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o | ' DISCUSSION OF CHANGES
ITS CHAPTER-3.0 - LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION (LCO) APPLICABILITY
, AND SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENT*(SR) APPLICABILITY

ADMINISTRATIVE CHANGES

Al

A3

A4

In the conversion of the H. B. Robinson Steam Electric Plant (HBRSEP),
Unit 2 Current Technical Specifications (CTS) to the proposed plant
specific Improved Technical Specifications (ITS) certain wording
preferences or conventions are adopted which do not result in technical
changes (either actual or interpretational). Editorial changes,
reformatting, and revised numbering are adopted to make ITS consistent
with the conventions in the Standard Technical Specifications,
Westinghouse Plants, NUREG 1431, Revision 1 (i.e., Improved Standard
Technical Specifications (ISTS))

CTS Specification 3.0 is revised to adopt ISTS Spec1f1cat1on LCO 3.0.1
in the ITS. Although this Specification is not explicitly stated in the

CTS, current use and application of the CTS is consistent with the

intent of ISTS Specification LCO 3.0.1. In addition, each CTS
inherently implies that the associated specification requirements must
be met when the specification is applicable. ITS LCO 3.0.1 provides "
clarity with regard to when LCOs must be met, and where any exceptions
can be found. ITS LCO 3.0.1 is consistent with NUREG-1431, Revision 1
(including proposed generic change TSTF-6) and does not result in
technical changes (either actual or interpretational). As such, this
change is adm1n1strat1ve and has no adverse 1mpact on safety

CTS Specification 3.0 is revised to adopt ISTS Spec1f1cat1on LCO 3.0.2
in the ITS. Although this Specification is not explicitly stated in the
CTS, current use and application of the CTS is consistent with the
intent of ISTS Specification LCO 3.0.2. In addition, each CTS
inherently implies that the associated specification actions must be
performed when the requirements are not met. ITS LCO 3.0.2 provides
clarity with regard to when LCOs must be met, and where any exceptions
can be found. ITS LCO 3.0.2 is consistent with NUREG- 1431, Revision 1
and the only technical change associated with CTS is the ITS LCO 3.0.5
exception (See Discussion of Change L1). As such, this change is
administrative, and has no adverse impact on safety.

CTS Spec1f1cat1on 3.0 is revised to adopt ISTS Specification LCO 3.0.3
text in the ITS:

"a. The CTS phrase, “Except asiotherwise provided for in each

specification,” is replaced with the ISTS phrase, “Exceptions to
this Specification are stated in the individual Specifications,”
to c1ar1fy where except1ons to this LCO can be found.

- b. The CTS phrase, “if a Limiting Condition for Operation cannot be

satisfied because of circumstances in excess of those addressed in
the specification,” is replaced with the ISTS phrase, When an LCO
s not met and the associated ACTIONS are not met an associated
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ACTION is not provided, or if directed by the associated ACTIONS,”
to specifically state the circumstances which require compliance
- with this LCO. ' -

C. The CTS phrase, “unless corrective measures are taken that permit
operation under the permissible Limiting Condition for Operation
statements for the specified time interval as measured from
initial discovery or until the reactor is placed in a condition in
which the specification is not applicable,” is replaced with the
ISTS phrase “Where corrective measures are completed that permit
operation in accordance with the LCO or ACTIONS, completion of the
actions required by LCO 3.0.3 is not required,” to clarify
ambiguities regarding the termination of actions related to this
LCO. . : :

This change is therefore administrative, and has no adverse impact on
safety. ‘

Not used.

ITS LCO 3.0.6 is added to provide guidance regarding the appropriate
ACTIONS to be taken when a single inoperability (a support system) also
results in-the inoperability of one or more related systems (supported
system(s)). In the CTS, based on the intent and interpretation provided
by the NRC over the years, there has been an ambiguous approach to the
combined Support/supported inoperability. Some of this history is
summarized: .

e ' Guidance provided in the June 13, 1979 NRC memorandum from Brian
K. Grimes (Assistant Director for Engineering and Projects) to
Samuel E. Bryan (Assistant Director for Field Coordination) would
~indicate an intent/interpretation consistent with the ITS LCO -
3.0.6 - without the necessity of also requiring additional
gCTIOﬁS. That is, only the inoperable support system ACTIONS need

e taken. '

e Guidance provided by the NRC in their April 10, 1980 letter to all

Licensees, regarding the definition of OPERABILITY and its impact
as a support system on the remainder of the current TS, would
indicate a similar philosophy of not taking ACTIONS for the
inoperable supported equipment. However, in this case, additional
actions (similar to the ITS Safety Function Determination Program
actions) were addressed and required.

. Generic Letter 91-18 and a plain-English reading of the existing
TS provide an interpretation that inoperability, even as a result
of a Technical Specification support system inoperability,
requires all associated ACTIONS to be taken.

DOC30s5.HBR 2 ' -~ Supplement 5
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- function of ITS LCO 3.0.6 is to clarify existing ambiguities and to

“Technical changes associated with physics testing requirements are

| = DISCUSSION OF CHANGES
ITS CHAPTER 3.0 - LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION (LCO) APPLICABILITY
AND SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENT® (SR) APPLICABILITY -

Considering the history of disagreement and misunderstandings in this-
area, the ISTS, NUREG-1431, was developed, with Industry input and -
approval -of the NRC, to include ITS LCO 3.0.6, and a new program,
Specification 5.5.15, Safety Function Determination Program.  Since the

maintain actions within the realm of previous interpretations,. this new
provision is deemed to be administrative in nature.

CTS Specification 3.0 is revised to adopt ISTS Specification LCO 3.0.7
in the ITS (ITS LCO 3.0.7). This Specification provides guidance with
regard to meeting ITS Specification 3.1.8, "PHYSICS TESTS Exceptions-
MODE 2," which allows certain Technical Specification requirements to be
changed (made applicable in part or whole, or suspended) to permit
performance of a PHYSICS TEST. If the Special Test Exception LCO did
not exist, a PHYSICS TEST could not be performed in ITS. ITS LCO 3.0.7
eliminates confusion which would otherwise exist as to which LCOs apply
during performance of a PHYSICS TEST. This change is consistent with
the intent of the current physics testing exceptions; however, without
this specific allowance to change the requirements of another LCO, a
conflict of requirements could be incorrectly interpreted to exist. -

addressed in ITS 3.1.8 Discussion of Changes. Since this change only
adds clarification to interpretation of CTS, this change is considered
administrative, and has no adverse impact on safety.

CTS Specification 4.0 is revised to adopt ISTS Specification SR 3.0.1 1in
the ITS. CTS Specification 4.0 states, “Performance of.any surveillance |
test outlined in these specifications is not required when the system or
component is out of service as permitted by the Limiting Conditions for
Operation.” ITS SR 3.0.1 states, “Surveillances do not have to be |
performed on inoperable equipment or variables outside specified

1imits.” Although not explicitly stated in CTS 4.0, the complementary |
requirement that Surveillances must be performed on equipment required

to be OPERABLE (in accordance with applicable Technical Specification
requirements) is implied, which is consistent with ITS SR 3.0.1. i

“ISTS Specification SR 3.0.1 also clarifies that failure to meet a

Surveillance means failure to meet the LCO, and that such failure can be
experienced between performances, as well as during performances of the
Surveillance. This is consistent with CTS Surveillance Requirements
when applied in conjunction with the CTS definition of OPERABLE. CTS
4.0 states, "If it is discovered that a Surveillance Requirement,... was
not performed within its specified frequency, then compliance with the
requirement to declare the Technical Specification requirements are not
met...." which implies that if a Surveillance Requirement is not
performed when required, the LCO is not met. In addition, each CTS
inherently impiies that when the associated Surveillance Requirements

-are not met, the associated equipment is inoperable and the appropriate
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ITS CHAPTER 3.0 - LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION (LCO) APPLICABILITY
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actions are required to be performed. The requirement to declare the
LCO not met, as required by ITS SR 3.0.1, 1is consistent with current
interpretation on the use and application of CTS.

Upon discovery a Surveillance Requirement was not performed within its
specified frequency, CTS 4.0 permits an extension up 24 hours or the
limits of the applicable Frequency, whichever is less. .CTS 4.0
requires, if the SR is not met or not performed during the delay period,
the Technical Specification requirements must be immediately declared
not met and applicable actions taken. Although not explicitly stated,

it is implied, that if the delay period is not invoked the Technical

Specification requirements must be immediately declared not met and
applicable actions taken. This is consistent with the requirement of
ITS SR 3.0.1 and SR 3.0.3.

CTS Specification 4.0 is revised to adopt ISTS Specification SR 3.0.2 in
the ITS. The CTS sentence, “Specified intervals may be adjusted plus or
minus 25% to accommodate normal test schedules,” is modified in ITS

SR 3.0.2 to state, “The specified Frequency for each SR is met if the
Surveillance is performed within 1.25 times the interval specified in
the Frequency, as measured from the previous performance or as measured
from the time a specified condition of the Frequency is met,” for
clarification and to establish what constitutes meeting the specified
Frequency of each SR. Although not explicitly stated in CTS, this
additional clarification.is inherently implied in CTS 4.0 and is
consistent with current interpretation of CTS 4.0. Currently, if a
surveillance test is performed early, the next surveillance will be
scheduled from that performance to ensure the surveillance test is not
performed > 25% of the surveillance interval. In addition, the wording
of ITS SR 3.0.2 does not preclude performing a surveillance test more
frequently. Therefore, the CTS provision to adjust the specified
interval by minus 25% is not necessary and is deleted. Also, the ISTS
sentence, “Exceptions to this Specification are stated in the individual
Specifications,” is added to acknowledge the explicit use of exceptions
in various Surveillances. This change is therefore administrative, and
has no adverse impact on safety.

CTS 4.1.1 explicitly requires calibration, testing and checking of
instrument channels be performed as specified in Table 4.1-1. CTS 4.1.2
requires sampling tests be conducted as specified in Table 4.1-2. CTS
4.1.3 requires equipment tests be conducted as specified in Table 4.1-3.
These specifications require the performance of the surveillances as
specified in the individual tables but are not unique to a particular
surveillance requirement. These specifications overlap other similar
requirements specified in CTS 4.0 and are not separately retained in the
ITS. Performance of SRs are required by ITS SR 3.0.1 consistent with.
the Applicabilities for the individual specifications. Therefore,
elimination of these CTS specifications is considered administrative and
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is consistent with ISTS.
The CTS Bases are not retained in the ITS, but are replaced in their

entirety. . The ITS includes significantly expanded and improved Bases.
The Bases do not define or impose any specific requirements but serve to -

~explain, -clarify and document the reasons (i.e., Bases) for the

associated specification. The Bases are not part of the Technical
Specifications required by 10 CFR 50.36. Therefore. this is_an,
adm1n1strat1ve change

CTS 3.3.7 provides Administrative Requ1rements to notify the NRC when
ma1ntenance to restore components or systems will exceed the periods
specified. ~ The requirements of this specification were rendered moot

- when CTS 3.0.was adopted in amendment 67.- When an LCO cannot be met

because of circumstances in excess of those addressed in the =

. specification, CTS 3.0 requires the unit be placed in Hot Shutdown

within 8 hours and Cold Shutdown within an additional 38 hours. Since -
the requirements of CTS 3.3.7 are obviated by the more restrictive
requirements of CTS 3.0, the deletion of CTS 3.3.7 is considered an
administrative change and is consistent with ISTS. L

TECHNICAL CHANGES -  MORE. RESTRICTIVE

M1

|
|

|
|

CTS Specification 3.0 is revised to adopt ISTS Spec1f1cat1on LCO 3. O 3

‘text in the ITS. The CTS requires that, if an LCO cannot be met and

there is no specific action required to be taken, the unit be placed in
Hot Shutdown within.8 hours and in Cold Shutdown within the next 30
hours. The ITS requires that, if an LCO cannot be met andthere is no .
specific action required to be taken, the unit be placed in Hot Standby
(MODE 3) within 7 hours, Hot Shutdown (MODE 4) within 13 hours, and Cold
Shutdown (MODE 5) within 37 hours. The ITS MODE 3 spec1f1cat1on of 7
hours imposes a more restrictive requirement by one hour. An additional
restraint imposed that is not specified in the CTS, is that the unit be
in MODE 4 within 13 hours. The time allowed to achieve cold shutdown in
the CTS 1is 38 hours, and the time allowed in the ITS to achieve cold
shutdown is 37 hours, resulting in the ITS being more restrictive by one
hour. These changes are necessary to establish consistency with other
similar shutdown requirements stated in individual: -specifications and -
are based on operating experience which indicates:the times to place the
unit in the specified MODES are reasonable. The time 1limits specified.
to reach lower MODES of operation permit the shutdown to proceed in a.

‘controlled and orderly manner that is well within the specified maximum
~ cooldown rate and within the capab111t1es of .the unit, assuming that

only. the minimum required equipment is OPERABLE. This. reduces thermal
transients on components of the Reactor Coolant System and.the potential
for a plant upset that could challenge safety systems under.conditions
to which this Spec1f1cat1on app11es This change imposes more
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ITS CHAPTER 3.0 - LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION (LCO) APPLICABILITY

‘ AND SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENT (SR) APPLICABILITY
restrictive requiremehts and is consistent with the ISTS.

CTS'SpecifiCations 3.0 and 4.0 are.revised to adopt ISTS Specifications

. LCO 3.0.4 and SR 3.0.4 in the ITS. These Specifications provide

guidance related to MODE and operating condition entry when an LCO is
not met. They also clarify those MODE changes permitted when required
to comply with ACTIONS. The CTS does not preclude entry into a MODE in
which compliance with a Specification applicable to that MODE is not met
at the time of entry. This change is necessary to establish consistency
with the overall approach and philosophy used in developing the ISTS.
Tgis change imposes more restrictive requirements and is consistent with
the ISTS.

The statement, "For Frequencies specified as "once,” the above interval
extension does not apply.” is added to clarify that the 1.25 times the
interval specified in the Frequency does not apply to certain
Surveillances. This is because the interval extension concept is based
on scheduling flexibility for repetitive performances, and these
Surveillances are not repetitive in nature, and essentially have no
“interval...as measured from the previous performance.” This precludes
the ability to extend these performances, and is therefore an additional
restriction. The current Specification can be seen to allow the
extension to apply to all Surveillances. This change is necessary since
the initial performance of the Required Action, whether it is a
particular Surveillance or some other remedial action, is considered a
single action with a single Completion Time. One reason for not
allowing the 25% extension to this Completion Time is that such an
action usually verifies that no loss of function has occurred by
checking the status of redundant or diverse components or accomplishes
the function of the inoperable equipment in an alternative manner. This
gg$gge imposes more restrictive requirements and is consistent. with the

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE (GENERIC)

LA1

CTS Specification 4.0 is revised to adopt ISTS Specification SR 3.0.2 in
the ITS. The CTS sentence, “Prior to returning the system to service,
the specified calibration and testing surveillance shall be performed,”
is replaced with the ISTS sentence, “Surveillances have to be met and
performed in accordance with SR 3.0.2, prior to returning equipment to
OPERABLE status,” and relocated to the Bases for SR 3.0.1. This detail
is not required to be in the ITS to provide adequate protection of the
health and safety of the public, since it provides details of a
clarification nature, which are not pertinent to the actual surveillance
requirement, but rather describe acceptable methods of compliance, and
more appropriately belong in the Bases. Since these details are not
necessary to adequately describe actual surveillance requirements, they

DOC3055 HBR 6 Supplement 5



DISCUSSION OF CHANGES
ITS CHAPTER 3.0 - LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION (LCO) APPLICABILITY
AND SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENT® (SR) APPLICABILITY

can be relocated to the Bases with no adverse impact on safety. This
approach provides an effective level of regulatory control and provides
for a more appropriate change control process. Changes to the Bases are
controlled in accordance with the provisions of 10 CFR 50.59. The level
of safety of fac111ty operation is unaffected by the change because
there is ' no change in the overall operational requirements.
Furthermore, NRC and licensee resources associated with processing
license amendments to these requirements will be reduced. This change
is consistent with NUREG-1431. Therefore, relocatioen of this detail is
acceptable. B

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE (SPECIFIC)

L1

L2

LCO 3.0.5 is added to provide an exception to LCO 3.0.2 for instances .
where restoration of inoperable equipment to an OPERABLE status could
not be performed while continuing to comply with Required Actions. Many
Technical Specification ACTIONS require an inoperable component to be
removed from service, such as: maintaining an isolation valve closed or
tripping an inoperable instrument channel. To allow the performance of
Surveillance Requirements to demonstrate the OPERABILITY of the -
equipment being returned to service, or to demonstrate the OPERABILITY
of other equipment or variables within 1imits, which otherwise could not
be performed without returning the equipment to service, an exception to
these Required Actions is necessary. LCO 3.0.5 is necessary to
establish an allowance that, although informally utilized in restoration
of inoperable equipment, is not formally recognized in the current TS.
Without this allowance certain components could not be restored to
OPERABLE status and a plant shutdown would ensue. Clearly, it is not
the intent or desire that the Technical Specifications preclude the
return to service of a suspected OPERABLE component to confirm its
OPERABILITY. This allowance is deemed to represent a more stable, safe
operation than requiring a plant shutdown to complete the restoration
and confirmatory testing.

The statement "If a Completion Time requires periodic performance on a
"once per..." basis, the above Frequency extension applies to each
performance after the initial performance," is added to allow the 1.25
times the interval specified in the Frequency concept to apply to
periodic Required Actions. This provides the consistency in scheduling
flexibility for all performances of periodic requirements, whether they
are Surveillances or Required Actions. The intent remains to perform
the activity, on the average, once during each specified interval.

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE (RELOCATION)

|

|

None
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3.10.2 Power Distribution Limits
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Reactor Trip Breakers

The reactor shall not be ma
conditions are met:

a. Two reactor trip breakers are operable.
b. Reactor trip bypass breakers are racked out or removed.
c. Two trains of automatic tirip logic are operabie.

During power operation, the requirements of 3.10.5.1 may be
modified to allow the following components to be inoperable. If
the system is not restored to meet the requirements of 3.10.5.1,
the reactor shall be placed in the hot shutdown condition utilizing
normal operating procedures within the next 8 hours.

a: One reactor trip breaker may be inoperable for up to 12 hours.

b. One train of automatic trip logic may be inoperable for up to
12 hours. '

One reactor trip bypass breaker may be racked in and closed for
up to 12 hours.

(4]

With one of the diverse trip features inoperable (shunt trip
attachment/undervoltage trip attachment) on one of the reactor trip
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Minimum Conditions for Criticali

cs tests) fhe reactor- shall not be*,
- - Gre—at which the moderator . {
-temperature coefficient is outside the limits specified in the 4
"CORE OPERATING LIMITS REPORT (COLR). The maximum upper 1imits A
shall be less than or equal to: x/”f

a) +5.0.pcm/°F at less than 50% of rated power. or‘,ff”'
el .

- ' \\\EQ_; 0 pcm/°F at 50% of rated power and above;dfé
_ | 73.1.3.2 In no case shall the reactor be made critical above and tngﬁe
left of the criticality limit shown on Figure 3.1-1.

When the reactor Coolant témperature 15 in a range where the
- moderator temperature coefficient is outside the limits specified
~-in the COLR, the reactor shall be made subcritical by an-amount ¢
equal to or greater than the potential reactiyity insertion due
ressurization, -

‘w-w"“~”vm'wmmw-@“~u‘- TS e ~,
3.1.3.4 The reactor shall be maintained subcritical by at least 1% untils
- normal water level is established in the pressurizer. _
s ‘-17’""/’.‘

Dur\ng the early part of fuel cycle. the moderatqr temperature coef%icient may

be sNghtly positive at 10k power levels. The mo¥erator temperature -
ient at low temperatdes or powers will be host positive at the™

beginning of the fuel cycle,

en the boron concentration in the coolant: is
the greatest. At all times. tke moderator temperatur® coefficient is ’
to be negative in thd high power operating kange. and after a vary ,

brief peridd of power operation. Xthe coefficient will b& negative in all
circumstances due to the reduced bsron concentration as Xenon and fission
products buiNj into the core. The Mequirement that the rexctor is not to be
made critical when the moderator t rature coefficient outgide the limits
specified in thd COLR has been imposed\(o prevent any unexpecked power
excursion during wormal operations as a Wesult of either an inCrease in -
moderator temperat or decrease in coolant pressure. This requirement 15u.J

et o .
w-;\/\\/'\N\.r—N?-\.M/“' \-V\f\M’\_¥-@
70( dnm, (Hysics 76555_/
- ’—__\_/s./"\-‘/'
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‘, : 3.10 REQUIRED SHUTDOWN MARGINS. CONTROL ROD, AND POWER DISTRIBUTION LIMITS

A Objective

To ensure (1) core
shutdown conditige€, (2) limited potential reactjwity insertions from a
hypothetical rol rod ejection, and (3) an g

\ distributione@uring power operatign < e
Specification .
3.10.1 Fu]l\Lenqth Control Rod Insertion Limits

See
2.0

2 14

'3,10.1.1 [ (Deleted by Change No. 21 issued 7/6/73)

8 g ' o

@'Cé s %10.1.2 -When the reactor is critical, except forw full
length control rod exercises, the shutdown control rods shall be
limited in physical insertion as specified in the CORE OPERATING

LIMITS REPORT (COLR).

[Laa Eq} ‘6]\* , . ~
- 3.10.1.3 JWhen the reactor is critical, except forfﬁﬁisics tests §?§>fu11

' length control rod exercises, the control rods sha e [imited in

' physical insertion as specified in the COLR. Control rod bank
. insertion beyond the limits specified in the COLR shall be

’ : corrected within the time criteria established by the axial power
distribution methodology or within one (1) hour, whichever occurs
sooner. If bank insertion is not restored to the specified limits
(i.e., within one (1) hour or within the time criteria established
by the axial power distribution methodology. whichever is sooner)
the reactor shall be placed in the hot shutdown condition utilizing
normal operating procedures within six (6) hours.

3.10.1.4% At 50 percent of the cycle as defined by burnup, the limits shall
be adjusted to the end-of-core values as specified in the COLR.

s

3.10-1 ‘Amendment No. 141. 167
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ADMINISTRATIVE CHANGES

Al In the conversion of the H.B. Robinson Steam Electric Plant (HBRSEP),
Unit No.2 Current Technical Specification (CTS) to. the proposed plant
specific Improved Technical Specifications (ITS) certain wording
preferences or conventions are adopted which do not result in technical
changes (either actual or interpretational). Editorial changes, .
reformatting, and revised numbering are adopted to make ITS consistent
with the conventions in the - Standard Technical Specifications,
Westinghouse Plants NUREG-1431, Rev 1 (i.e., Improved Standard Technical
Specifications (ISTS)). ‘ . ‘

A2 CTS 3.10.8.1 requires that the shutdown margin (SDM) be within the

-limits specified in figure 3.10-2 when the reactor is in hot shutdown.
CTS 3.10.8.2 requires that the SDM be at Teast 1 percent Ak/k when the
reactor is in cold shutdown. ITS 3.1.1 specifies that the SDM be
maintained within the 1limits provided in the Core Operating Limits
Report (COLR) with a specified applicability of MODE 2 with

Ker <1.0 and MODES 3, 4 and 5. The CTS definition of hot shutdown
encompasses ITS MODE 2 with k., <1.0 and ITS MODES 3 and 4. The CTS
definition of cold shutdown is consistent with ITS MODE 5. Therefore,

"this is an administrative change resulting from combining CTS

. Specifications 3.10.8.1 and 3.10.8.2.

A3 Not used

A4 In addition to rewording and other editorial changes necessary to the
conversion (DOC Al above) CTS 3.10.5 is reworded in the ITS to clarify
current licensing basis requirements. The wording “for bank demand
positions“ is used to replace the less precise terminology in the
introductory phrase for each of the two cases beginning with “at
positions . . .” This substitution is necessary to remove ambiguity
regarding whether these statements are referring to bank demand or
actual rod positions. Additionally, the terminology “. . . with its
bank demand position . . .* is used to replace the less precise term
“ . . . bank position . . .” for the condition of = 200 steps. This - -
substitution is made to clarify that, for this condition, the applicable

. reference position is bank demand position. For the condition < 200

steps, the terminology “. . . the average of the individual rod
positions . . .” is substituted for “. . . the average if its bank
position . . .” to clarify that, for this condition, the applicable

reference position is the actual average rod position. These are
administrative changes made to eliminate confusion and ambiguity
regarding application of these requirements. '

A5 Not used.

" DOC31s5.HBR ‘ 1 Supplement 5
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A7

A8

' ' DISCUSSION OF CHANGES
ITS SECTION 3.1 - REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS

CTS 3.10.6.1 requires a rod misaligned by more than 15 inches from its
bank to be declared inoperable and CTS 3.10.6.2 allows one control rod
to be inoperable during power operation. ITS 3.1.4 ACTION B allows only
one rod to be misaligned. CTS 3.10.1.5 (and ITS 3.1.4) requires for .
bank demand positions =z 200 steps that each rod shall be within 15
inches of its bank demand position and for bank demand positions < 200
steps that each rod shall be within 7.5 inches of the average of the
individual rod positions in the bank. If either of these limits are not
met, CTS 3.10.1.5 (and ITS 3.1.4 ACTION B) requires action to be taken.

‘Since the change reflects a presentation preference (differentiating

between an inoperable rod and a misaligned rod and only allowing one
misaligned rod) and is consistent with current plant interpretation, the

change is considered to be administrative.

The CTS Bases are not retained in the ITS, but are replaced in their
entirety. The ITS includes significantly expanded and improved Bases.
The Bases do not define or impose any specific requirements but serve to
explain, clarify and document the reasons (i.e., Bases) for the
associated specification. The Bases are not part of the Technical
Specifications required by 10 CFR 50.36. Therefore, this is an
administrative change. :

Not used.

DOC31s5.HBR ' . 2 Supplement 5
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CTS required actions comparable to ITS 3.1.8 RAs A.1, A.2, B.1, C.1 and
D.1 do not exist. Lacking specified actions, failure to satisfy CTS
3.1.3.1, 3.10.1.2, 3.10.1.3 or 3.10.1.5 requires compliance with CTS
3.0. CTS 3.0 requires hot shutdown in 8 hours and cold shutdown in 30
hours. ITS 3.1.8 RAs A.1, A.2, B.1, C.1 and D.1 mandate actions in
shorter times (i.e., either immediately, 15 minutes or 1 hour). When
operating in a physics test exception and SDM is not within 1imits, RA

- A.1 requires initiation within 15 minutes of boration to restore SDM

within Timits and RA A.2 requires suspending the physics test exception
within 1 hour. These Required Actions are necessary to require prompt.
restoration of SDM to within limits as well as promptly restore each -
applicable LCO to within specification. When operating in a physics
test exception and THERMAL POWER is not within limits, RA B.1 requires
immediately opening the reactor trip breakers. Opening the reactor trip
breakers is necessary to prevent operating the reactor beyond its design
limits. When operating in a physics test exception and lowest loop
average is not within limits, RA C.1 requires restoring lowest loop
average temperature within limits within 15 minutes. This action is
necessary to prevent the unit from remaining in a unacceptable condition
for an extended period of time. These are additional restrictions on
plant operation and are .consistent with NUREG-1431."

CTS surveillance requirements comparable to ITS SRs 3.1.8.2, 3.1.8.3,
and 3.1.8.4 do not exist. SR 3.1.8.2 requires periodic verification
that lowest Toop average.temperature is =z 530°F. SR 3.1.8.3 requires
periodic verification that SDM is within limits. SR 3.1.8.4 requires
periodic verification that THERMAL POWER is = 5% RTP. In addition,

SR 3.1.8.1 is added to require the performance of a CHANNEL OPERATIONAL
TEST on the power range and intermediate range channels within 7 days
prior to initiation of PHYSICS TESTS. CTS does not require performance
of a CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST (an ITS CHANNEL OPERATIONAL TEST) within a
specified time frame prior to initiation of PHYSICS TESTS. Specifying a
time 1imit for performance of the CHANNEL OPERATIONAL TEST represents. an
additional restriction on plant operation necessary to ensure the
required RPS instrumentation is OPERABLE. These SRs are necessary to
periodically confirm unit operation is within the limits of the LCO.
These additional SRs are additional restrictions on plant operation and
are consistent with NUREG-1431.

Physics tests exceptions included in CTS 3.1.3.1, 3.10.1.2, 3.10.1.3 and

-3.10.1.5 do not specify any additional restriction when applying the

exception. ITS 3.1.8 imposes additional requirements regarding RCS loop
temperatures, THERMAL POWER and SDM requirements. The inclusion of

-these additional restrictions is necessary to ensure operation is within

the bounds of the applicable safety analysis. The adoption of these
requirements is an additional restriction on plant operation and is
consistent with NUREG-1431. '

DOC31s5.HBR , 8 Supplement 5
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: DISCUSSION OF CHANGES
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CTS 3.10.1.6 allows SDM to not be maintained during the low power
physics test used to measure control rod worth and SDM. It is not
necessary to retain this SDM exception since the measurement technique
necessitating the SDM exception is no longer used. While this method is
no longer used at HBRSEP Unit No. 2, the CTS still provide the option
for its use. The HBRSEP Unit No. 2 ITS does not include this optional.
allowance. Therefore, this change represents an additional restriction
on plant operations through the deletion of an allowed exception to a
Limiting Condition for Operation.

CTS specifies measurement of control rod timing ". . . from the
beginning of rod motion until dashpot entry." ITS specifies ". . . from
the decay of stationary gripper coil voltages."” The inclusion of the
time from the beginning of stationary gripper coil voltage -decay is
necessary to ensure timing the compiete rod trip sequence. This is an
additional restriction on plant operation and is consistent with the
NUREG-1431.

CTS 3.10.6.3 establishes the action for one control rod inoperable to
include changing the boron concentration to obtain an appropriate SDM
but does not specify a time limit. RA A.1.1 require verification that
SDM is within limits within one hour. RA A.1.2 requires initiation of
boration within one hour to restore SDM to within Timits. Requiring
either verification of SDM or initiation of action to restore SDM is
necessary since available SDM may be significantly reduced. The one
hour time 1limit is necessary to promptly require verification or
restoration of SDM to within limits. If any Required Action and
Completion Time is not met RA A.2 requires the plant be placed in MODE 3
in 6 hours. This Action . is necessary to place the unit in a MODE
outside the Applicability of the specification. ITS requirement of
placing the unit in a MODE outside the Applicability within 6 hours is
more restrictive than CTS 3.0 which allows 8 hours to be outside the
MODE of applicability. These changes are more restrictive and are
consistent with NUREG 1431.

CTS 3.10.4.1 establishes the requirement for control rod drop times but
does not establish a related action if the drop times are not met. In
this case Specification 3.0 would be entered. ITS 3.1.4 Condition .
includes control rod drop times not met and the associated Actions and
Completion Times apply. These actions require that either the SDM must
be verified to be within Timit or the boron concentration must be
restored within the 1imit specified in the COLR, within one hour.
Requiring either verification of SDM or initiation of action to restore -
SDM is necessary since available SDM may be significantly reduced. The

-one hour time limit is necessary to promptly require verification or

restoration of SDM to within limits. This change is necessary to
establish consistency with other similar shutdown requirements stated in

DOC31s5.HBR S : 9 Supplement 5
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other specifications and is based on operating experience which
indicates the times to place the unit in the specified MODE is
reasonable. The time 1imit specified to reach MODE 3 permits the
shutdown to proceed in a controlled and orderly manner that is within
the capabilities of the unit, assuming that only the minimum required
equipment is OPERABLE. This reduces the potential for a plant upset
that could challenge safety systems under conditions to which this
Specification applies. These changes are more restrictive and are
consistent with NUREG 1431.

M27 CTS Table 4.1-1 items 9 and 10 (Analog Rod Position and Rod Position
~ Bank Counters) require a CHANNEL CHECK to be performed. The associated
remarks of CTS Table 4.1-1 (Remark 2 for item 9 and Remark 1 for item
10) require the CHANNEL CHECK to be performed following rod motion in
excess of six inches when the computer is out of service. ITS SR
3.1.7.1 requires this same CHANNEL CHECK to be performed "Once within 4
hours” following > 6 inches of rod motion when the rod position of the
SR represents an additional restriction on plant operation necessary to
ensure the surveillance is completed within a reasonable time period
after rod motion is complete. The four hour time period is consistent
: with time period provided in ITS SR 3.1.4.1 for verifying individual rod
. positions are within alignment 1imits when the rod position deviation
monitor 1is 1noperab1e

- M28  CTS 3. 10 1.5 and 3.10.6, which provide requirements for control rod

~alignment Timits and OPERABILITY, do not include explicit operating

- condition applicability statements. ITS 3.1.4, Rod Group Alignment
Limits, adds an explicit applicability of MODES 1 and 2. Control rod
OPERABILITY and alignment limits are required in MODES 1 and 2 because

- these are the MODES  in which neutron (or fission) power is 'generated and
the OPERABILITY (i.e., trippability) and alignment of rods have the
potential to affect safety of the plant. MODES 1 and 2 are reasonable
interpretations of the implicit applicability of CTS 3.10.1.5 and
3.10.6. These requirements are in addition to those in the CTS, and
thus, represent a more restrictive change.

M29 CTS 3.10.4.1 establishes the parameters for rod drop time testing but
. does not specifically address the rod position just prior to testing.

ITS SR 3.1.4.3 includes the requirement “from the fully withdrawn
position” which is implied by the CTS but not specifically. stated.
Requiring the affected rod to be rod drop time tested from the fully
withdrawn position ensures that safety analysis assumptions related to
rod drop times are adequately verified. This requirement is in addition
to that in the CTS, and thus, represent a more restrictive change.

. © DOC31s5.HBR 10 Supplement 5
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TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE (GENERIC)

LAl

CTS Specifications 3.10.8.1, 3.10.8.2, and F1gure 3.10-2 provide
required shutdown margin values. CTS Specification 3.10.1.4 requires
control rod insertion limits be adjusted to the end-of-core values as
provided in the COLR at 50 percent of the cycle. These details are not
retained in the ITS and are relocated to licensee controiled documents.

The details associated with the involved Specification are not required
to be in the ITS to provide adequate protection of the public health and
safety because the ITS still retains the requirement for compliance with
the Timits, and ITS Section 5.6 specifies the scope of the limits
contained in the COLR and mandates NRC approval of the analytical
methodology. This approach provides an effective level of regulatory
control and provides for a more appropriate change control process. The
level of safety of facility operation is unaffected by the change
because there is no change in the overall operational requirements.
Furthermore, NRC and licensee resources associated with processing
license amendments to these requirements will be reduced. Therefore,
relocation of these details is acceptable. _

CTS 3.10.1.3 requires that the reactor be placed in hot shutdown, and
specifies that this be accomplished, “using normal operating
procedures.” -This detail, specifying the manner in which to achieve hot
shutdown, is to be re1ocated to Bases. Changes to the Bases will be
contro11ed by the provisions of the Bases Control Program described in
Chapter 5 of the ITS.

The details associated with the involved Specification are not required
to be in the ITS to provide adequate protection of the public health and
safety because the ITS still retains the requirement for compliance with
the Action. This approach provides an effective level of regulatory
control and provides for-.a more appropriate change control process. The
level of safety of facility operation is unaffected by the change
because there is no change in the overall operational requirements.
Furthermore, NRC and licensee resources associated with processing
Ticense amendments to these requirements will be reduced. Therefore, .
relocation of these details is acceptable. S

TECHNICAL CHANGES LESS RESTRICTIVE (SPECIFIC)

L1

!

e

i

b
|

Since there is no action specified for failing to satisfy CTS 3.10.8.1
or 3.10.8.2, the required action is controlled by CTS 3.0. This CTS
specification requires the unit be placed in hot shutdown within 8 hours
followed by cold shutdown in an additional 30 hours. ITS 3.1.1 RA A.1,
specifies initiating boration within 15 minutes to restore the SDM -
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 within 1imits. Both actions result in the addition of negative

reactivity and a return to compliance with the assumptions of the safety
analysis. ITS 3.1.1 RA A.1 requires timely restoration of SDM. Timely
restoration of SDM is preferred to imposing the increased risk
associated with a plant shutdown transient. Additionally, mandating
shutdown of the unit may not be the safest course of action while
sufficient SDM is not available. The proposed change provides an
appropriate specific action for failing to satisfy the LCO instead of
applying the generic action mandated by CTS 3.0. This change is
consistent with NUREG-1431.

This change involves two separate aspects both of which are analyzed
separately .here.

With the MTC outside the limits provided in the COLR, CTS 3.1.3.3
requires the reactor be made subcritical by an amount greater than or
equal to the potential reactivity insertion due to depressurization.
Since no completion time is explicitly stated, this specification
implies completion as soon as practical. (Although not directly
applicable, CTS 3.0 requires hot shutdown within 8 hours. Without a
explicit statement of completion time, the comparable completion time in
of 8 hours in CTS 3.0 is considered implicitly binding.) With MTC not
within the upper 1imit, ITS 3.1.3 RA A.1 mandates establishment of
administrative withdrawal limits for control banks to maintain MTC
within the upper Timit with a completion time of 24 .hours. Provided ITS
3.1.3 RA A.1 is satisfied, no further action is required. While not
explicitly stated, establishment. of administrative withdrawal limits for
control banks to maintain MTC within the upper limit is not precluded by
CTS. However, the completion time of 24 hours to establish
administrative control banks withdrawal 1imits is less restrictive than
CTS permits.

With the required action or associated completion time of ITS 3.1.3 RA
A.1 not met, ITS 3.1.3 RA B.1 mandates being in MODE 2 with K, < 1.0

within 6 hours. This completion time is in addition to the 24 hours

permitted by ITS 3.1.3 RA A.1, and is less restrictive than CTS permits.

A specific Completion Time is added to CTS 3.1.3.3 to restore MTC to
within the upper limit (i.e., to "Establish administrative withdrawal
1imits for control banks to maintain MTC within 1imits"). Evaluating
the MTC measurement and obtaining the necessary input to compute the
necessary bank withdrawal 1imits necessary to restore compliance with
the MTC 1imits may require a time period much longer than 8 hours, the
current implied time to place the plant in a non-applicable MODE. The
completion time of 24 hours for ITS 3.1.3 Required Action A.1 provides
sufficient time for evaluating the MTC measurement and computing the
required bank withdrawal 1limits. Additionally, the 24 hour Completion

DOC31s5. HER | 12 Supplement 5
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Time is based on the low probability of an accident occurring during
this period and takes into consideration the fact that as cycle burnup
is increased, RCS boron concentration is reduced which causes MTC to
become more negative. This change also provides the benefit of not
hastily inducing a plant shutdown transient while in-a condition where
unit response during postulated events may not be as predicted (due to
MTC not being within the upper 1imit).

With MTC outside the 1limits provided in the COLR, CTS 3.1.3.3 mandates
being subcritical by an amount equal to the potential reactivity
insertion due to depressurization. With MTC outside the upper limit,
ITS 3.1.3 RA B.1 mandates, assuming ITS 3.1.3 RA A.1 and associated
completion time not met, be1ng in MODE 2 with K, < 1.0. In this
condition, the SDM requirements of ITS LCO 3.1. 1 are applicable
requiring the SDM be within the 1imits provided in the COLR. The COLR
includes appropriate SDM Timits for this condition. Therefore this
aspect of the change is administrative in nature.

CTS Table 4.1-3, Item 2 requires verification of each control rods
freedom of movement every 14 days during reactor critical operations.
ITS SR 3.1.4.2 requires this surveillance to be performed at a 92 day
Frequency and excludes control rods that are fully inserted. This is a
relaxation of requirements, and is less restrictive. This change is
acceptable, however, because the 92 day Frequency takes into
consideration other information available to the operator in the control
room, and performance of SR 3.1.4.1, which verifies that individual rod
positions are within alignment Timits every 12 hours and adds to the
determination of OPERABILITY of the rods. In addition, not requiring
fully inserted rods to be exercised is less restrictive than the CTS
which does not have this exception. The intent of the exercise test is
to provide assurance that the rod remains trippable (i.e., the rod is
not stuck in the withdrawn position); thereby helping to assure that
adequate Shutdown Margin is maintained. Not requiring fully inserted
rods to be exercised is considered acceptable since with the rod in the
fully inserted, it is not possible for the rod to be stuck in the
withdrawn position. Therefore, elimination of the requirement to
exercise fully .inserted rods has no impact on the ability to maintain

adequate Shutdown Margin. This change is consistent with NUREG-1431.

For control rod banks inserted in excess of the specified insertion
Timits, CTS 3.10.3 requires correction within one hour. ITS 3.1.6 RA
A.2 permits two hours to restore the banks within Timits. However, ITS.
also requires verification of SDM or initiation of boration to restore
SDM within Timits within one hour (see related DOC M17). If control rod
banks are not within specified insertion 1limits, SDM may be adversely
impacted. Requiring the verification of SDM or the initiation of
boration to restore SDM within one hour provides assurance that SDM is
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adequate or that action is taken restore SDM. Therefore, the additional
one hour time period to restore control banks to within spec1f1ed
insertion limits is considered to be acceptable since the impact of the
non-compliance on SDM is minimized. Requiring the verification of SDM or
the initiation of boration to restore SDM within one hour in concert ‘
with the restoration of control banks to within specified insertion
limits within two hour provides some additional time to correct the
condition while still restricting operation in this condition to a
reasonably short time period. Prompt restoration of the control rod
banks to within insertion limits is preferab]e to a plant shutdown with

-the associated risk of shutdown transients. This change is consistent

with NUREG-1431.

With the MTC outside the Timits provided in the COLR, CTS 3.1.3.3
requires the reactor be made subcritical by an amount greater than or
equal to the potential reactivity insertion due to depressurization.
Since no completion time is explicitly stated, this specification
impliés completion as soon as practical. (A1though not directly
applicable, CTS 3.0 requires hot shutdown within 8 hours. Without an
explicit statement of completion time, the comparable completion time of
8 hours in CTS 3.0 is considered 1mp11c1t1y binding.) With MTC not .
within the lower 1imit, ITS 3.1.3 RA C.1 mandates being in MODE 4 with
a completion time of 12 hours. This completion time is more than the
implicit completion time for CTS 3.1.3.3. This change allows for.a more
coritrolled shutdown which reduces thermal stress on components and also
reduces the chances for a plant transient which could challenge safety
systems. The additional 4 hours to reach MODE 4 is considered
reasonable, based on operating experience, to reach MODE 4 from full
power conditions in an orderly manner and without challenging plant
systems. The requirement to be in MODE 4 is more restrictive than the
CTS 3.1.3.3 requirement to be subcritical by an amount greater than or
equal to the potential reactivity insertion due to depressurization.
This change is consistent with NUREG-1431.

In the event the rod position indication requirements of CTS Table 4.1-1
items 9 and 10 are not satisfied, the CTS 3.10.1.5 actions associated
with a misaligned rod are required to be taken within 2 hours. Rod
position indication instruments do not necessarily relate directly to
rod OPERABILITY (e.g. rods aligned within 1imits) or the ability to
maintain rods within alignment Timits. As such, it is overly
restrictive to assume that rods are misaligned when rod position
indication is inoperable. Therefore, ITS 3.1.4 is added to require the
Analog Rod Position Indication (ARPI) System and the Demand Position

~ Indication System to be OPERABLE in MODES 1 and 2 and provide alternate

ACTIONS to determine rod position or reduce power to < 50% RTP in the
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event of inoperable rod position indication. Reducing power to = 50%
RTP puts the core into a condition where rod position is not. ,
significantly affecting core peaking factors. The ACTIONS of ITS 3.1.7

- are modified by a Note which allows separate Condition entry for each
inoperable rod position indicator per group and each demand position
indicator per bank. This Note is acceptable since in conjunction with

~ ITS 1.3, "Completion Times;" the ITS 3.1.7 ACTIONS provide appropriate
compensatory actions for each inoperable position indicator. In the
event one ARPI per group is inoperable for one or more groups, ITS 3.1.7
Required Actions A.1 and A.2 require verification of the position of
rods with inoperable position indication by using the movable incore
detectors once per 8 hours or require reduction of thermal power within
8 hours. With one or more rods with inoperable position indicators
moved in excess of 24 steps in one direction since the last
determination of the rod’s position, ITS 3.1.7 Required Actions B.1 and
B.2 require verification of the position of rods with inoperable
position indication by using the movable incore detectors once per 8
hours or require reduction of thermal power within 8 hours. In the
event one demand position indicator per bank is inoperable for one or
more banks, ITS 3.1.7 Required Actions C.1.1, C.1.2, C.1.3, and C.2
require verification by administrative means that the all ARPIs for the
affected banks are OPERABLE once per 8 hours and require verification

. : that the position of each rod in the affected bank(s) is within required

1imits (the limits of ITS 3.1.4) once per 8 hours; or require reduction
of thermal power within 8 hours. If any of these Required Actions are
not met within the associated Completion Time, Required Action D.1
requires the plant to be placed in MODE 3 (a non-applicable MODE) within
6 hours. The time periods provided for completing the Required Actions
and are considered to be acceptable based on the low probability of
having a rod significantly out of position and an event sensitive to
that rod position during the time periods.

- L7 CTS 4.9 requires submittal of a Special Report within 30 days if the
difference between observed and predicted steady-state boron
concentration reaches the equivalent of 1 percent Ak/k. This .
requirement is not retained in the ITS. In addition, a 1 percent Ak/k
reactivity anomaly is reasonable equivalent to change of 100 ppm in
boron concentration and a 100 ppm boron uncertainty is included in
applicable HBRSEP safety analysis. This change deletes the special
reporting submittal requirement associated with CTS 4.9. Instead, =
reporting will be governed by the requirements of 10 CFR 50.73. The .
HBRSEP Unit No.2 ITS 3.1.2 Required Actions do not require special
reporting in this instance. This change is acceptable because the
special reporting requirement of CTS 4.9 is not necessary to assure
operation in a safe manner (core reactivity is either restored within
the required time period or the unit is shutdown) and there is no
requirement for the NRC to approve the report. Therefore, this change
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has no impact on the safe operation of the plant. Additionally,
deletion of the reporting requirement of CTS 4.9 reduces the
administrative burden on the plant and allows efforts to be concentrated
on restoring core reactivity to within limits. :
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: - DISCUSSION OF CHANGES
ITS SECTION 3.1 - REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS

RELOCATED SPECIFICATIONS

R1

3.10.7 Power Ramp Rate Limits

This Specifications, or Limiting Conditions for Operation (Chapter 3.0),
is not retained in the ITS because it has been reviewed against, and
determined not to satisfy, the selection criteria for Technical
Specifications provided in 10 CFR 50.36. The selection criteria were
established to ensure that the Technical Specifications are reserved for
those conditions or limitations on plant operation considered necessary
to limit the possibility of an abnormal situation or event that could
result in an immediate threat to the health and safety of the public.
The rationale for relocation of this Specification is provided in the
report, “Application of Selection Criteria to the H. B. Robinson Steam
Electric Plant Unit No. 2 Technical Specifications.”

: This'Limiting Conditions for Operation, is relocated to Ticensee

controlled documents. Relocation of the specific requirements for
systems or variables contained in these Specifications to licensee .
documents will have no impact on the operability or maintenance of those
systems or variables. The Ticensee will initially continue to meet the
requirements contained in the relocated Specifications. The licensee is

~allowed to make changes to these requirements in accordance with the

provisions of 10 CFR 50.59. Such changes can be made without prior NRC
approval, if the change does not involve an unreviewed safety question,
as defined in 10 CFR 50.59. These controls are considered adequate for
assuring that structures, systems, and components in the relocated
Specifications are maintained operable, and variables are maintained
within limits. This change is consistent with the NRC Final Policy
Statement on Technical Specification Improvements. ;
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L6 Change

Carolina Power & Light Company has evaluated the proposed Technical
Specification change and has concluded that it does not involve a significant .
hazards consideration. Our conclusion is in accordance with the criteria set

forth in 10 CFR 50.92. The bases for the conclusion that the proposed change

does not involve a significant hazards consideration are discussed below.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated?

The change eliminates the requirement to consider rods to be misaligned
when rod position indication is inoperable by providing an LCO and
associated ACTIONS for rod position indication. This change does not
result in any hardware changes. The rod position indication instruments
are not initiators of any analyzed event. The role of this
instrumentation is in providing the operators information to a]]ow them to
determine rod positions and thereby ensure-compliance with rod alignment
and insertion limits. The requested change does not allow continuous
operation in this condition without implementing an alternate method of
determining rod position or reducing power to a level where rod position -
does not significantly affect core peaking factors. Additionally, the
consequences of an event occuring with the proposed actions are no more
severe than the consequences of an event occurring within the allowed
outage time of the current actions. Therefore, this change will not
involve a significant increase in the probab111ty or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or d1fferent kind of
accident from any accident previously evaluated? :

The proposed change does not introduce a new mode of plant operation and
does not involve physical modification to the plant. The proposed change

continues to assure that rod position can be determined or requires a
power reduction to a level where rod position does not significantly

affect core peaking factors. Therefore it does not create the possibility
of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated. ‘

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin:of safety?

The change eliminates the requirement to consider rods to be misaligned
when rod position indication is inoperable by providing an LCO and
associated ACTIONS for rod position indication. . The proposed change is
acceptable based on the small probability of hav1ng a rod significantly.
out of position and an event sensitive to that rod position during the
time period allowed to either implement an alternate method of determining
rod position or reducing power to a level where rod position does not
significantly affect core peaking factors. Rod position ‘indication
instruments do not necessarily relate directly to rod OPERABILITY or the
ability to maintain rods within alignment 11m1ts As such, it is overly
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restrictive to assume that rods are inoperable (e.g., - misaligned) when rod
position indication is inoperable. Providing the proposed Actions will
minimize the potential for plant transients that can occur during a power
reduction or shutdown by providing additional time for (and the option of)
implementation of an alternate means of determining rod position when rod
position indication is inoperable. In addition, if the alternate method
of determining rod position is not implemented within the time frame
established in the Required Actions of ITS 3.1.7, ITS 3.1.7 Required
Action D.1 would require a shutdown to MODE 3. Requiring a shutdown to
MODE 3 places the unit in a non-applicable MODE. As such, any reduction
in a margin of safety resulting from the proposed change will be offset by
the potential benefit gained by avoiding an unnecessary plant power
reduction or shutdown transient when alternate means exist to determine

" rod position. Therefore, this change does not involve a significant:
reduction in a margin of safety. oo

L7 Change

Carolina Power & Light Company has evaluated the proposed Technical
Specification change and has concluded. that it does not involve a significant
hazards consideration. Our conclusion is in accordance with the criteria set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92. The bases for the conclusion that the proposed change
does not involve a significant hazards consideration are discussed below.

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated?

This change deletes the special reporting requirement when the difference
between the observed and predicted steady-state concentrations reaches the
equivalent of one percent in reactivity. Instead, reporting will be
governed by the requirements of 10 CFR 50.73. Reporting requirements are
not assumed to be initiators of any analyzed event and do not impact
assumptions of any design basis accident. Additionally, the submittal of
a special report is not required or assumed for the mitigation of any
accident. Therefore, this proposed change does not invoive an increase in
the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any accident previously evaluated? 3

This change does not introduce a new mode of plant operation and does not
involve a physical modification to the plant. This change deletes a
.special reporting requirement. Therefore, it does not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated. .

3.  Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?
This change is acceptable because the special reporting requirement '

deleted by this change is not necessary to assure operation in a.safe
manner and there is no requirement for the NRC to approve the report.
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Therefore, this change has no impact on the safe operation of the plant.
Additionally, the report will still be required per 10 CFR 50.73 if
results of the core reactivity re-evaluation (required by ITS 3.1.2
Required Action A.1) indicate plant operation in an unanalyzed condition.
Deletion of the above reporting requirement also reduces the
administrative burden on the plant and allows efforts to be concentrated
on restoring core reactivity within 1imits. Therefore, the deletion of
‘the special reporting requirement does not involve a significant reduction
in a margin of safety.

i

j

|

l | ' | ,
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RELOCATED CHANGES
("R"'Labeled Comments/Discussions)

Relocating Requirements which do not meet the Technical Specification criteria
to documents with an established control program allows the Technical
Specifications to be reserved only for those conditions or Timitations upon
reactor operation which are necessary to adequately 1imit the possibility of an
abnormal situation or event giving rise to an immediate threat to the public
health and safety, thereby focusing the scope of Technical Specifications.

Therefore, requirements which do not meet the Technical Specification criteria
in the NRC Final Policy Statement on Technical Specification Improvement for
Nuclear Power Reactors (58FR 39132, dated 7/22/93) have been relocated to
licensee controlled documents. This policy statement addresses the scope and
purpose of Technical Specifications. In doing so, it establishes a specific set
of objective criteria for determining which regulatory requirements and -
operating restrictions should be included in Technical Specifications. These
criteria are as follows:

Criterion 1: Installed instrumentation that is used to detect and indicate
in the control room, a significant abnormal degradation of tne
reactor coolant pressure boundary;

Criterion 2: A process variable that is an initial condition of a design
: basis accident (DBA) or transient analyses that either assumes
the failure of or presents a challenge to the integrity of a
fission product barrier;

Criterion 3: A structure, system or component that is part of the primary
' success path and which functions or actuates to mitigate a
design basis accident or transient that either assumes the
failure of or presents a challenge to the integrity of a
fission barrier;

Criterion 4. A structure, system.or component which operating experience or
probabilistic safety assessment has shown to be significant to
public health and safety.

The application of these criteria is provided in the "Application of Screening
Criteria to the HBRSEP Unit No. 2 Technical Specifications.” Requirements which
met the criteria have been included in the proposed improved Technical
Specifications. Carolina Power & Light (CP&L) proposes to remove the
requirements which do not meet the criteria from the Technical Specifications
and relocate the requirements to a suitable owner controlled document. The .
requirements in the relocated Specifications are not affected by this Technical
Specification change. CP&L will initially continue to perform the required -
operation and maintenance to assure that the requirements are satisfied.
‘Relocating specific requirements for systems or variables has no impact on the
system’s operability or the variable’s maintenance, as applicable.
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Licensee controlled programs will be utilized as the control mechanism for the
relocated Specifications as they will be placed in plant procedures or other
1icensee controlled documents. CP&L is allowed to make changes to these
requirements, without prior NRC approval, if the change does not involve an
unreviewed safety question. These controls are considered adequate for assuring
structures, systems and components in .the relocated Specifications are
ma12ta1?ed operable and variables in the relocated Specifications are maintained
within Timits.

Carolina Power & Light Company has eva]uated each of the proposed Technical
Specification changes identified as "Relocated” and has concluded that they do
not involve a significant hazards consideration. Qur conclusion is in
accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92. The bases for the
conclusion that proposed changes do not involve a significant hazards
consideration are discussed below.

1. Does the change 1nvo1ve a significant increase in the probability or
"~ consequences of an accident previously evaluated?

The proposed change relocates requ1rements and surveillances for
structures, systems, components or variables which did not meet the
criteria for inclusion in Technical Specifications as identified in the
"Application of Selection Criteria to the HBRSEP Unit No. 2 Technical
Specifications.” The affected structures, systems, components or
variables are not assumed to be initiators of analyzed events and are
not assumed to mitigate accident or transient events. The requirements
and surveillances for these affected structures, systems, components or
variables will be relocated from the Technical Specifications to an
appropriate administratively controlled document under 1icensee
control . Therefore, this change does not involve an increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different k1nd of
- acc1dent from any accident previously evaluated? .

The proposed change does not necessitate a physical alteration of the
plant (no new or different type of equipment will be installed) or
change in parameters governing normal plant operation. The proposed
change will not impose any different requirements and adequate control
of information will be maintained. Thus, this change does not create
the possibility of a new or different kind of acc1dent from any
accident previously evaluated.

3. . Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The proposed change will not reduce a margin of safety because it has
no impact on any safety analysis assumptions. In addition, the
affected requirement will be relocated to an owner controlled document
for which future changes will be evaluated pursuant to the requirements
of licensee controlled programs. Therefore, this change does not

| involve a reduction in a margin of safety.
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. ‘ 3.1.’
o | o Y

- 3.1 REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS

3.1.YSICS TESTS Exceptions—MODE 2

LCO 31@ Ouring the performance of PHYSICS TESTS: the requirements of

[‘s, L3} - LCO 3.1 [}"Moderator Temperature Coefficient (MTC)":
(3.10. 1.0 o : LCO 3.1 ‘Rod Group Alignment Limits";

[3..1.7] - LC0 3.1 ‘Shutdown Bank Insertjon Limits"

Cavenr 3] LCO 3.1’ Control Bank .Insertion Limits” and

D‘ 1\"5 a LCO 3.4.2.7"RCS Minimum Temperature for Critica]ity"

may be suspended. provided:

&“27‘3 ' a. RCS lowest loop average temperature is 2 F: and
530

E,.mc.) b. SOM is
@mcﬁwk Poet 11 Z 5%, RTP '
APPLICABILITY:  MODE z during PHYSICS TESTS. V{_’—-ﬁ:j
STF-14

. ACTIONS .
| ~ CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
(M2°) A SOM not within limit. [A.l Initiate boration to | 15 minutes
- : restore SOM to within
limit.
AND
A.2 Suspend PHYSICS TESTS | 1 hour
‘exceptions.
Q\«uj B. THERMAL POWER not B.1 Open reactor trip Immediately
within Timit. breakers.
(continued)
| WOG STS S X © Rev 1. 04/07/95
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ACTIONS (continued)-

'PHYSICS TESTS Excepticns —MODE 2

3.1

- CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME -
(M261 C. RCS lowest loop C.1 Restore RCS lowest 15 minutes
average. temperature loop average
' not within limit. temperature to within
limit.
-EM 20] D. Required Action and 0.1 Be in MODE 3. 15 minutes
. associated Completion
3 .. Time of Condition C
not met.
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS _
C ) SURVE [LLANCE FREQUENCY ‘[@
| ‘ : g | Z7d<
SR 3.1.J)1 Perform a CHANNEL OPERATIONAL TEST on power | Within
range and intermediate range channels per prior to

"¥SR 3.3.1.7. SR 3.3.1.8. and
Table 3.3.1-1%

initiation of
PHYSICS TESTS

(m21

Verify the RCS lowest loop average
temperature is = [(ZAAFF.

SR 3.1.%2“

30 minutas

(mz213

@)

24 hours

SR -3.1% . Verify SOM 1@ | |

Veeis) THERMAL poweER. i& & 5% RTH,

P

e

WOG STS 3.1-24

NG
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- JUSTIFICATION FOR DIFFERENCES
ITS SECTION 3.1 - REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS

1.~ ISTS Specification 3.1.2 is not included as a separate specification in
the ITS. Since the specific shutdown margin requirements for various
plant conditions are relocated to the Core Operating Limits Report
(COLR), there is no need for separate specifications for. different MODES
of Applicability. Consequently, shutdown margin requirements applicable
to MODE 5 are included in ITS Specification 3.1.1. This eliminates the
need for Specification 3.1.2. Subsequent Specifications are renumbered

~accordingly.

2 Specific numerical values for SDM located throughout the Technical
Specifications have been relocated to the COLR. SDM is a cycle-specific
variable similar to Moderator Temperature Coefficient, Rod insertion
Limits, Axial Flux Difference, Heat Flux Hot Channel Factor, and Nuclear
Enthalpy Rise Hot Channel Factor, which are currently contained in the
COLR. In addition, there is an NRC-approved methodology for calculating
SDM. Relocating SDM to the COLR provides core design and operational
flexibility that can be used for improved fuel management and to solve
plant specific issues. If the SDM is retained in the COLR the core
design can be finalized after shutdown, when the actual end of cycle
burnup is known. This can save redesign efforts if the actual burnup
differs from the projected value. Currently, reload design efforts and
resolution of plant specific issues are somewhat restricted, since a
change in the SDM requires a License Amendment. '

3 ISTS Figure 3.1.4-1 is not used in the ITS. The maximum upper 1imit for
MTC consists of two values specified in ITS 3.1.3, obviating any need
for the Figure. The MTC values provided in ITS 3.1.3 are consistent
with the HBRSEP Unit No. 2 current licensing basis approved in Amendment
87 dated November 7, 1984 and Amendment 121 dated January 9, 1989.

These values are also reflected in UFSAR Section 15.0.5 and Table
15.0.5-1. '

4 ITS Specification 3.1.5, "Rod Group Alignment Limits,” consists of two
separate requirements: 1) shutdown and control for rod OPERABILITY
(defined in the Bases as the ability to insert on an RPS trip), and 2)
indicated position of each rod within 12 steps of its group demand
position (i.e., correctly positioned). These requirements have been
separated in the LCO and Actions to ensure the appropriate actions are
taken for each condition. Condition A wording is broadened from
"untrippable” to "inoperable" such that the condition encompasses all
rod inoperability conditions. Without this change, it is ambiguous with
regard to a rod with a slow drop time but one that is still trippable.

5 ITS 3.1.4 rod group alignment limits are modified to be consistent with
current licensing basis. '

6 « ITS 3.1.4, Required Action B.2.2, which requires reducing THERMAL POWER
- to 5175 percent RTP, is modified to specify reducing THERMAL POWER to

JFD31s5.HBR ' : 1 ' - Supplement 5

i
3
)



10

11

12

13

_ JUSTIFICATION FOR DIFFERENCES
ITS SECTION 3.1 - REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS

57OZ RTP, Cohsistent with_current Ticensing basis.

ITS SR 3.1.4.3 is modified to reflect a minimum T, of 540°F for
verification of rod drop times, consistent with current Ticensing basis.

The word, “more,” is changed to the word, “both,” because plant design

includes two shutdown banks.

ITS Specification 3.1.7, Required Action B.1, requires verification of
rod position using the movable incore detectors for rods with inoperable
position indications that have moved in excess of 24 steps since the
last determination of rod position. The bracketed Completion Time of 4

hours is modified to 6 hours. Since the CTS does not include a

comparable requirement, there is no current licensing basis for this
value. A Completion Time of 6 hours is considered to be a reasonable
time in which to perform the required flux mapping and data analysis. A
Completion Time of 6 hours still provides sufficient time to complete
alternate Required Action B.2, reduction of THERMAL POWER to = 50% RTP
within 8 hours.

ISTS Specﬁficatioh 3.1.8, Required Action C.1.2, is modified to provide
two actions (ITS 3.1.7 Required Action C.1.2 and C.1.3) to address bank
positions < 200 steps and bank positions = 200 steps. This change is

‘necessary to address the two different acceptance criteria associated

with bank positions provided in ITS Specification 3.1.4 (for bank demand
positions =z 200 steps, each rod shall be within 15 inches of its bank
demand position; and for.bank demand position < 200 steps, each rod
shall be within 7.5 inches of the average of the individual rod
positions in the bank) and the current licensing basis approved in
HBRSEP Unit 2 Amendment No. 48. :

Not used.

ISTS Specification 3.1.9, “PHYSICS TEST Exceptions - MODE 1,” is not
adopted in the ITS. These physics tests are not performed during post-
refueling startup testing. ISTS Specification 3.1.11, “SDM Test
Exceptions,” is not adopted in the ITS. The use of other rod worth
measurement techniques will maintain the shutdown margin during the
entire measurement process and still provide the necessary physics data
verification. Since the N-1 measurement technique is no longer used,
the SDM test exception is not necessary. Subsequent Specifications are
renumbered accordingly. _

ISTS SR 3.1.10.1 (ITS SR 3.1.8.1) is revised to require performance of
the required CHANNEL OPERATIONAL TESTS within "7 days" prior to
initiation of PHYSICS TESTS instead of within "12 hours” prior to

"initiation of PHYSICS TESTS. The current licensing basis reflected in

the CTS does not currently require performance of a CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL
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TEST (an ITS CHANNEL OPERATIONAL TEST) on power range and intermediate

' range channels within a specified time period prior to initiating

PHYSICS TESTS. CTS Table 4.1-1 requires performance of the CHANNEL
FUNCTIONAL TEST of the intermediate range channels prior to startup and
performance of the CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST of the power range channels
bi-weekly. However, current plant practice is perform CHANNEL
FUNCTIONAL TESTs of these channels within 7 days prior to initiation of
PHYSICS TESTS. This 7 day Frequency has been determined to be :
sufficient for verification that the power range and intermediate range
monitors are properly functioning.

ISTS SR 3.1.8.1 requires verification ihat each [D]RPI agrees within
[12] steps of the group demand position for the [full indicated range]
of rod travel once per [18 months]. This Surveillance Requirement is
not included in the HBRSEP Unit No. 2 ITS. Instead, ITS 3.1.7 (Rod
Position Indication) includes SRs 3.1.7.1, 3.1.7.2, 3.1.7.3, and
3.1.7.4. SR 3.1.7.1 requires the performance of a CHANNEL CHECK by
comparing analog rod position indication to bank demand position
indication. SRs 3.1.7.2 and 3.1.7.3 require a test to be performed to
verify the rod position indications read within the required acceptance
criteria after moving each full length RCCA bank > 19 steps and
returning the banks to their original positions. SR 3.1.7.4 requires
the performance of a CHANNEL CALIBRATION of the Analog Rod Position
Indication System. These SRs are provided consistent with current plant
practice and licensing basis reflected in CTS Table 4.1-1 (items 9 and
10) and approved in HBRSEP Unit 2 Amendment No. 48. Amendment No. 48
approved revised. control rod position indication systems misalignment
limits and requires the following: .

For bank demand positions > 200 steps, each rod shall be within 15
inches of its bank demand position; and

For bank demand positions < 200 steps, eacﬁ rod shall be within
7.5 inches of the avérage of the individual rod positions in the
bank. : ‘

As such, comparisons between the analog rod position indication and the
bank demand position indication are only required for bank positions >
200 steps (ITS SR 3.1.7.1 and ITS SR 3.1.7.3) and the acceptance
criteria for the monthly tests vary depending -on whether the bank
positions are > 200 steps (ITS SR 3.1.7.3) or < 200 steps

(ITS SR 3.1.7.2).
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Control Bank Insertion Limits
: B 3.1

o——;

[

. 7 BASES

ACTIONS

\.&'\". ! A
<r\o(m~\ 3
Operatin

F‘Qio ¢ eAjwres\

.

A1l A12 A2 B.11 B.1.2 andB.2 (continued)

Similarly. if the control banks are found to be out of
sequence or in the wrong overlap configuration. they must be
restored to meet the limits. :

Operation beyond the LCO limits is allowed for a short time
period in order to take conservative action because the
simultaneous occurrence of either a LOCA, loss of flow
accident. ejected rod accident. or other accident during
this short time period. together with an inadequate power
distribution or reactivity capability. has an acceptably Tow
probability. ' '

The allowed Completion Time of 2 hours for restoring the
banks to within the insertion. sequence. and overlaps limits
provides an acceptable time for evaluating and repairing
minor problems without allowing the plant to remain in an
unacceptable condition for an extended period of time.

L1 @D
If{Required Actions €T 2Ad A7 _oo/B T ant &2 cannot be

completed within the associated Completion Times. the plant .
must be brought to MODE 3. where the LCO is not applicable.
e allowed Completion Time of 6 hours is reasonable, based
on operating experience, for reaching the required MODE from
full power conditions in an orderly manner and without
challenging plant systems. :

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

(o (%)
SR 3.1¢/11
This Surveillance is required to ensure that the reactor

does not achieve criticality with the control banks below
their insertion limits.

The estimated critical position (ECP) depends upon a number
of factors. one of which is xenon concentration. If the ECP
was calculated long before criticality. xenon concentration
could change to make the ECP substantially in error.
Conversely, determining the ECP immediately before
criticality could be an unnecessary burden. ' There are a

number of unit parameters requiring operator attention at

(continued)

B3.1-43 Rev 1. 04/07/95
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Control Bank'Insertion Limit
| B 3.2;?9
-. s G
- BASES | ' o
o SN — (g

SURVEILLANCE _ SR 3.14J1 (continued)
REQUIREMENTS |

that point. Performing the ECP calculation within 4 hours
prior to criticality avoids a large error from changes in
xenon concentration, but allows the operator some
flexibility to schedule the ECP calculation with other
startup activities.’

'..—-\

SR_3.1@)2

With an OPERABLE bank insertion limit monitor. verification

o of the control bank insertion limits at a Frequency of

' 12 hours is sufficient to ensure OPERABILITY of the bank

~insertion limit monitor and to detect control banks that may

be a?proaching the insertion 1imits since, normally, very
little rod motion occurs in 12 hours. If the insertion
1imit monitor becomes inoperable. verification of the .
control bank position at a Frequency of 4 hours is
sufficient to detect control banks that may be approaching

the insertion Timits

P B,
SR_3.1(13 T

’ | When control banks are maintgfined within their insertion
’ B

Timits as checked by SR 3.1{¥2 above, it is unlikely that
their sequence and overlap will not be in accordance with
requirements provided in the COLR. A Frequency of 12 hours
is consistent with the 1nsert1on 1imit check above in

Sngz @

REFERENCES 1. {1 T At B 19/ g 28 B0 #—(Z)

2. 10 CFR 50.46.

3(:) FSAR. Chapter @19%)
tsteraz
/ _FSAR, Lhaptet (1197
UFsh ) Sechioms 3|'z|4 5122‘1 3.1.2.1¢%, 5127.3 2
BL1.30 ., 3.0.2.3/ ard 3L 32
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. i ‘ _ PHYSICS TESTS Exceptions - MODE

. ' . ‘ . ’ ‘ ! B 3.1 h
aASES 3)
LCO limits is permitted for the purpose of performing PHYSICS |

(continued) -  TJESTS ‘and poses no threat to fuel integrity. provided the

SRs are met.
BTy g
ements of LCO 3.1 LCO 3.18 LCO 3.1 ‘
LCO 3.7 and LCO 3.4.2 may be suspended during the
performance of PHYSICS TESTS provided: ' @

a. RCS lowest loop average temperature is z (SN] °F . G
SOM is @ . 61% ADK)

b. A ‘AJ."‘H\I‘V\ +he  lLmdits prowe!eJ
-~ ln_the ColR; &nd

~—C. THERMAL PowER i5 & T% LTP Jue-

APPLICABILITY This LCO is applicabie iﬁ>MODE,2 when performing low power
PHYSICS TESTS. The licable PHYSICS TESTS are performed

in HY 3] A
DE\%Jand ar addressgg\in LCO 3.1N\9. “PHYSICS JESTS
Exceptions —MODE 1. :

. ACTIONS A.land A2

If the SDM requirement is not met. boration must be
initiated promptly. A Completion Time of 15 minutes is
-adequate for an operator to correctly align and start the
required systems and components. The operator should begin
boration with the best source available for the plant
?onditions. Boration will be continued until SDM is within
imit.

Suspension of PHYSICS TESTS exceptions requires restoration
of each of the applicable LCOs to within specification.

gl

when THERMAL POWER is > 5% RTP, the only acceptable action
is to open the reactor trip breakers (RTBs) to prevent
operation of the reactor beyond its design limits.
Immediately opening the RTBs will shut down the reactor and

A?revent operation of the reactor outside of its design
imits.

(continued)

rd
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| ' ‘ o | . PHYSICS TESTS Exceptions —MODE 2 -

BASES

ACTIONS ol |

(continued) ¥ S
_ when the RCS lowest T, is < &B°F, the appropriate action
is to restore T,, to within its specified limit. The
allowed Completion Time of 15 minutes provides time for
restoring T, to within limits without allowing the plant to
remain in an unacceptable condition for an extended period
of time. Operation with the reactor critical and with

temperature betow &I3°F could violate the assumptions for
accidents analyzeddin the safety analyses.
ED, .

0l |

If the Rgguired Actions cannot be completed within the

associated Completion Time. the plant must be brought to a

MODE .in which the requirement. does not apply. To achieve

this status. the plant must be brought to at least MODE 3

within an additional 15 minutes. The Completion Time of

15 additional minutes is reasonable, based on operating

, experience. for reaching MODE 3 in an orderly manner. and

. s , ~ without challenging plant systems. _ '

3 0
SURVE ILLANCE R 3101 /» : O

REQUIREMENTS g
e range neutron detectors

‘The power range and intermeds
must be.verified to be O LE in MODE 2 by LCO 3.3.1. '
"Reactor System (R¥S) Instrumentation.” A CHANNEL '
OPERATIONAL TEST is performed on each er range and =
@ intermediate range channel within ﬁ’pﬁﬁ—m\
(::>_1¥;tiation of the PHYSICS TESTS. This will ensure that the

RYS is properly aligned to provide the required degree of

core tion during the performance of the PHYSICS TESTS.

The time limit is sufficient to ensure that the

instrumentation is OPERABLE before ini
PHYSICS TESTS. ] 5
y &
R 2 .

tiating
verification that the RCS lowest loop T, is Z£°F will

ensure that the unit is not operating in a condition that
could invalidate the safety analyses. Verification of the
RCS temperature at a Frequency of 30 minutes during the

{continued)
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 BASES

&

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS ~

o . PHYSICS TESTS Exceptions - MODE
‘ B 3.1g§ik/~,

- 8 i
R A9.2 (continued)

performance of the PHYSICS TESTS will ensure that the

-1n1t1a1'cond1t§qu of the safety analyses are not violated.

@ 2

iiﬁailIP “ ~{juseer B ?"'8{;ET*——‘EIEIIEIIII'

The SOM is verified by performing a reactivity balance
calculation, considering the following reactivity effects:

a. RCS boron concentration:
b. Control bank position;
C. RCS average temperature;

d. Fuel burnup based on gross thermal energy generation:

e. Xenon concentration:

f. . Samarium concentration. and
g. Isothermal temperature coefficient (ITC).

Using the ITC accounts for Doppler reactivity in this
calculation because the reactor is subcritical. and the fuel
temperature will be changing at the same rate as the RCS.

The Frequency of 24 hours is bésed on the generally slow
change in required boron concentration and on the low
probabiiity of an accident occurring without the required

SOM

1. 10 CFR 50. Appendix B. Section XI.

'REFERENCES ' |
- 2. 10 CFR 50.59. '
" Regulatqry Guide 1.6§, Revision 2.\% 197 .
4. WSI/ANS-19 6 -1985. Decamber 13. 1985.4;_,,;/// |
(continued)
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ITS INSERT B3.1.8-1

SR 3.1.8.3 | , | |

Verification that the THERMAL POWER is = 5% RTP will ensure that the plant is
not operating in a condition that could invalidate the safety analyses.
Verification of THERMAL POWER at a frequency of 30 minutes during the
performance of the PHYSICS TEST will ensure that the initial conditions of the

safety analyses are not violated. :

. IB318 1.tec : Supplement 5
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DIFFERENCES
BASES 3.1 - REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS

In the conversion of the HBRSEP current Technical Specifications (CTS)
to the proposed plant specific Improved Technical Specifications (ITS),
certain wording preferences or conventions are adopted which do not
result in technical changes (either actual or interpretational).
Editorial changes or-clarifications which involve the insertion of plant
specific terms, parameters, or descriptions are used to- preserve
consistency with the CTS and licensing basis.

HBRSEP was designed and licensed to the proposed Appendix A to 10 CFR
50, which was published in the Federal Register on July 11, 1967

(FR 32FR10213). Appendix A to 10 CFR 50 effective in 1971 and
subsequently amended, is somewhat different from the proposed 1967
criteria. UFSAR section 3.1 includes an evaluation of HBRSEP with
respect to the proposed 1967 criteria. The ISTS statement concerning
the GDC criteria is modified in the ITS to.reference the current
licensing basis description in the UFSAR.

ISTS Specification 3.1.2 is not included as a separate specification in
the ITS. Since the specific shutdown margin requirements for various
plant conditions. are relocated to the Core Operating Limits Report
(COLR), there is no need for separate specifications for different MODES
of Applicability. Consequently, shutdown margin requirements applicable
to MODE 5 are included in ITS Specification 3.1.1. This eliminates-the
need for Specification 3.1.2. ISTS Specifications 3.1.9 and 3.1.11 are
also not adopted in the ITS. Subsequent Specifications are renumbered
accordingly.

The phrase, “... and the fuel and moderator temperatures are changed to
the nominal hot zero power value ...,” is added to clarify the _
assumptions used in determining the shutdown margin requirements during:
operation.

The term, “Control Rod System,” is replaced with the phrase, “two
independent reactivity control systems,” to clarify that power maneuvers
require both the control rod system and the Chemical and Volume Control
System in concert (i.e., for boron concentration changes) to maintain
the core flux shape within the axial and radial differential
1limitations.

The terms, “so]ub]e boron system,” and ‘boration system,” are replaced
with the plant specific terminology, Chem1ca1 and Volume Control
System,” or “CVCS " _

The phrase, “.. Rod Cluster Control Assemblies and ...,” is added
because the worth of the control rod banks provide an ‘essential portion
of the shutdown marg1n

The inserted phrase is relocated from ISTS page B 3.1-8, to address SDM
in MODE 5. o

JFDB31s5. HBR » ' 1 ‘ ~ Supplement 5
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‘ JUSTIFICATION FOR DIFFERENCES
BASES 3.1 - REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS

repeated in the Bases.

Demand position indication is not calibrated. The counters are reset to
zero when rods are fu]]y inserted prior to startup.

The referenced analysis does not include exp11c1t consideration of the
effects on core peaking factors of rod position versus power level, and
is not retained in the ITS.

The Bases for ITS 3.1.7 are revised to reflect changes made to the
associated Specification and the current licensing basis approved in
HBRSEP Unit No. 2 Amendment No. 48

Not used

HBRSEP is not comm1tted to either Regu]atory Gu1de 1.68 or
ANSI/ANS-19.6.1.

The word, “more,” is changed to the word, “both,” because plant design
includes two shutdown banks. '

The boron exchange methodology is the method used at HBRSEP to perform
integral and differential rod worth measurements. This method is used
to determine the reactivity of individual rod banks, as well as the
reactivity of the predicted “worst case” stuck rod.

The “average slope method” is used at HBRSEP for meésuring isothermal
temperature coefficient (ITC). .

Not used. |

The referenced reports are not applicable to HBRSEP.

Not used.

Not used.

Bases are modified for conSistency with the scope and conteht of the
associated Specification. This change is based on the need to perform

the surveillance following plant evolutions that cou]d cause disturbance
of the instruments. _

. JFDB31s5.HBR = 4 Supplement 5



.. R

PHYSICS TESTS Exceptions —MODE 2
3.1.8

3.1 REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS ~
3.1.8 PHYSICS TESTS Exceptions —MODE 2

LCO 3.1.8

During the performance of PHYSICS TESTS, the requirements of

LCO 3.1.3, "Moderator Temperature Coefficient (MTC)";
LCO 3.1.4, "Rod Group Alignment Limits";
LCO 3.1.5, "Shutdown Bank Insertion Limits";
LCO 3.1.6, "Control Bank Insertion Limits"; and
LCO 3.4.2, "RCS Minimum Temperature for Criticality”
“may be suspended, provided: |
a. RCS Towest loop average temperature is z= 530°F;
b.  SDM is within the 1imits. provided in the COLR; and,
c. ~ THERMAL POWER is = 5% RTP
APPLICABILITY: MODE 2 during PHYSICS TESTS.
ACTIONS
CONDITION  REQUIRED ACTION ‘ COMPLETION TIME

A. SDM not within 1imit. A.l Initiate boration to 15 mihutes

restore SDM to within

Timit.
AND
A.2  Suspend PHYSICS TESTS | 1 hour
exceptions.
B. THERMAL POWER not B.1 Open reactor trip Immediately
within Timit. : breakers.

(continued)

HBRSEP Unit No. 2 . ‘ 3.1-18 Amendment No.
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PHYSICS TESTS Except1ons — MODE 2

ACTIONS (continued)

3.1.8

CONDITION "~ REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
C. RCS Towest loop 1C.1 Restore RCS lowest 15 minutes
average temperature loop average
not within limit. temperature to within
Timit.
D. Required Action and D.1 ~ Be in MODE 3. 15 minutes
associated Completion o
Time of Condition C
not met.
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
~ SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

SR

3.1.8.1 Perform a CHANNEL OPERATiONAL TEST on power
' range and intermediate range channels per
SR 3.3.1.7, SR 3.3.1.8, and Table 3.3.1-1.

Within 7 days
prior to

initiation of
PHYSICS TESTS

3.1.8.4 Verify SDM is w1th1n the Timits: prov1ded in

the COLR.

SR 3.1.8.2 Verify the RCS Towest Toop average 30 minutes
‘ temperature is = 530°F. :
SR 3.1.8.3 Verify THERMAL POWER is = 5% RTP. 30 minutes
- SR 24 hours

HBRSEP Unit No. 2 3.1-19

Amendment No.
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BASES

Control Bank Insertion Limits
' B 3.1.6

ACTIONS

A.1.1, A.1.2. A.2. B.1.1. B.1.2. and B.2 (continued)

Similarly, if the control banks are found to be out of
sequence or in the wrong overlap configuration, they must be
restored to meet the Timits.

Operation beyond the LCO limits is allowed for a short time
period in order to take conservative action because the
simultaneous occurrence of either a LOCA, loss of flow

~ accident, ejected rod accident, or other accident during

this short time period, together with an inadequate power

~distribution or reactivity capability, has an acceptab]y Tow

probability.

The allowed Completion Time of 2 hours for restoring the
banks to within the insertion, sequence, and overlaps limits
provides an acceptable time for evaluating and repairing
minor problems without allowing the plant to remain in an
unacceptable condition for an extended period of time.

C.1

If the Required Actions cannot be completed within the
associated Completion Times, the plant must be brought to
MODE 3 (utilizing normal operating procedures), where the
LCO is not applicable. The allowed Completion Time of

6 hours is reasonable, based on operating experience, for
reaching the required MODE from full power conditions in an
orderly manner and without challenging plant systems

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

SR_3.1.6.1

This Surveillance is required to ensure that the reactor
does not achieve criticality with the control banks below
their insertion limits.

The estimated critical position (ECP) depends upon a number
of factors, one of which is xenon concentration. If the ECP
was calculated long before criticality, xenon concentration
could change to make the ECP substantially in error.
Conversely, determining the ECP immediately before
criticality could be an unnecessary burden. There are a
number of unit parameters requiring operator attention at

,(contfnued)

HBRSEP Unit No. 2

B 3.1-39 _:Reyision No.



Control Bank Insertion Limits
B 3.1.6

‘ © BASES

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

SR 3.1.6:1 (continued)

that point. Performing the ECP calculation within 4 hours
prior to criticality avoids a large error from changes in
xenon concentration, but allows the operator some
flexibility to schedule the ECP calculation with other
startup activities. '

SR _3.1.6.2

With an OPERABLE bank insertion limit monitor, verification
of the control bank insertion limits at a Frequency of

12 hours is sufficient to ensure OPERABILITY of the bank
insertion limit monitor and to detect control banks that may
be approaching the insertion limits since, normally, very
1ittle rod motion occurs in 12 hours. If the insertion
1imit monitor becomes inoperable, verification of the

“control bank position at a Frequency of 4 hours is

sufficient to detect control banks that may be approaching
the insertion limits.

SR 3.1.6.3

When control banks are maintained within their insertion
limits as checked by SR 3.1.6.2 above, it is unlikely that
their sequence and overlap will not be in accordance with
requirements provided in the COLR. A Frequency of 12 hours
is consistent with the insertion limit check above in

SR 3.1.6.2.

REFERENCES

1. UFSAR, Sections 3.1.2.14, 3.1.2.27, 3.1.2.28,
3.1.2.29, 3.1.2.30, 3.1.2.31, and 3.1.2.32.

2. 10 CFR 50.46.
3. UFSAR, Chapter 15.

."‘

HBRSEP Unit No. 2
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PHYSICS TESTS Exceptions —MODE 2

B 3.1.8
.' | BASES
LCO - limits is permitted for the purpose of performing PHYSICS
(continued) TESTS and poses no threat to fuel integrity, prov1ded the

SRs are met.

The requ1rements of LCO 3.1.3, LCO 3.1.4, LCO 3.1.5,

LCO 3.1.6, and LCO 3.4.2 may be suspended during the

performance of PHYSICS TESTS provided:

a. RCS Towest loop average temperature is = 530 °F;
~b. SDM is within the Timits provided in the COLR; and

c.  THERMAL POWER is = 5% RTP.

APPLICABILITY This LCO is applicable in MODE 2 when performing low power
PHYSICS TESTS. The applicable PHYSICS TESTS are performed
in MODE 2 at HZP.

. ACTIONS - ~ A.land A.2

If the SDM requirement is not met, boration must be
initiated promptly. A Completion Time of 15 minutes is
adequate for an operator to correctly align and start the
required systems and components. The operator should begin
 boration with the best source available for the plant '
?ond1t1ons Boration will be continued until SDM is within
imit.

Suspension of PHYSICS TESTS exceptiohs requires restoration
of each of the applicable LCOs to within specification.

B.1

When THERMAL POWER is > 5% RTP, the only acceptable action

is to open the reactor trip breakers (RTBs) to prevent

operation of the reactor beyond its design limits.

Immediately opening the RTBs will shut down the reactor and

?revent operation of the reactor outside of its design
imits

. | | (continued)

HBRSEP Unit No. 2 B 3.1-52 Revision No.
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BASES

PHYSICS TESTS Exceptions — MODE 2
B 3.1.8

ACTIONS

~ (continued)

c.1

When the RCS Towest T, is < 530°F, the appropriate action
is to restore T, to within its spec1f1ed limit. The
allowed Complet1on Time of 15 minutes provides time for
restoring T, to within Timits without allowing the plant to
remain in an unacceptab]e condition for an extended period
of time. Operation with the reactor critical and with
temperature. below 530°F could violate the assumpt1ons for
accidents analyzed in the safety ana]yses

D.1

If the Required Actions cannot be completed within the
associated Completion Time, the plant must be brought to a
MODE in which the requirement does not apply. To achieve.
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