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NORTHERN STATES POWER COMPANY

iResu@ry Docket File

MINNEAPOLIS, MINNESOTA_ 558401

December 16, 1974 A
DOCKETED
USAEB

DEC 18 1974

REGULATORY
MAIL SEGT\G‘&

DE8181974 e

u.s. A.ud‘u i ERGY
cwmssm

Mr. E G Case, Acting Director
Directorate of Licensing
Office of Regulation

U S Atomic Energy Commission
Washington, DC 20545

MONTICELLO NUCLEAR GENERATING_PLANT )
Docket No, 50-263 License No., DPR-22

License Amendment Request Dated December 16, 1974

Attached are three signed originals and 37 conformed copies of a request for
a change of Technical Specifications, Appendix A, of the Provisional Operatlng
License for the Monticello Nuclear Generating Plant, The change is submitted
in accordance with the request for revised technical specifications on
reporting requirements contained in Mr. D. L. Ziemann's letter of

October 21, 1974 and our interim response dated November 26, 1974.

We have included a number of exceptions to the reporting requirements and
definitions contained in Regulatory Guide 1.16, Revision 2. They are based
upon recent discussions with the Regulatory Staff on pending clarifying
revisions to Regulatory Guide 1.16.

We will begin reporting Abnormal Occurrences in the proposed new format

as soon as possible after issuance of this amendment, however we will require
several weeks for distribution and implementation of the technical
specification changes. 1In the case of reports on radioactive effluents
(Regulatory Guide 1.21 recommendations) and radiological environmental
monitoring (Regulatory Guide 4.1 recommendations) and the semi-annual operating
reports, the format contained in the current technical specifications will

be used for information submitted in 1975 on 1974 activities. We shall
appreciate it if your letter transmitting the license amendment would make
allowamce for appropriate periods of time to develop the new procedures, data
analysis methods, computer programs, etc, to meet the drastically altered
reporting formats, particularly for radioactive .effluents and radiological
environmental monitoring.

This license amendment request has been reviewed by the Monticello Operations
Committee and the Monticello Safety Audit Committee. We have concluded
that the proposed changes do not involve any safety considerations.-

12737
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Page 2.
< December 16, 1974
License Amendment Request Dated December 16, 1974

Yours very truly,

X 0.

L 0 Mayer, PE
Director of Nuclear Support Services

LOM/yb

cc: J G Keppler

G Charnoff

Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
Attn: E A Pryzina

MECCA
Attn: H J Vogel

City of Saint Paul
Attn: D L Ficker

S J Gadler

Attachments



UNITED STATES ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION

NORTHERN STATES POWER COMPANY

Docket No. 50-263

REQUEST FOR AMENDMENT TO
OPERATING LICENSE NO. DPR-22

(License Amendment Request Dated December 16, 1974)

/
Northern States Power Company, a Minnesota corporation, requests
authorization for changes to the Technical Specifications as shown on
the attachments labeled Exhibit A and Exhibit B, Exhibit A describes
the proposed changes along with reasons for the change. Exhibit B is
a set of Technical Specification pages incorporating the proposed changes.

This request contains no restricted or other defense information.

NORTHERN STATES POWER COMPANY

L. J Wachter

Vice President, Power Production &
System Operation

On this 16 day of December s _1974 | before me a notary -
public in and for said County, personally appeared Leo J Wachter, Vice’
President, Power Production & System Operation, and first being duly sworn
acknowledged that he is authorized to execute this document in behalf of

Northern States Power Company, that he knows the contents thereof and that to

the best of his knowledge, information and belief, the statements made in it
are—true<and that it is not interposed for delay.

7 A/ %7/%)

élOHN J. SMITH
Ngfary Publi‘c, Hennepin County, Minnesota
My Commission Expires March 3, 1976







EXHIBIT A .
/ MONTICELLO NUCLEAR GENERATING PLANT
DOCKET NO. 50-263

LICENSE AMENDMENT REQUEST bATED - DECEMBER 16, 1974

PROPOSED CHANGES TO TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS
APPENDIX A, OF PROVISIONAL OPERATING
LICENSE DPR-22

The technical specification revisions proposed herein are in response to

an October 21, 1974 letter from Dennis L. Ziemann, USAEC, which requested
submittal of changes that would establish reporting requirements in
accordance with Regulatory Guide 1.16, Revision 2. The changes have been
modified in accordance with information presented at a Regulatory Operations
regional conference on this subject on November 7, 1974 and discussions
with the Regulatory Staff in late November on pending revisions to
Regulatory Guide 1.16. It is also necessary to change other sections

of the Appendix A Technical Specifications which contain references

- to revised reporting requirements or those that have been eliminated.’

PROPOSED CHANGE

Page v, Table of Contents, substitute the revised page as contained .
in Exhibit B, attached, for the current page v. : '

REASON FOR CHANGE

To correct the section 6.7 title to agree with proposed chénges on page 211,

PROPOSED CHANGE

Delete pages 1 and 1A, T.S.1.0.A-C and substitute revised pages 1, 1A and

1B as contained in Exhibit B attached.

REASON FOR CHANGE

The definition of Abnormal Occurrences have been revised in accordance with
racent discussions with the Regulatory Staff on pending revisions to
Regulatory Guide 1.16.

PROPOSED CHANGE

On page 81, T.S.3.3.E, delete the last sentence.

REASON FOR CHANGE

Since reactivity anomalies of this magnitude are required to be reported
through the definition of abnormal occurrences and since the referenced
technical specification is no longer correct, this requirement is superfluous.



PROPOSED CHANGE

On page 131, 3.6 Bases, fourth paragraph, seventh line, delete" . . .
with Specification 6.7.C.4" and substitute" ., . . . with 10 CFR Part 50
Appendix H."

REASON FOR CHANGE

Since this reporting requirement is contained in Title 10 regulations and
there is a general statement on Title 10 reporting on page 211 of these
proposed changes, the Special Report listing is not required,

PROPOSED CHANGE

On page 134, 3.6.D Bases, delete the third paragraph on drywell 1eakage

report:.ng requ1 rements.

REASON FOR CHANGE

This type of information is not listed as being reportable for AEC review
in Regulatory Guide 1,16, Revision 2. This technical specification
requirement was inserted at the request of the AEC to gain information

on the results of the original and an improved drywell leakage monitoring
system that was installed at Monticello. Reports on the results of

the originally installed system and the modified system have been submitted
in 1973 and 1974 and fully demonstrate their sensitivity and response.

PROPOSED CHANGE

On page 136, 3.6 Bases, second pafagraph, last line, delete" . . . .
Specification 6.7.C.3." and substitute ", ., . ., Specification 6.7.B."

REASON FOR CHANGE

This will correct the technical specification reference to be consistent -
with other proposed changes.

PROPOSED CHANGE

On page 150, T.S. 4.7.C.l.a, eliminate the last sentence.

REASON FOR CHANGE

The semiannual operating report has been eliminated and this information
is not listed as being reportable for AEC review in Regulatory Guide
1.16, Revision 2.

PROPOSED CHANGE

On p. 164, 4.7 Bases, second paragraph, eliminate the last sentence.

REASON FOR CHANGE .

Unacceptable MSIV leakage will be reported as an abnormal occurrence and the
results of MBIV leak testing will be reported in the containment leak
rate test reports.

-2-



10.

11.

12,

PROPOSED CHANGE

On page 167, 4.7 Bases, first paragraph, delete the sentence beginning
"A program for the . . . . "and substitute the following sentence:

"A program for the periodic testing (See Specification 4.7.D) and
examination of the valves in these lines has been developed and a report
covering this program was submitted to the AEC on July 27, 1973."

REASON FOR CHANGE

This requirement has been completed with the submission of the July 27, 1973
report,

PROPOSED CHANGE

On page 170A, T.5.3.8.A.9.c, delete the words" . ., . . as an unusual
event (see Specification 6.7.B.2)."

REASON FOR CHANGE

Unusual events have been eliminated and this special reporting requirement
is not defined in the new abnormal occurrence definition. The 30 day
reporting requirement is still applicable under the '"as low as practicable"
requirements.

PROPOSED CHANGE

On page 201, T.S.6.3.A and 6.4, delete the existing wording and substitute
the wording contained in Exhibit B attached, ‘

REASON FOR CHANGE

With the revised event reporting format and requirements, the current

technical spe¢ification wording and references are inappropriate. The

wording has also been revised to meet the intent of the current Regulatory
position on this section of the administrative controls technical specifications,

PROPOSED CHANGE

Delete pages 211-216, 216A and part of page 217, Technical Specifications
6.7.A and B, and substitute page 211 and partial page 212, new
Technical Specification 6.7.A, as contained in Exhibit B attached.

REASON FOR CHANGE

The proposed technical specifications incorporate the reporting recommended
in Regulatory Guide 1.16, Revision 2; however, a number of exceptions to the
recommendations in that Guide are listed. Exceptions #2-#12 are based upon
the discussions with the Regulatory Staff on pending revisions to Regulatory
Guide 1.16. If this Technical Specification is issued-prior to an
opportunity for our review of new revisions to Regulatory Guide 1.16, we
request that these exceptions be made a part of the Technical Specifications.
If their issuance can be delayed until an opportunity for our review of
further revisions to Regulatory Guide 1.16 and if that revision is essentially
as discussed with the Regulatory Staff, we may be able to delete these
exceptions from our request. We support retention of exception #1, covering



13.

14.

conflicts in definitions or requirements, in any case,

PROPOSED CHANGE

Delete remainder of page 217 and all of page 218, T.S.6.7.C and substitute
remainder of page 212, TS.6.7.B as contained in Exhibit B attached.

REASON FOR CHANGE

The special reports contained in this section are deleted, with the exception
of 6,7.C.1, 6.7.C,3 and 6.7.C.7, for the following reasons:

6.7.C.2

This requirement has been satisfied.

Reporting on surveillance specimens is already covered
under 10CFR, Part 50, Appendix H requirements.

6.7.C.4

6.7.C.5 - See Proposed Change and Reason for Change No. 8 above.
This report is no longer needed.

6.7.C.6 - This technical specification implies that we must report
on programs performed by others. The new annual operating
report recommended in Regulatory Guide 1,16 contains
reporting on in-plant failed fuel examinations.

6.7.C.8 - See Proposed Change and Reason for Change No. 5 above.

This report is no longer needed.

6.7.C.9 - This requirement has been satisfied. See Proposed Change
and Reason for Change No. 9 above.

The currently required special reports 6.7.C.1, 6,7.C.3 and 6.7.C.7 have been
included under new T.S.6.7.B. The Monticello Nuclear Plant was declared
commercial on June 30, 1971, For new T.S.6.7.B.2, "five years of operation"
(See 4,6 Bases on page 136) plus 90 days allowed in the current technical
specification projects to a submittal date of October 1, 1976, For new
T.S.6.7.B.3, five years projects to a submittal date of July 1, 1976,

PROPOSED CHANGE

Add a new page 213, T.S.6.7.C as contained in Exhibit B attached.

REASON FOR CHANGE

The current Regulatory Staff position is that plants without Appendix B
technical specifications should have "Appendix B reports" located in this
section. The timing of the reports as proposed herein is consistent with

that contained in our submittal dated August 16, 1974, which contained draft
Appendix B Technical Specifications, The extensive monitoring and ecological
studies programs, data collection and analysis, collection of reports fFom.
various consultants, assembly of the composite reports and multicopy printing
require a considerable time from the end of the reporting period to completion
of the final document. The time intervals proposed are based on our past
experience with these types of reports. :

b=



AMENDMENT REQUEST DATED - DECEMBER 16, 1974
EXHIBIT B

This exhibit consists of the following pages revised to incorporate the
proposed Technical Specification changes:

Page v Page 150
Page 1 Page 164
Page 1A Page 167
Page 1B (new page) Page 170A
Page 81 Page 201
Page 131 Page 211
Page 134 Page 212

Page 136 Page 213



5.0
6.0

3. Standby Diesel Generators
4., Station Battery Systems

3.9 Bases
4,9 Bases

3.10 and 4.10. Refueling

A, Refueling Interlocks

B. Core Monitoring

c. Fuel Storage Pool Water Level

D. Movement of Fuel

E. Extended Core and Control Rod Drive Maintenance
3.10 and 4.10 Bases |

DESIGN FEATURES

ADMINISTRATIVE CONTROLS

6.1
6.2
6.3

6.4
6.5
6.6
6.7

Organization
Review and Audit

Actions to be taken in the Event of an Abnormal Occurrence
in Plant Operation

~ Action to be taken if a Safety Limit is Exceeded

Plant Operating Procedures
Plant Operating Records

Reporting Requirements

REV

182
183
185
186
187
187
188
188
188
188A
189
190
192
192
195
201

201
202
209
211



INTRODUCTION

These Technical Specifications are prepared in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 50.36 and
apply to the Monticello Nuclear Generating Plant, Unit No. 1. The bases for these Specifications
are included for information and understandability purposes. :

1.0 DEFINITIONS

/

-

The succeeding frequently used terms are explicitly defined so that a uniform interpretation of
the Specifications may be achieved.

A. Abnormal Occurrence

1. Prompt Notification with Written Followup

a.

1.0

Failure of the reactor protection system, or other systems subject to limiting safety
system settings, to initiate the required protective function by the time a monitored
parameter reaches the value specified as the limiting safety system setting in the
Appendix A Technical Specifications, or failure to complete the required protective

" function.

Operation of the unit or affected systems when any parameter or operation subject to

a limiting condition for operation is less conservative than the least conservative
aspect of the limiting condition for operation established in the Appendix A Technical
Specifications.

Abnormal degradation discovered in fuel cladding, reactor coolant pressure Boundafy
or primary containment. '

Reactivity anomalies involving disagreement with predicted value of reactivity balance
under steady state conditions greater than or equal to $1.00; a calculated reactivity
balance indicating shutdown margin less conservative than specified in the Appendix A
Technical Specifications; short term reactivity increases that correspond to a reactor
period of less than 5 seconds, or if subcritical, an unplanned reactivity insertion of
more than 50¢; or any unplanned criticality.



1.0

>
Failure or malfunction of one or more components which prevents or could prevent, by
itself, the fulfillment of the functional requirements of systems required to cope
with acc1dents analyzed in the SAR.

Personnel error or procedural inadequacy which prevents or could prevent, by itself,
the fulfillment of the functional requirements of systems required to cope with accidents
analyzed in the SAR.

Conditions arising from natural or man-made events, that, as a direct result of the
event, require plant shutdown, operation of safety systems, or other protective
measures required by Appendix A Technical Specifications.

Errors discovered in the transient or accident analyses or in the methods used for such
analyses as described in the SAR or in the bases for the Appendix A Technical Specifications \.
that have or could have permitted reactor operation in a manner less conservative than

assumed in the analyses.

Performance of structures, systems or components that requires remedial action or corrective
measures to prevent operation in a manner less conservative than assumed in the accident
analyses in the SAR or Appendix A Technical Specifications bases or discovery during

plant life of conditions not specifically considered in the SAR or Appendix A Technical
Specifications that require remedial action or corrective measures to prevent the

existence or development of an unsafe condition.

Thirty Day Written Reports

a.

Reactor protection system or engineered safety feature instrument settings which are

found to be less conservative than those established by the Appendix A Technical

Specifications but which do not prevent the fulfillment of the functional requirements

of affected systems. .

Conditions leading to operation in a degraded mode permitted by a limiting condition
for operation or plant shutdown required by a limiting condition of operation.

Observed inadequacies in the implementation of administrative or procedural controls
which threaten to cause reduction of degree of redundancy provided in reactor protection
systems or engineered safety feature systems.

1A
REV



d. Abnormal degradation of systems, other than those specified in T.S. 1.0.A.l.c above,
designed to contain radioactive material resulting from the fission process.

B. Alteration of the Reactor Core

The act of .moving any component in the region above the core support plate, below the upper
grid and within the shroud. (Normal operating functions such as control rod movement using
the normal drive mechanism, tip scans, SRM and IRM detector movements, etc., are not to be
considered core alterations.)

C. Hot Standby

Hot Standby means operation with the reactor critical in the startup mode at a power level
just sufficient to maintain reactor pressure and temperature. .

1.0 . 1B
REV



5.0 LIMITING CONDITIONS FOR OPERATION

4.0 SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

Reactivity Anomalies

At a specific steady state base condition

of the reactor actual control rod inventory
will be periodically compared to a normal-
ized computed prediction of the inventory.
If the difference exceeds one per cent, ZSK,
reactor power operation shall not be per-
mitted until the cause has been evaluated
and appropriate corrective action has been
completed.

If Specifications 3.3.A through D above
are not met, an orderly shutdown shall

be initiated and have reactor in the cold
shutdown condition within 24 hours.

J

3.3/h.3

E. Reactivity Anomalies

During the startup test program and at
each startup following refueling outages,
the actual rod inventory shall be com-
pared to a normalized computed prediction
of the inventory. These comparisons will
be used as base data for reactivity mon-
itoring during subsequent power opsration
throughout the fuel cycle. At specific
povwer operating conditions, the actual
rod configuration will be compared to

the configuration expected based upon
appropriately corrected past data. This
comparison will be made at least every
equivalent full power month.

81
REV



Bases 3.6 And 4.6 - Continued:

The initial NDT Temperature of the vessel shell material opposite the reactor core region is 0°F.
The initial NDT temperature in the main dome flanges, and the shell and head material connecting to these
flanges is 10CF, and elsewhere is 4OOF. The design life of the reactor vessel is 4O years and the maximum
fast neutron exposure at 40 years is calculated to be 5.4 x 1017 nvt. The NDT temperature limit curve
in Figure L4.6.1 uses the "worst case" curve of the FSAR to establish the NDT temperature shift and 1is
therefore conservative. The expected NDT temperature shift for this vessel at 5.4 x 1017 nvt 1is expected
to be 0OF. Figure 4.6.1 also incorporates a 60°F factor of safety. This factor is based upcon the require-
ments of the ASME code and the considerations which resulted in these requirements. Therefore, the
specification provides for "worst case" data as well as 60CF of margin ‘to provide assurance that
operation in the non-ductile region will not occur.

The reactor vessel head flange and the vessel flange in combination with the double "O" ring type seal
are designed to provide a leak-tight seal when bolted together. When the vessel head is placed on the
reactor vessel, only that portion of the head flange near the inside of the vessel rests on the vessel flange.
As the head bolts are replaced and tensioned, the vessel head is flexed slightly to bring together the entire
contact surfaces adjacent to the "O" rings of the head and vessel flange. Both the head and the headflange
have an NDT temperature of 10°F, and they are not subject to any appreciable neutron radiation exposure. There-
fore, the minimum vessel head and head flange temperature for bolting the head flange and vessel flange
is established as 109F + 60°F or TOCF.

NMumerous data are avallable relating integrated flux and the change in nil-ductility transition
temperature (NDTT) in various steels. The most conservative data has been used in Specification 3.3.
The integrated flux at the vessel wall is calculated from core physics data and will be measured using
flux monitors installed inside the vessel. The measurements of the neutron flux at the vessel wall will
be used to check and 1f necessary correct, the calculated data to determine an accurate NDTT.

In addition, vessel material samples will be located within the vessel to monitor the affect of neutron
exposure on these materials. The samples include specimens of base metal, weld zone metal, heat affected
zone metal, and standard specimens. These samples will receive neutron exposure more rapidly than the vessel wall
material and therefore will lead the vessel in integrated neutron flux exposure. These samples will provide
further assurance that the shift in NDTT used in the specification 1s conservative. An analysis and report
will be submitted to the AEC on all such surveillance specimens removed from the reactor vessels in accordance
with 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix H. ‘- These reports shall include the information specified in ASTM E-185-66,
"Recommended Practices for Surveillance Tests on Structural Materiais in Nuclear Reactor," and information
obtained on the level of integrated fast neutron irradiation received by the specimens and actual vessel
material.

3.6/4.6 . 131
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Bases Continued 3.6 and 4.6:

D. Coolant Leakage

The former 15 gpm limit for leaks from unidentified sources was established as§umin§ suc@ leakage was ﬁomlzge
from the primary system. Tests have been conducted which demonstrate that a re}atlonshlp exists between ; i s e 4
of a crack and the probability that the crack will propagate. From the crack sxze'a 1?akage rate can-ge iherm an-.
For a crack size which gives a leakage of 5 gpm, the probability of rapid propagation is less t@a: 10-9. fus, i
unidentified leak of 5 gpm when assumed to be from the primary system had less than one chance in 100,000 o dpropa
gating, which provides adequate margin. A leakage of 5 gpm is detectable and measurable. The ?4 hour perio
allowed for determination of leakage is also based on the low probability of the crack propagatimng.

The capacity of the drywell sump pumps is 100 gpm and the capacity of the drywell equipm?nt drain tan? pumps
is also 100 gpm. Removal of 25 gpm from either of these sumps can be accomplished with considerable margin.

E. Safety/Relief Valves

Testing of all safety/relief valves each refueling outage ensures that any valve deterioration
is detected. A tolerance value of 1% for safety/relief valve setpoints is specified in Section III of the
ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code. Analyses have been performed with all valves assumed set 17 higher
(1080 psig + 17) than the nominal setpoint; the 1375 psig code limit is not exceeded in any case,

The safety/relief valves are used to limit reactor vessel overpressure and fuel thermal duty,

The required safety/relief valve steam flow capacity is determined by analyzing the transient accompanying
the mainsteam flow stoppage resulting from a postulated MSIV Closure from a power of 1670 MAt. The analysis
assumes. a multiple-failure wherein direct scram (valve position) is neglected. Scram is assumed to be from

indirect means (high flux). In this event, the safety/relief valve capacity is assumed to be 71% of the full
power steam generation rate.

3.6/4.6 BASES 134
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Bases Contimued 3.6 and L4.6: ' -

Design confirmation and construction adequacy will be demonstrated during the plant startup and
Power ascension test program. As part of this program, cold and hot vibration tests on certain
reactor vessel internals will be performed. The tests, described in a letter to Dr. P. A. Morris,
dated March 5, 1970, are designed to obtain confirmatory data on the design features of Monticello as
compared to Dresden Unit 2 design. Thus, the basis for the Monticello vibration test program is
predicated on obtaining satisfactory data which confirms common design features from earlier BWR
Plants such as Dresden Unit 2. In the event that data from these earlier plants are not available before
routine power operation of Monticello, the matter will be reviewed by the AEKC.

The program outlined in Table 4.6.1 is limited to inspections of the primary coolant system. It is
anticipated that the data collected during the first five years of operation will provide a suitable
basis to evaluate the need for inspecting other portions of the facility (such as the main steam lines
downstream of the main steamline isolation valves). These data along with the overall operating
experiences will be reviewed to determine the inspection program to be implemented for the lifetime of the
facility. The results of this study together with the proposed lifetime inspection program will be
submitted to the AEC in accordance with Specification 6.7.B. ’

The special inspection of the main feed and steam lines is to provide added protection against
pipe whip. The Group I welds are selected on the basis of an analysis that shows these welds are the
highest stress welds and that due to their physical location, a break would result in the least
interference and maximum energy upon impact with the drywell. These welds are the only ones which offer

any significant risk and will be included in future inspections as determined by the study described
above. ' :

Group II welds are selected because without regard for the operating stress levels and inter-
fering equipment, they have sufficient theoretical energy to penetrate and would propel the pipe
toward the contaimment. They are therefore included in the first inspection. Upon consideration of

impact angle, interfering equipment and distance pipe travels, no substantial risk is involved and
no extra inspection is needed.

In addition, extensive visual inspection for leaks will be made periodically on critical systems.
The inspection program specified encompasses the major areas of the vessel and piping systems within
the drywell. The inspection period is based on the observed rate of growth of defects from fatigue
studies sponsored by the AEC. These studies show that it requires thousands of stress cycles at

3.6/k.6 136
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3.0 LIMITING CONDITIONS FOR OPERATION

4.0 SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

C. Secondary Containment

1.

3.7/4.7

Secondary containment integrity, shall be
maintained during all modes of plant
operation except whan all of the following
conditions are met,

a. The reactor is subcritical and Specifi-
cation 3.3.A is met.

b. The reactor water temperature is below
212° and the reactor coolant system is
vented.

c. No activity is being performed which
can reduce the shutdown margin below
that specified in Specification 3.3.A.

C. Secondary Containment

1. Secondary containment surveillance shall
be performed as indicated below:

a. Secondary containment capability to
maintain at least a 1/4 inch of water
vacuum under calm wind (2 <u <5 mph)
conditions with a filter train flow
rate of £4,000 scfm, shall be dem-
onstrated at each refueling outage
prior to refueling.
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Bases Continued:

The acceptatble values for local leak rate tests have been specified in terms of ztandard
cubic feet per hour (scf/nr) for purposes of clarity. Following is the list of equivalent
values given in terms of an allowable percentage of the allowahle operational leak rate

-

(Lto)-
17.2 sef/hr = 5% Ly, ) .
@ 41 psig ° . . '
34.4 scf/hr = 10% -
@ 41 psig B - i

103.2 scf/hr = 30% Ly,
@ Ll psig

where Ly, = .75 Ly (the maximum allowatle leak rate)
and L, = 1.2 weight percent of the contained air at the test pressure of 4l rsiz.

Results of loss of coolant accident analyses indicate that fission products would not be released
“directly to the environs because of leakage through the main line isolation valves due tc hcldup

in the steam system complex. Although this effect shows that an adequate margin exists with

regard to release of fission products, the results of leak tests on the main steam line isolation

valves will be closely followed in order to determine the adequacy of these valves to perform

their intended function. - . ‘

Monitoring the nitrogen makeup requirements of the inerting system provides a method of otserving
leak rate trends and would detect gross leaks in a very short time. This equipment must te
periodically removed from service for test and maintenance, but this out-of-service time will te
kept to a practical minimum.

4.7 BASES
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Bases Continued:

4.7 The containment is penetrated by a large number of small diameter instrument lines. A program for
the periodi¢ testing (see Specification 4.7.D) and examination of the valves in these lines has

been developed and a report covering this program was submitted to the AEC on July 27, 1973.

The main steam line isolation valves are functionally tested on a more frequent interval to
establish a high degree of reliability.

4.7 BASES
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3.0 LIMITING CONDITIONS OF OPERATION

4.0 SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

3.8/4.8

10.

11.

12,

13.

a. Investigate to identify the
causes for such release rates.

b. Define and initiate a program
to reduce such release rates
to the as low as practical levels.

c. Provide a report describing
these actions within 30 days.

At least one of the two stack monitors,
including the charcoal cartridge and
particulate filter, shall be operable

at all times that the stack is releasing
effluents to the environs.

If both stack monitors are made or found in-
operable, the reactor shall be placed in the
hot standby condition within 24 hours.

Except as specified in 3.8.A.13, the off-
gas stack and reactor building vent monitors
shall have automatic isolation set points
consistent with Specification 3.8.A.1 and
alarm set points consistent with Spec1f1—
cation 3.8.A.2.

If operation. is necessary with the Off~gas
Holdup System recombiners bypassed, the
off-gas stack monitors shall serve only
an alarm function.

5.

A determination shall be made of the
total I-131 released weekly. An analyvsis.
shall be performed on a sample at least
monthly for I-133 and I-135.

A determination shall be made of the

total radioactive particulates with half-
lives greater than 8 days released weekly.
The particulate filters shall be removed
and analyzed for gross beta particulate
radioactivity with half-lives greater
than 8 days. Monthly, a composite of
those filters used during the month

shall be prepared and analyzed for the
principal gamma emitting radionuclides.

Analysis for Sr-89 and Sr-90 shdll be
made quarterly. Gross alpha radioactivity
shall be determined quarterly.
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-¢. Mechanism for scheduling meetings

d. Meeting agenda

e. Use of subcommittees

f. Review and approval, by members, of OC actions

- g. Distribution of minutes

6.3 Abnormal Occurrence Action

6.4

6.3

In the event of an abnormal occurrence as defined in the Appendix A Technical Specifications,
the Commission shall be notified and/or a report submitted pursuant to the requirements of
T.S5.6.7.A.

Each abnormal occurrence shall be reported to the Operations Committee, either by copy of the
report previously submitted to the Commission or by a separate investigation report. The
Operations Committee shall review the report and recommend further action if necessary.
Copies of the report and Operations Committee minutes documenting their review shall be

submitted to the Safety Audit Committee and the General Superintendent of Nuclear Power
Plant Operation,

Safety Limit Violation

If a safety limit is exceeded, the reactor shall be shut down and the Commission shall be notified
immediately. It shall also be promptly reported to the General Superintendent of Nuclear Power

Plant Operation and the Chairman of the Safety Audit Committee, or their designated alternates.

A safety limit violation report shall be prepared. This report shall describe (1) applicable
circumstances preceding the violation, (2) effects of the violation upon facility components,
systems or structures, and (3) the basis for corrective action taken to preclude recurrence.

The report shall be reviewed by the Operations Committee. The safety limit violation report shall
be submitted to the Commission, the General Superintendent of Nuclear Power Plant Operation, and the
Safety Audit Committee with two weeks of the event.

Operation shall not be resumed until authorized by the Commission.
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10.

11.

Reactor coolant system in-service inspections

Minutes of meetings of the Safety Audit Committee

6.7 Reporting Requirements

6.7

A.

Routine Reports and Event Reports

The operating information to be reported to the USAEC in addition to the reports required by
Title 10, Chapter 1, Code of Federal Regulations, shall be in accordance with the Regulatory
position of Regulatory Guide 1.16, Revision 2, '"Reporting of Operating Information - Appendix A
Technical Specifications," with the following exceptions:

in

In case of conflict between definitions or requirements in Regulatory Guide 1.16 and these
Appendix A Technical Specifications, the latter will take precedent. In those cases where
the Regulatory Guide definitions of abnormal occurrences contain interpretive notes on what
is reportable, those interpretations will apply to the definitions listed in T. S. L.0.A.

Regulatory Guide 1.16, Revision 2 (R.G. 1.16-2), para. C.1.b(2): replace "five percent"
with "20%."

R.G. 1.16-2, para. C.1.b(3): Exposure reporting will be for individuals receiving exposures
greater than 100 mrem in the reporting period and assignment of exposures to various duty
functions will be based on best estimates from normally used personnel monitoring devices.

R.G. 1.16-2, para. C.1.b(4): The reporting recommended under sub-paragraphs (a)-(d) will not
be required.

R.G. 1.16-2, para. C.2.a: The prompt notification shall be as expeditiously as possible, but
within 24 hours by telephone and confirmed by telegraph, mailgram or facsimile transmission
to the Director of the appropriate Regulatory Operations Regional Office, or his designate

no later than the first working day following the event, with a written follow-up report
within two weeks. ' '

R.G. 1.16-2, para. C.2.a(1l): change to read "Failure of the reactor protection system,or
other systems subject to limiting safety system settings, to initiate the required protective
function by the time a monitored parameter reaches the value specified as the limiting safety

system setting in the Appendix A Technical Specifications, or failure to complete the required
protective function."
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o)

6.7

7. R.G. 1.16-2, para. C.2.a(3): change to read "Abnormal degradation discovered in fuel cladding,
reactor coolant pressure boundary or primary containment."

8. R.G. 1.16-2, para. C.2.a(4): Delete this definition and reporting requirement.

9. R.G. 1.16-2, para. C.2.b: Change the reporting time requirement to 30 days following the
event.

10. R.G. 1.16-2, para. C.2.b(2): change to read "Conditions leading to operation in a degraded

mode permitted by a limiting condition for operation or plant shutdown required by a limiting
condition of operation. . '

11. R.G. 1.16-2, para. C.2.b(3): Delete this definition and reporting requirement and re-number

C.2.b(4) as C.2.b(3). Add new paragraph C.2.b(4) which reads "Abnormal degradation of systems
other than those spec1fied in C.2.a(3) above, designed to contain radioactive material resultlng
from the fission process."

12. R.G. 1.16-2, para. C.2.c: The events listed under this paragraph are not abnormal occurrences

and are not required to be reported.

Special Reports

The following special reports shall be submitted in writing to the Director of the Regulatory
Operations Regional Office within the time period specified for each report:

Area Reference Submittal Date
1. Primary Containment Leak Rate Tests 4.7A 90 days after each 1ntegrate('
leak rate test
2. In-Service Inspection Evaluation & Development 4,.6F & 4,6F Bases October 1, 1976
3. Failed Fuel Detection 3.2 Bases , July 1, 1976 .
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Environmental Reports

The following reports relating to environmental activities shall be submitted to the Director of

" the Regulatory Operations Regional Office and are included in this Appendix A Technical Specification

section until an Appendix B Technical Specification has been issued for the Monticello Nu;lear
Generating Plant:

1. A Semiannual Radioactive Effluents Report shall be submitted within 60 days after

6.7

January 1 and July 1 of each year. The report will meet the intent of Regulatory
Guide 1.21, Revision 1, and will include a summary of the quantities of radiocactive
liquid and gaseous effluents and solid wastes released from the plant during the
previous six months of operation.

2. An Annual Radiological Environmental Monitoring Report shall be submitted by April 1
of the subsequent year. The report will meet the intent of Regulatory Guide 4.1 (1/18/73)
and will include summaries, interpretations, and statistical evaluation of the results
of the radiological environmental surveillance activities. In the event that some results
are not available within the 90 day period, the report will be submitted noting and
explaining the reasons for the missing results which will be submitted as soon as possible
in a supplementary report.

3. An Annual Environmental Monitoring and Ecological Studies Program Report shall be submitted
by August 1 of the subsequent year. The report will include summaries, interpretations, and
statistical evaluation of the results of the non-radiological environmental surveillance
activities. '
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