant relief paths. Therefors, based an
the more frequent testing and the design of the vacuum relief system, the impact, If any, of this
change on system availability is small.

A review of the surveillance tes! history was performed to validste the above conclusion. This
review of the surveiliance lest history demrionstrates that there are no failures that would invalidste
the conclusion that the iImpact on system availability, if any, Is small

Staff Evaluation As noted in the licensee's justification above, the licensee performed an

svaluation of the surveillance tes! history that found that there were no fallures that would
invalidate the conclusion that the impact on system availability, if any, (s small. Also, the design
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basis review did not indicate any inconsistencies with the proposed amendment. Thus, thers are
no plant-specific circumstances that preclude 24.month mtervals. Therefore, based on complance

with the GL §1-04 criteria, the proposed changs is accepiable.
NITROGEN BACKUP SYSTEM LEAKAGE RATE TEST INTERVAL

Proposed Change: Current Technical Specification 4.6,4,2.2 b requires thal each nitrogen backup
system be demonsirated OPERABLE by verifying that each subsystem leakage rate is less than or
equal to the specified lmit. In ITS SR 3.6.1.5.5, the frequency of this SR Is specified as once every
24 monihs The surveifience interval of this SR is being increased from once every 18 months lo
once avery 24 months for 2 maximum interval of 30 months including the 25% grace period.

Licenses's Justification: This SR ensures that reactor bullding-to-suppression chamber vacuum
breakes butterfly valves are capable of performing thelr safety function as assumed in the safety
analyss ITS 3.6.1.5.1 requires verification that the nitrogen bottle supply of each subsystem is
mainiainad 3t the required pressure once per 24 hours. Although this SR does not fully verify that
the nitrogen supply system will pacform its safety function, it does ansure mirimum system
pressure is maintained and that any sighificant degradation of the systam will be detected.
Furthermore, the vacuum relief system design for the active components provides two 100%
redundant relief paths. Therefore, based on e more frequent lesting and the design of the
vacuum relief system, the impact. if any, of this change on system avallability will be small as a
result of the change in Survelllance Frequency

A review of the surveillance lest history was performed 1o validate the above conclusion This
histoncal review of the surveillance test history demonstraies that there are no failures that would

invalidate the conclusion that the impact of thes change, if any, on system availabiiity is smail

Staff Evaluation As noted in the licénsee's justification above the licensee performed an
evaluation of (he surveidlance test hustory that found thal there were no fadures thal would
invalidate the conclusion that the impact an system availabdity, if any, is small Also, the design
basis review did not indicate any inconsisténcies with the propesed amendment. Thus, there are
no plant-specific circumstances that preciude 24-month intervats. Therefore. based on compliance
with the GL 8104 oriteria, the proposed change is acceptable.

NITROGEN BACKUP SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TEST INTERVAL

Proposed Change: Current Technical Specification 4 6 4.2 2.¢ specifies the Frequency for the
system functional lest of the Nitrogen Backup System as once avery 18 months In ITS SR
38.1.56 the Frequency of thws SR is specified as once every 24 months. The surveillance interval
of (his SR is baing increased from once every 1B months to once every 24 months for @ maumom
interval of 30 months including the 25% grace penod.

Licenses’s Justificanon: This SR ensures that the Nitrogen Backup System will perform its safety
function {supplymng mobve force to the reactor building-lo-supprassion chambter vacuum breaker
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butterfly valves) The Nitrogen Backup System and its actuating logic are designed 1o be single
fallure proof and therefore, are highly reliable. Furthermore, Industry reliability studies for BWRs
prepared by the BWR Owners Group (NEDC-30S36P) show that the overall safety systems'
reliabilities are not dominated by the reliabilities of the logic system, but by that of the mechanical
components. Since the probabillty of & relay or contact failure is small relative to the probability of
mechanical component failure, increasing the logic system functional test interval represents no
significant change in Ihe overall safsty system unavailability, Based on the above, the impact, if
any, af this change on system availability will be small,

A review of the survelllance test history was performed 1o validate the above conclusion. This
historical review of the surveillance tast history demonstrates that there are no failures that would
invalidate the conclusion that the impact of this change. if any. on system availabiiity is small.

Stafl Evalustion: As noted in the licensee's justification above, the licensee performed an
evaluation af the survelllance tes! history (hat found that there were no failures that would
mvalidate the conclusion that the impact on system availability, if any, is small. Also, the design
basis review did not indicate any inconsistencies with the proposed amendment. Thus, there are
no plant-specific circumstances that preclude 24-month intervals. Therefore, based on compliance
with the GL 91-02 cnteria, the proposed change Is acceptable

SECONDARY CONTAINMENT LEAKAGE TEST INTERVAL

Proposed Change: Current Technical Specification 4,6.5.1.b establishes 18 months as the
required Frequency for performance of SRs that venfy that the secondary containment intemal
pressure can be drawn down and maintained a1 the raquired vacuum. In ITSSR 36413 the
interval for these would be increased from once evary 18 months to oncs avery 24 months for a
maximum interval of 30 months including the 25% grace peried

Licensee’s Justification: The purpose of these tests is to ensure secondary containment boundary
integrity by demonstrating that secondary containment vacuum assumed in the safely analysis can
be maimained under design basis conditions. Extending the surveillance interval for this
verification of secondary containment integrity 1s acceptable because secondary contamment Is
maintained al a negative pressure durng normal operation, and secondary contamment structural
integrity s maintained through adminisirative controls which ensure that no significant changes will
be made to the secondary containment structure without proper evaluation. Any event which
would cause significant structural degradation. such 28 seismic svent, would require a plant
avaluation, Therefore, based on the above, the impact, if any, on system svallability will be small
as & result of the change in Survelllance Freguency

A review of the surveillance \est histary for each of thesa Survelllance requirements was
performed lo validate the above conclusion  This historical review of the surveillance lest history
demonstrates that there are no failures that would invalidate the conclusion that the impact of this
change, if any, on system avaiability is small.

Brunswick Linit Nos. 1and 2



- 86 - June 5, 1898

Staff Evaluation: As noted in the license='s justification above, the licensee performed an
evaluation af the surveillance {est history that found that there were no failures that would
invalidate the conclusion that the impact on system avallabliity, if any, s small, Also, the design
basts review did not indicate any inconsistencies with the proposed amsendment. Thus, there are
no plant-specific circumstances that preclude 24-month intervals. Therefore, based on compliance
with the GL 91-04 criteria. the proposed change is acceptable,

SECONDARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION DAMPER FUNCTIONAL TEST FREQUENCY

Proposed Change  Current Technical Specifications 4 652 c1and 4652 c2 establishes 18
maonths as the frequency for SRs that verify that on a containment isolation test signal each
isolation damper actuates ta its isclation position within the required me. In TS SR 3.6 42.1 and
SR 36422 the interval of these SRs would be increased from once every 18 months to once
every 24 months for a maximum interval of 30 months including the 25% grace period.

Licensee's Justification Secondary containment isolation dampers (SCIDs) are stroke testad on a
more frequeni basts during the operating cycle in accordance with the Inservice Testing Program.
The stroke testing of these SC|Ds test a significant portion of the SCIDs circuitry and will detect
fallures of this circuttry and degradation of the SCIDs. The SCIDs. inciuding the aclualing logic,
are dessgned fo be single faliure proof and therefore. are highly reliable  Furthermore, it is stated
in the NRC Safety Evaluation Report (daled August 2, 1983) relating to sxtension of the Peach
Bottom Atomic Power Station, Units 2 and 3 survelllance intervals from 18 manths to 24 months.
“Industry reliability studies for boiling water reactors (BWRs), prepared by the BWR Owners Group
(NEDC-30836F) show that the overall safsty systams’ reliabilies are no!l dominateg by the
rehabilties of the logic system. but by that of the mechanical components. (e.g., pumps and
valves), which are consaguently tested on a more frequent basis. Sinoe the probability of s relay
or contact failure s small relative to the probabifity of mechanical component failure, increasing the
logic system functional lest interval represents no significant change in the gverall safety sysiam
unavallability " Based on the above discussion the impact, if any of this change on system
availability is small

A raview of the survelllance lesl history for each of these Survelllance requirements was
performed o validats the above conclusion. This historical review of the surveillance test history
demonsirates that there ars no fallures that would invalidate the conclusion that the impact of this
change, if any_ on system availability is small.

Staff Evaluation. As noted In the licensee’s justification above, the licensee parfarmed an
evalustion of the survelllance test history that found thal there were no failures that would
invalidste the conclusion that the impact on system avallability if any, 1s small. Also, the design
basis review did not indicate any Inconsistencies with the proposed amendment. Thus, thers are
no plant-specic circumstances thal preclude 24-month intervals Therefora, based on compliance
with the GL 81-04 cniteria, the proposed change 18 acceptable
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STANDBY GAS TREATMENT (SGT) SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TEST FREQUENCY

Proposed Change: Current Technical Specifications 4 6.6.1,d.2 establishes 18 months as the
required Frequency for performance of the SR thal verifies that each SGT filter train starts and thai
the assaciated dampers open on an initiation signal. ITS SR 3 6 4 3.3 performs the same test but
the required Frequency is extended to 24 months. Therefore, the surveillance interval of this SR is
being Increased from once every 18 monihs to once every 24 manths for 8 maximum interval of 30
months including the 25% grace period,

Licensee's Justification. Extending the surveillance imterval for this venfication is acceptable
because the system is operated every 31 days 10 satisfy the requirements of ITS 3.6.4.3 1. This
test will datect significant fallures affecting system operation that would be detected by conducting
the 18 month survelllance test. In addition, the SGT System active componems and power
supplies are designed with redundancy to meet the single active failure eriteria, which will ensure
system availability in the event of a failure of ane of the system components. Basad on the abave
discussion, the impact, if any of this change on system availability will be small

A review of the survelllance test history for each of these Surveillance requirements was
performed lo validate the above conclusion This historical review of the surveillance test history
demoenstrates that there are no fallures that would invalidate the conclusion that the impact of this
change If any, on system availability is small

Staff Evaluation: As noted In the licensee's justification above, the licensee performed an
evaluation of the survelllance test history that found thal there were no failures that would
invalidate the conclusion that the impact on system avallability, if any, is small. Also, the design
basis review did net indicate any inconsistencies with the proposed amendment. Thus, there are
no plant-specific circumstances that preclude 24-month imtervals. Therefore, based an compliance
with the GL 51-04 ¢ntena, the proposed change (s acceptable.

EXTENSION A | PUMP IS0
{Pan6of 7)

By letter aated October 13, 1897 (Revision A), the Carolina Power and Light Company proposed a
revision la the Brunswick 1 and 2 Technica| Specifications (TS) 1o extend the tes! survelllance
interval frem 18 to 24 months for the functional test for condenser vacuum pump Isalation on high
main steam lina radiation,

The condenser vacuum pump solation instrumentation initiates a tnip of the two condenser
vacuum pumps and closure of the assaciated line isolation valve following events in which the
main steam line radiation monitors exceed & predstermined value.,

The licensae evaluated the proposed TS changes in accordance with the guldance in Generic

Letter (GL | 91-04, "Changes in Technicsl Specification Surveillance Intervals to Accommodate a
24 Month Fue! Cycle, dated April 2, 1991, and the licensee's historical maintenance and
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surveillance data support the extended intervals of 24 months. The licenses also stated that if the
as-found conditions are outside allowable limits, an evaluation will be performed to delermine
whether the assumptions made 1o extend the callbration frequency are still valid and will evaluate
the effects on plant safety.

Based on the discussipn above, the staff concludes |hat the proposed changes (o extend the
functional test for the condenser vacuum pump isalation on ugh main steam line radiation are
consistent with the guidance of GL 81-04 for 24 month fuel cycles, and are, thersfore, acceptable

v l E ROM
4-N EFU | -

NRC GL 81-04, “Change in Technical Specification Surveillance Intervals to Accommodate a 24-
Manth Fuel Cycle," has provided guidance to all holders of operating licenses of nuclear pawer
reaciors reguesting changes to surveillance intervals to accommodate @ 24-month fuel cycle. The
basis for the longer cycle i that licensees are planning to use improved reactor fuels because of
the significant economic benefits. A longer fuel cycle increases the interval between refueling
outages and can impact the performance of lechnical spacification (TS) surveillance requirements
(SRs)

CPAL has requested that the TS at Brunswick be convarted following the guidance In GL 54-01

and the generc ITS far a BWR/M (NUREG-1433) The EELE was requested to evaluate several
specific changes thal were considered oulside the scope of the review for the conversion to the

ITs.

The EELB has reviewed the propased changes and finds inem accaptable as disoussed in the
following evaluation,

The licensee is proposing the following changes based on guidance i the ITS

Change 1 This change revises BNP's Current Technical Specification (CTS) Table 3.3.3.2
‘Emergency Core Cooling System Actuaton Instrumemation Setpoints,” Trip Functions 3a and 3b,
This change will eliminate the inp setpoints (TSPs) for the 4 16kY Emergency Undervoltage-Loss
of Veoltage and Degraded Voltage Functions (Loss of Power (LOP) Instrumantation) and leave only
the Allowable Values, which is consistent with the ITS. Also a revised Allowable Value has been
proposed for the Loss of Voltage Function

Change 2' This change will revise BNP's CTS 4.8.2.5 "Reaclor Protection System Electnc Power
Monitoring,” trip setpoints. The change will use the current trip setpoints in the TS as the
Allowzble Values and thereby the TS will contain only Allowable Values.

The staff discussed the current TSP methodology with the licensee and has concluded that the
TSP methodology provides adeguale margin between the TSPs, Allowable Values and safety
analysis limits al BNP. Additionally. the siaff concludes thal plant callbration procedures will
gnsure adequate control of the TSPs and the assumptions regarding accuracy, messurement and
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test equipment accuracy, and sefting lolerance will be maintained within acceplable imits. Finally,
the changes are considersd consistent with the ITS. Based on the abave, the staff finds the
proposed changes acceptable

The licenses is proposing the following changes based on the guidance In NRC GL 94-01

Change 3: CTS4.3.3-1 and CTS 4.3.3 2 established once every refueling outage (18 monins) as
the reguired frequency far channel calibration for the LOP instrumentation. The licenses is
proposing to extend the SR for the Degraded Voltage Function to 24 months. The channel
calibration intarval for the Loss of Voltage Function will remain at 18 months due to drift
considerations

Change 4 CTS 4.3 3.2 requires the LOP Instrumentation Logic System Functional Test (LSFT)
once every 18 months  The licensee is proposing 1o extend this SR 10 24 months

Change 5° CTS 4.8.2.5.b requires the Reactor Protection System (RPS) Electric Power
Manitoring Instrumentation simulated automatic actuation test every 18 months. The licensee is
propasing to extend this SR to 24 months

Change f CTS 4.8 25 b establishes 18 monihs as the channel calibration frequency for the RFS
Electric Powsr Manitaring instrumentation. The licenses Is propasing to extend this SR to 24
months

NRC GL 81-04 has provided guidance lo licensees for requesting changes to survelllance intervals
related 1o 24-month fuel cycle extenszions A longer fuel cycle increases the interval betwean
refueling outages and can impact the performance of TS survelllance requirements, The staff has
required that licensees evaluate the effect on safety when requesting surveillance intervals that
correspond to a 24-month fuel cycle. Those evaluations should support a conclusion that the
effect on safety is small with confirmation that historical maintenance and survelllance data does
not Invalidate that conclusion. Also, licensees must address instrument drift when proposing an
Increase in the surveillance intsrval for calibration of Instrumentation thal performs safety
functians, Including those instruments that provide the capability for a safe plant shutdown.

CPAL has reviewed survelllance test history of the LOP and RPS Electric Manitoring
instrumentation.  The histoncal review of the surveillance test data demonstrated that there were
no failures that invalidated the canclusion that the Impact on system avallabllity was minimal as s
resulf of a 24-month refueling Interval. Additionally, the licensee has evaluated the Impact of the
extended instrumentation calibration Iinterval on associated setpoint caloulations and concluded
that the drft assumptions remained vahd.

Additionally, the extension of the survelllance intervals is further supporied by indusiry reliability
studies which show that overall unreliability of safety systems is not dominated by the failure of
relays and their contacts but by components such as pumps and valves which are consequently
tested more often. Based on the above, the staff finds the proposed changes accaptable.
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ALl ALUE
ILLA 9] - INSTRUM AN AR

By letters dated November 1, 1885, October 13, 1897, October 28, 1997, February 26, 1888, and
March 13, 1998, Carolina Pawer and Light Company requested an amendmeant 10 revise certain
instrumentation allowable values, allowed outage times, and surveillance frequencies In the
Technical Specifications (TS) for the Brunswick Steam Electric Plant Unil Nos. 1 and 2

The licensee 1s in the process of converting the current Techmeal Specifications (CTS) to the

improved Standard Technigal Specifications farmat, In supporn of this effor!, the licenses has
proposed the revision of cenain instrumentation sllowable values, allowed outage limes, and

surveillance frequencles contained In the CTS.

The proposed allowatie values are basad on uncerambes associaled with the entire loop of the
instrumantation circultry (tng unit and sensor) and were calculated in accordance with the
licensee's setpoint methodology described in Design Guide VINILOOS0, "Instrument Setpoints.” The
staff has previously reviewed and accepled this setpoint methodology for other Brunswick
allowsble values

The proposed allowable values were calculated by applying calibration based errors to the tnp
setpomnts, Ihersby establishing an operability imit assocaled with the entire loop of each
instrumentation function, The proposed allowable value changes are within the analytical limit for
each function and do not affect tne existing margins between operating conditions and reactor trip
satpoints. Therafore, the proposad allowable value changes do not affect the existing licensing
basis, and are, therefore. scceptable

The proposed survelllance frequency changes Involve an extension of instrumentation test
mtervals 1o support 24 month operating cycles. The surveillance frequency and allowed outage
time changes are based on NEDC-30836F-A. "BWR Owners Group Technical Specification
Improvemant Methodology With Demanstration for BWR ECCS Actuation Instrumentation,”
NEDC-31336, "GE Instrument Setpoint Methodology,” and "General Electric Instrument Trending
Analysis System” (GEITAS) NEDC-30236P-A and NEDC-31336 have been previously appraved
by the staff and accepted as a basis for other Brunswick survelllance frequency and allowed
outage time revisions, GEITAS has been successfully used lo determine drift for other plants that
have received approval for extension of channel calibration surveillance requirements o 24
months and other Brunswick survelllance frequency revisions. Basaed on discussions with the
staff, the licensee clarfied in a letler dated May 22. 1888 (Revision E), the applicability of NEDC-
31336F Therefore. the proposed sllowed outage time and surveillance fréquency changes are

acceptable.

Bazed on the above evalustion the staff concludes that the proposed changes in instrumentation

allowzble values, allowsd outage times. and surveiliance frequencies incorporated in the TSs are

consistent with approved lopical reports, the licensee s setpoint methodoloay, and licensing bass,
and are, therefore, accaptable.

Brunswick Uniit Nas. 1and 2



-101 - June 5§, 1998

Brunswick current technical specifications (CTS) require a channe! functional test to be performed
priot to withdrawal of control rads for the purpose of making the reactor critical and when the RWM
18 initiated during a plant shutdown. Improved Technical Specifications (ITS) surveillance
requirements (SRs) 332 1.2 and 3.32 1.3 are similar lo CTS 4.1.4.1 .1 except a 1es! frequency is
specified as 82 days. This change effectively extends the channel functional tes! 1o 82 days, i.e
the channel test ls not required to be performed if a start up or shutdown occurs within 52 days of
& pravious start up or shutdown. If maintenance is performed on the RWM dunng this 52 day
period, It is required thal testing be performed before the system Is returned to service  Testing
prior le each start up and shutdown increases the wear on the instruments, thereby reducing the
reliability of the instruments. The effect on safety due to the extended surveillance is small. This
change was praviously appraved for Peach Boltom. We agree with the licensee thal survelllance
beyond the quarterly survelllance is not required to assure the instrumsnits safety funciion. The
proposed extendad surveillance frequency of 52 days is acceptable.

EXTENSION OF SERVICE WATER ALLOWED QUTAGE TIMES

By letter dated November 1, 1896, as supplemented by letters dated October 13, 1527, February
26, 1908, March 13, 1898, April 24, 1888, and May 22, 1508, Caroiina Power and Light Company
(the licanses) proposed changes to the Technical Specifications (TS) for the Brunswick Steam
Electric Plant (BSEP), Unit Nos, 1 and 2, for the conversion to the Improved Technical
Specifications (ITS) The proposed changes include extension of cenain allowed outage times
(AQTs) for cenain combinations of operable service water pumps. This proposad extension of
AQTe is beyond tha scope of the (TS conversion process and must be considered separately
This evaluation documents the staff's review in this regard

The BSEP service waler system (SWS) prowdes watar for cooling selected systems and
components. The SWS serving each unit is subdivided into two major headers, the nuclear
service water (NSW) header and the conventional service water (CSW) header, which are
normally operated independantly. Two NSW pumps for sach uni provide cooling water to the
nuciear header, while three CSW pumps for each unit pravide cooling water to the conventional
header While the CSW pumps are normally aligned le supply cocling water to the conventional
header, each of the CSW pumps can be individually aligned to provide cooling water to either the
tonventional header or to the nuclear header, the NSW pumps can only be aligned to provide
cooling water 1o the nuclear header The emergency diesel generators (EDGs) can only receive
cooiing water from the nuclear header, bul other safety-relaled heat loads can be aligned to eilther
the nuclear header or the conventional header. One NSW pump and CSW pumnp for each unit
receive elecincal power from one of the unit amergency buses, while the second NSW pump and
CSW pump receive elecincal power from the other unit emergency bus  The third CSW pump for
each unit receives elactrical power from ane af the smergency buses of the other unit The motar
cperated valve that supplies service water from the NSW header lo the vital service header and
the motor opersted valve that supphes sarvice water 1o the residual heat removal service water
(RHRSW" suction header are each powered by the same emergency bus, whiie the two molor
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operated valves that supply service water for these functions from the CSW header are powered
from the other emergency bus Consequently, the CEW header and NSW header can become
inoperable (depending on the status of the required power supplies) irrespeciive of whether the
required number of CSW and NSW pumps are operable

During a loss-of-coolant accident (LOCA) and/or a loss of offsite power (LOOF) event, the
operable EDGs and NSW pumpe associated with both units automatically stan to provide water via
the nuclear header for cooling the EDGs and the emergency core cooling system (ECCS) heat
loads. Each EDG has a pressure switch for detecting low service water supply pressure and if low
service water pressure s sensed, service water supply is automatically transferred to the nuclear
header of the other unit, After 10 minutes into the event, remote operator action (from the contral
room) is credited for starting the CSW pumps and for making valve alignments to provide cooling
water for long-term decay heat removal. Single failure scenanos and flow diversion possibiities
can be quite complex due 1o vanous pump and sysiem alignmeant possibilities and power supply
considérations,

Current requirements for maintaining operabilily of the service water system for the Brunswick
units are cantained in TS Section 3.7 1.2. Thres NEW pumps serving the site (any combination of
Unit 1 and Unit 2 NSW pumps) and two C5W pumps serving each unit must be operable in
operational conditions 1. 2 and 3 For a site NSW pump to be operable, it must be capable of
supplying its associated unit NSW header and for a CSW pump to be considered operable, it must
be capable of supglying both the CSW and NSW headers, From this initial configuration,
assuming 2 single fatlure, at l2ast two NSW pumps will remain operable lo provide cooling water
for the four EDGs, and st least ane CSW pump for each unit will remain operable to support long-
lermn decay heat removal requirements, The TS requiremeants include AQTSs to allow for situations
when the lotal number of required NSW pumps and CSW pumps are not operatle The licensee
has requested an extension of the AQTs for certain combinations of operable service water pumps
to allow 72 hour AOTs in place of the shutdown actions that are curréntly required, and a 72 hour
AQOT |s proposed for a new pump combination that was naot previously addressed by the existing
service water TS requirements, The licensee's request is for specific NSW pump ang CSW pump
combinstions where the SWS (including required flow paths, pumps. valves, and emergency
power supplies) is slill able to satisfy its design-basts cooling functions for all postulated scenanos,
as long as single fallure considerations are not imposed. The specific TS requiremeants that are
proposed by (he licensee Includs the following:

a TS tequirement 3.7 1.2 Action & 1.a. curfenlly requires a plant shutdown In the event one
required CSW pump Is incperable and the subject unit NSW pump is not powered from 2
separate emzsrgency bus from the operable CSW pump. For this situstion, TS
reguirement 3.7 2 Action D 1, would allow continued operation for 72 hours.

b. TS requirsment 3 7.1.2, Action a,2.a, currently requires a plant shutdown In the event the
required CSW pumps for a unit are inoperable and two of the three operabile NSW pumps
are not associated wilh the affected unit. For this stuation, ITS reguirement 3.7.2. Action
E 1. would allcw cominued operation for 72 hours
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c. TS requirement 37 1.2, Action a 4.a, currently requires a plant shuidown in the ayent that
one reguired CSW pump and one required NSW pump are inoperable, if none of the
operable NSW pumps are associated with the affected unit. For this situation, ITS
requirsment 3.7.2, Actions F.1 and F.2, would allow continued operation for 72 hours

d TS requirement 3.7.1.2, Action 3.4.b, currently requires a plant shutdown in the event that
one required CSW pump and one required NSW pump are not operable, (f the remaining
operable CSW pump and the remaining operable affected unit NSW pump are powered by
the same emergency bus For this situation, TS requirement 3.7.2, Actians F.1 and F.2,
would gllow continued operation for 72 hours.

e ITS requirement 2,7 2, Actions G 1, G.2.1, and G.2 2, are proposed to allow cantinued
operation far 72 hours In the event that none of the required CSW pumps for an affected
unit are operable at the same time that one of the required NSW pumps 1s inoperable, if
the two remaining operable NSW pumps are associated with the affected unit Since this
candition Is hol specifically addrassed by the existing service waler TS reguirements, TS
requirement 3.0.3 would require a plant shutdown for this situation.

Through analysis and computer modeling, the licenses has determined thal adequate cocling
water is provided to ECCS Ioads and to two of the four EDGs by one NSW pump duning a design-
basis accident, and that one NSW pump can provide the reguired cooling capacity to suppon all
four EDGs and the subject unit vital header loads (including allowances for leakage across the
isalation valves between the nuclear and canventional header piping when one of the two headers
is depressurized) The licensee = analysis was included In the slaffs review associaled with TS
Amendments 164 (Unit 1) and 185 (Uni 2), which was completed in August 1883, and additional
review of the licensae = analys/s in conjunction with this TS amendment request was not
performed However, the licensee's analysis may be subject to further NRC review and audit in

the future 25 deemed necassary.

While a tatal of three NSW pumps for the site and two CSW pumps for each operating unit must
be operable to account for potential cemponent faiiurss and flow diversions whenever a unit is
pperating in Modes 1. 2, or 3, the number of NSW and CSW pump combinations that are required
o be operable can be reiaxed for 72 hours if the SWS can continue o perfarm its design-basis
functions in the absence of single fallurs considerations. This is consistent with the siaff's palicy
and past praciices relative to AOTs. The staff reviewed the specific NSW and CSW pump
combinations for which the licensee proposes 1o allow 72 hour AOTSs (as discuseed in the
background section, above), and the staff has determined that the proposed pump combinations
will cantinue to satisfy the SWS design-basis functions as long as single failure considerations are
not imposed. Therefore. the licensee’s proposal to allow 72 hour AGTs for the specific NSW and
CSW pump combinations cited above is acceptable to the staff

The staff has reviewed the licensea's request 1o allow 72 hour ADTs for certain combinations of

operable NSW and CSW pumps. The NSW and CSW pump combinations that have been
proposed will satisfy SWS design-basis flow requirements for heat removal as long as single
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fallure considerations are not imposed. Consistent with staff policy and past practice, 72 hour
AOTs ars appropriate for this situation, Therefore, the licensee's request is accepiable o the slaff

The propased change would relocate the isolation actustion instrumentation for the main steam
line tunnel and turbine building area temperaturas (o the Technical Requirements Manual (TRM).

The turbine bullding area temperature function and Instrumenis of the main steam line tunnal
temperalure function that sanse main steam ling temperature outside the main sieam isolalion
valve (MSIV) pit are provided to detect and initiate an MSIV isclation However, these primary
containment isolation instruments constitute only one method of determining steam leakags in
their respective areas. In addition to temperature monftonng, excess coolant inventory loss is
detected by the reactor vessel low waler level functions and main steam line high flow functions
which sontinue to be required by TS The turbine building area temperature instrumentation s not
assumed to mitigate any accident described n the BSEP UFSAR and the only main steam line
tunnel femperature instrumeants assumed in the mitigation of analyzed events are the MSIV
instruments thal sense temperature in the MSIV pit.

Companson to Screening Critena:

1. The Main Steam Lina Tunnel Temparature and Turbine Building Area Tempsrature Functions
are not used for, nor capable of detecting. a significant abnormal degradation of the reactor
conlant pressure boundary prior to a DBA.

2 The Main Steam Line Tunne! Temperature and Turbine Building Area Tempearature
instrumentation are not process vanables that ars inltial conditions of a DBA or transient analysis
tha! either assumes the fallure of or presents a challenge to the integrity of a fission protect bamer

3 The Turbine Building Area Temperature Instrumantation is not pan of the primary success path
that functions or actuates to mitigate a DBA or transient that elther assumes the failure of or
presents a challenge to the integrity of a fission product bammer  The main steam line tunnel
iemperature mstruments tha! sense main steam line temperature outside the MSIV pit are nol
assumed as part of the primary success path that funclions or actuates to mitigate a DBA or
transient that aither assumes the fallure of or presents a challenge ta the intagrity of a fission
product bamer. Cradit is not taken in pressure-lemperature analyses, radiation dose calculations,
or eguipment qualification for the operation of the Turbine Bullding Area Temperature Function or
instruments of the Main Steam Line Tunnel Temperature Function that sansa main steam line
temperature cuiside the MSIV pit In addiion, adequate redundancy s svailable by other TS-
required instrumeants 10 detect a steam |gak In the main steam tunnel or the turbing bullding and
perform the associated primary containment isolation function.
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4 As discussed in Appendix B of the Application of Selection Criteria to the BNP Technical
Specifications, CPAL found the requirements of the Turtine Building Area Temperatura Function
and instruments of the Main Steam Line Tunne! Temperature Function that sense main steam line
temperature outside the MSIV pit nol baing met to be a non-significant nsk cantributar to core
damage frequency and offside releases.

In addition, adequats redundancy is available by other TE-required instruments to detect a steam
leak in the main staam lunnal or the turbine building and perform the associated primary
containment isolation function.

The isolation actuation instrumentation LCO and SRs associated with the turbine building area
lemperature function and instruments of the main steam line tunnel temperature function that
sanse line temperature outside the MSIV pit do not meet the critena in 10 CFR 50.36. Therafore,
In accordance with the NRC Final Policy Statement, these specifications are relocated out of the
ITS. Any changes to these former requirements regarding the isclation actuation Instrumentation,
as ralocated fo the TRM, will require a safety evaluation pursuant to 10 CFR 5058 Thus,
sufficient reguiatory controls exist to ensure confinued protection of the public heaith and safety

H. IMPLEMENTATION OF REACTOR STABILITY LONG-TERM SOLUTION

On Novemnber 1, 1886, the Carolina Power and Light Comnpany (CP&L) requested amendments to
modify the technical specifications for the Brunswick Steam Electric Plant. Units 1 and 2, to allow
for transition 10 the lang-term tability sclution known as Enhanced Option |-A (1-A) (reference 1).
Supplemenital information was provided on December 18, 1887 (reference 2). This modification
will be complated as part of the conversion to the standard lachnical spacifications (TS) format.

I-A consists of several modifications (o the plant hardware and operating procedures that, taken as
a whole, provide a means for reliably detecting and avoiding reactor instabilities which could
challenge plant safely limits if left alone. The madification of the current plant TS consists of
eliminaiing the procedures which are required lo conform to the stability Interim Corrective Actions
and inserting tha procaduras (Including hardware surveillance requirements and operalor actions)
to implement |-A. Genanc I-A TS were reviewed by the staff and approved as NEDO-32339,
Supplemant 4 (refarance 3). Errata to this document (reference 4) were submitted October 20,
1687, and approved by the staff in refarence 5. This Safety Evaluation will evaluate the adequacy
of the implemantation of the guidance in NEDO-32338, Supplement 4 Approval for use of the
new TS pages will be granted when CP&L changes to the standard technical specifications.

The staff compared the proposed |-A TS pages presented in refererice 1 for BSEF Units 7 and 2
with those approved In NEDC-32339, Supplement 4 The following sections were ejther modified
or addeq.

A Section 3 2.3, Fraction of Core Boiling Boundary, which includes LCO 323 and SR 3.2.3.1

b Specification 3.3 1.1, Reactor Protection Systam Instrumentation, Including Table 3.3.1.1-1
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c. Specification 3.3.1.3, Period Based Deteclion System, which includes LCO 3.3.1.3 and 5Rs
33131,33132 and33133

d. Section 5.6.5 relating 1o the Core Operating Limits Report (COLR) has been updated to add ths
following Enhanced Option 1-A spedific references.

1. NEDQ-32338-A, "Reactor Stability Long Term Stability Selution: Enhanced Option 1-A" July
1985.

2. NEDO-32339-P Supplement 1, “Reactor Stability Long Term Stability
Solution: Enhanced Option |-A ODYSY Computer Program," March 1984
(Approved In NRC Safety Evaluation dated January 4 1896).

3 NEDO-3233% Supplement 3, "Reactor Stability Long Term Stabllity Solution: Enhanced
Option I-A Flow Mapping Methodology,” August 1885 (Approved in NRC Safety Evaluation
daled May 28, 1896)

A discussion with justification of all of the above TS is included In reference 2. CPEL has
appropriately modified their TS In accordance with the outline presented in reference 3

The staff has concluded that CP&L has adequately implemented the proposed Technical
Specifications necessary to implement Long Term Stability Solution Enhanced Option |-A.

IV. STATE CONSULTATION

In accordance with the Commissian's regulations, the Narth Carolina State official was notified of
the proposed issuance of the amendment. The State official for the State of North Carolina had no
comments

V. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATION

Pursuant to 10 CFR 51.21, 51.32. and 51,35, an environmental assessment and finding of no
significant impact was published in the Federal Reglster on May 27, 1998 (63 FR 28038) for the
ITS conversion.

Accordingly. based upan the environmental asssssment, the Commission has determined that
issuance of this ITS conversion amendment will not have a significant effect on the quality of the
human enyimnment

With respect to other TS changes included in the application for conversion to improved Technical
Specifications, the ltems change requirements with respeat 1o Installation or use of a facility
compaonent located within the restricted area as defined in 10 CFR Pant 200 The NRC staff has
determined that the amendment involves no significant increase in the amounts, and no significant
change in the types, of any effluents that may be released offsite. and that there 1s no significant
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ncrease in indivdual or cumulative occupational radiation exposure. The Commission has
previously issued 3 proposed finding that the amandment involves ne significant hazards
consideration, and there has been no public comment on such finding { 63 FR 25103, 63 FR 6570,
63 FR 8971, 63 FR 6572. 63 FR 6973, 63 FR 6974, 63 FR 6975, 63 FR 6576, 63 FR 6978, 63 FR
6980, 63 FR 6981, 82 FR 8793) Accordingly, the amendment meets the eligibility criteria for
categorical exclusion set forth in 10 CFR 51.22(c)(9). Pursuant to 10 CFR 51.22(b) no
environmental iImpact statement or environmental assessment nesd be prépared in connection
with the issuance of this amendment

Vi. CONCLUSION

The Improved BSEP TS provide clearer, more readlly understandable requirements (o énsure safa
operation of the plant. The NRC staff concludes that they satisfy the guidance in the
Commussion's policy statement with regard to the content of technical specifications, and conform
to the model provided in NUREG-1433 with sppropriate modifications for plant-specific
vonsiderations. The NRC staff further concludes that the improved BSEP TS satisfy Section 182a
of the Atomic Energy Act, 10 CFR 50.36 and other applicable standards. On this basis, the NRC
staff concludes that the proposed improved BSEF TS are acceptable

The NRC staff has also reviewed the plant-specific changes to CTS as described n this
evaluation On the basis of the evaluations dascribed heran for sach of the changes. the NRC

siaff concludes that these changes are acceplable

The Commission has concluded, based on the considerations discussed above, thal' (1) there is
raasonable assurance that the health and safety of the public will not be endangered by oparation
in the propesed manner, (2) such activilies will be conducted in compliancs with the Commussion's

regulations. and. (2} the issuance of the amendments will not be inimical to the common defense
and secunty or to the health and safety of the pubbc.
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