1.0 Use and Application

The Tlicensee has proposed administrative and technical changes to the CTS to
bring them into conformance with 10 CFR 50.36 and with STS Section 1.0
specifications. The discussion of changes provided below follow the order of
the individual specifications within STS Section 1.0 with the ITS Section 1.0
spec1f1cat1on titles listed in italics before the applicable discussions.

a. Administrative Changes

Those specifications of CTS Section 1.0 thai have been retained in
corresponding ITS Section 1.0, have been reworded to conform to the STS
presentation. The most s1gn1f1cant administrative changes that were made are
as follows:

1.1 Definitions

1. The definitions appearing in Section 1 of the WNP-2 ITS are listed
differently from the WNP-2 CTS by deleting the identification numbers
associated with each definition and 1isting them in alphabetical order.

2. The following definitions are retained in the WNP-2 ITS. Some editorial
changes are included so that these defined terms are consistent with
NUREG-1434 and with WNP-2 plant-specific terminology without changing the
intent of the definitions.

ACTIONS
AVERAGE PLANAR LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE (APLHGR)
CHANNEL CALIBRATION
CHANNEL CHECK
- CHANNEL_FUNCTIONAL TEST
CORE ALTERATION .
CORE OPERATING LIMITS REPORT (COLR)
DOSE EQUIVALENT I-131
EMERGENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEM (ECCS) RESPONSE TIME :
END OF CYCLE RECIRCULATION PUMP TRIP (EOC-RPT) SYSTEM
- RESPONSE TIME
ISOLATION INSTRUMENTATION RESPONSE TIME |
LEAKAGE (formerlyy IDENTIFIED LEAKAGE, PRESSURE BOUNDARY LEAKAGE
and UNIDENTIFIED LEAKAGE)
LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE (LHGR)
LOGIC SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TEST
MAXIMUM FRACTION OF LIMITING POWER DENSITY (MFLPD)
AINIMUM CRITICAL POWER RATIO (MCPR)
¢ ({OPERABLE-OPERABILITY
o©° “PHYSICS TESTS
" RATED THERMAL POWER (RTP)
REACTOR PROTECTION SYSTEM (RPS) RESPONSE TIME'
SHUTDOWN MARGIN (SDM) |
STAGGERED TEST BASIS
THERMAL: POWER
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DeG»;'hous 1.9 and LY are refsrmatfe’ aod A
contmingd [0 odher WNIP-2 TTS definihors e emenpls are

TABLE 1.2
URBINE BYPASS SYSTEM RESPONSE TIME

A1l other definitions in the WNP-2 CTS (1.2, 1.3, 1.9, 1.11, 1.12A, 1.13A,
1.14, 1.15, 1.16, 1.20, 1.24, 1.25, 1.27, 1.29, 331, 1.31la, 1.32, 1.33, 1.34,
1.37, 1.38, 1.39, 1.41, 1.43, 1.46,-Lr481¥1.49L_;§50, 1.51 and Table 1.1) are

no longer used as detined terms in the WNP-2 ITS.¥ Definition 1.18. and Table
1.1 are reformatted and these concepts are contained in the WNP-2 ITS in
Sections 1.4. In-addition,. d8finitions1.27 and 1.33 have been reformatted and
these concepts are contained in the WNP-2 ITS in Sections 5.0. The remaining
definitions are not applicable under the ITS and therefore may be deleted from

the ITS.

As noted above, the staff and the licensee have agreed to minor word changes
throughout the WNP-2 ITS definition section. These word changes are
clarifications that do not alter the meaning of the definitions or change the
restrictive level of the TS. The definitions in Section 1.0 perform a
supporting function for other sections in the WNP-2 ITS. Therefore, these
definitions are acceptable for WNP-2.

RGN S L S T
ingiapproval of ISTE U AN

3. The staff reviewed the proposed changes in the definition section for
their effect on the Safety Limits (SLs) and SL violations that appear in
Section 2.0 and the LCOs and Action Statements in Section 3, including the
Surveillance Requirements. The staff finds that no adverse effects would
result from the proposed changes and concludes that when the definitions, as
modified, are applied in other sections of the TS, the restrictive level of
the requirements are not changed and, therefore, the safety margins are not
affected. In addition, the staff concludes that the licensee’s proposed
changes clarify the definitions and would reduce the tendency for
misinterpretation. Further, the staff finds that WNP-2 ITS definitions have
appropriately applied the guidance provided in STS. Therefore, we find these
changes acceptable. T o

1.2 Logical Connectors

This is a new section in the WNP-2 ITS. This section explains the meaning and
use of "Logical Connectors™ through the use of examples so that the entire
WNP-2 ITS are clearer from a human factors standpoint. The staff reviewed
this section and considers this proposed addition and reformatting to be an
enhancement to the WNP-2 ITS. We further find that the addition is consistent
with STS and is acceptable.

1.3 Completion Times

WNP-2 -2- IST 1.0
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This is a new section in the WNP-2 ITS. This section does not change
completion times, but provides guidance through the use of examples on the use
of "Completion Times." "Completion Time" is the amount of time allowed to
compiete an action or the amount of time allowed for a structure, system or
component to be inoperable. This section is administrative in nature and is
provided as an aid to the licensee’s staff. The staff reviewed this section,
and finds it is consistent with STS and is acceptable.

Lot

£

pending dpproval

1.4 Frequency

This is a new section in the WNP-2-ITS. 'This section defines the proper use

and application of surveillance frequency practices through the use of

examples. A clear understanding of the correct application of a specified

- frequency is necessary to ensure compliance with a survei11?nce requirement.
: A

The staff reviewed this section and finds that the "Frequency Notation"

definition and the "Frequency Notation Table" (Definition 1.3}f and Table 1.1,

respectively) of the CTS have been adequately incorporated into the

descriptions and examples of this section, that this section is consistent

with STS and is acceptable.

b. Less Restrictive Requirements

By electing to implement the STS Section 1.0 specifications, proposed a number”
of less restrictive conditions than are allowed by the CTS. The more
significant conditions are the following:

1. The phrase "or actual,” in reference to the injected signal, is added to
the definition of Channel-Functional Test and Logic System Functional Test.
Some Channel Functional Tests are performed by insertion of the actual signal
into the logic (e.g., rod block interlocks). For others, there is no reason
why an actual signal would preclude satisfactory performance of the test. Use
of an actual signal instead of the current requirement which limits use to a
simulated signal, will not affect the performance of the channel. Operability
can be adequately demonstrated in either case since the channel itself can not
discriminate between "actual® or "simulated."

2. As provided for with analog channels, the signal used to test bistable
channels qis proposed to be allowed to be injected "as close to the sensor as
practicable."” Also, the definition of Logic System Functional Test allows the
signal to be injected "as close to the sensor as practicable" in lieu of "from
the sensor.”" . Injecting a signal at the sensor would in some cases involve
significantly increased probabilities of initiating undesired circuits during
the test since several logic channels' are often associated with a particular
sensor. Performing the test by injection of a signal at the sensor requires
Jumpering of the other logic channels to prevent their initiation during the

WNP-2 -3 - IST 1.0
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test, or increases the scope of the test to include mu1t1p1e tests of the
’ other logic channels. Either method significantly increases the difficulty of
performing the surveillance. Allowing initiation of the signal close to the
sensor provides a complete test of the logic channel while significantly
reducing this probability of undesired initiation.
I gem et osremso vet
' 3. A change is proposed to allow the physical removal of a control rod to
.not be considered a Core Alteration. In this activity the control cell must
first have all the fuel bundles removed prior to this control rod movement.
In this configuration, the negat1ve reactivity inserted by removing the
adjacent four fuel assemblies is significantly more than any minimal positive
’“°°e*°“* gactivity inserted during thevremoval of the control rod. Appropriate
: technical specification controls are applied during the fuel movements
eceding the confrol rod<removal to protect against or mitigate a reactivity
excursion event. After such time, sufficient margin and design features (the
design .of a control rod preciudes its removal without all fuel assemblies in
the cell removed) are in place to allow removing the TS controls dur1ng the
ontrol rod¥removal.

4, The definition of logic system functional test (LSFT) changed to exclude
the actuated device. The actuated device is to be tested as part of a system
functional test, which is specified in the system Specification. Deleting the

Wi | actuated dev1ce from the definition of LSFT eliminates the confusion as to

,°“i whether a previously performed LSFT is rendered invalid if the final actuated
onﬂsc.‘dev1ce is_discovered to be inoperable as a consequence of another surveillance
“CL 2 (e.gy, valve cyc11ng) In instances where the CTS does not contain a

’ m correspondmg "system functional test," which would test the actuated d device,

5. |one is added in the ITS. ﬁSTRu&“xgwglgyw€ﬁﬁhnnw provide an exampleds.
- -#/ITherefore, end device test1ng Will pe adequa co e ITS ,

v, Lformat. ‘ o PTWs_ R PT brenkers actuatiod is vew reyured

o by TTS sR 3.3.42.4,

5. The CTS definition "core alteration™ states that "normal" movement of
SRMs, IRMs, LPRMs, TIPs or special movable detectors (i.e., incore

‘ 1nstruments) is not a .core alteration. However, no delineation of what is

" included in "normal” component movement is given. The ITS focus the
definition on activities that can affect the core reactivity. Since incore
instruments have negligible (if any) effect on core reactivity, any movement
of incore instruments has essentially no impact on core reactivity.
Therefore, deletion of "normal®™ from the TS definition maintains core
alterations as movement of only that which can affect core reactivity and does
not place any restrictions on incore instrument movement.

The above less restrictive requirements have been reviewed by the staff and
have been found to be acceptable, because they do not present a significant
safety question in the operation of the plant. The TS requirements that
remain are consistent with current licensing practices, operating experience
and plant accident and transient analyses, and provide reasonable assurance
that the public health and safety will be protected.

c. More Restrictive Requirements
By electing to impiement STS Section 1.0 specifications proposed a number of
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more restrictive conditions than are required by the CTS. The more
significant conditions are the following:

1. In the ITS, "Startup" mode is now defined to include anytime the reactor
mode switch is in the "Refuel" .position concurrent with the reactor vessel
head bolts being fully tensioned. This is currently a plant condition that
has no corresponding mode and could therefore be incorrectly interpreted as
not requiring the application of the majority of CTS;

2. In the ITS, "Shutdown" modes are redefined with a footnote stating "all
reactor vessel head bolts fully tensioned" to eliminate the current overlap in
defined modes when the mode switch is in "shutdown" position with the vessel
head detensioned, for which both the definition of Refuel as well as Cold
Shutdown could apply. It is not the intent of the TS to allow an option of
whether to apply Refuel applicable LCOs or to apply Cold Shutdown applicable
LCOs. This proposed change precludes an unacceptable interpretation.

3. The current "Refueling" definition would cease to be applicable when

average coolant temperature exceeds 140 °F since with the mode switch in

Refuel, a plant condition exists which has no corresponding mode. This

condition could therefore be incorrectly interpreted as not requiring the
application of the majority of TS. By defining the Refuel mode as including

plant conditions with no specific coolant temperature range, sufficiently
conservative (estrigtions will be applieéd by the applicablie LCOs during all

fueled conditions with the vessel head bolts detensioned. Lt deleded i P 8

mperatu imi e—add
definitions are compatible with changés made Aedode ol
o clarify the rela requireme2§§/a5§ to reduce the ..
isi pretation of theC%IS</;$he new WNP-2 definitions are Rea-C
EG-1434. Plant-specific wording/d*f?z;ences have been
hange—the-meani%ﬁ.nf_&ﬁggg_ﬂg_lnitions.
The staff has reviewed the above more restrictive requirements and concludes

that they result in an enhancement to the ITS. Therefore, the more .
restrictive requirements are acceptable.

d. Significant Differences from the STS (NUREG-1434)

Generic change package TSTF-31 proposes to revise Examples 1.3-3 and 1.3-6 to
more accurately reflect BWR example specific actions. The purpose of these
examples is to help ensure the Completion Time convention in the STS is
understood and properly applied. In example 1.3-3, a separate Completion Time
is given in Condition C for one Function X subsystem inoperable concurrently
with one Function Y subsystem inoperable. In example 1.3-6, the proposed
change is to revise the current STS Completion Time to "12 hours" from "72
hours." The staff accepts these changes as plant specific changes for the
WNP-2 ITS; however, the staff position is to deny the generic change package -
until the industry can agree to a set of Example 1.3 Completion Times that
apply to each of the vendor approved STS.

e _i{dle coled
" WNP-2 MNone -5 - IST 1.0
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2.0  SAFETY LIMITS

This chapter has been renamed from the existing WNP-2 TS, Chapter 2.0 "Safety
Limits and Limiting Safety System Settings." Although renamed, this chapter
contains essentially the same information as the existing Chapter 2.0.
Information not retained in this chapter is contained elsewhere within the
improved WNP-2 TS. b

In accordance with the guidance in the Final Policy Statement, the licensee
has proposed administrative and technical changes to the CTS to bring them
into conformance with STS Chapter 2.0 specifications. For each category of
change, the discussions generally follow the presentation order of the ’

individual specifications within STS Chapter 2.0. As—appropriate;—the—HS
Cha y g . il -
¥ pter—z 9.spe54£4cat4onsjare-llsbed —italics-before—the—appiicabie

This chapter has been reformatted and reorganized to separate the safety

limits and safety 1imit violations. The staff has reviewed WNP-2’s proposed

Chapter 2.0, based on NUREG-1434, as modified to include plant-specific Timits

and terminology, and finds this chapter is consistent with the Commission’s ,
“regulations and is acceptable. '

a. Administrative Changes

The specifications of CTS Chapter 2.0 that have been retained in corresponding
ITS Chapter 2.0, have been reworded to conform to the STS presentation. In
particular, the folowing administrative changes,were madey ars an'4%410u¢o;
’ Mmost S\gA Cucant Shot
[A.1] CTS 2.2 lists the Limiting Safety System Settings(LSSS) which are the
Reactor Protection System (RPS) Instrumentation Allowable Values that assure
Safety Limits are not violated. The CTS LSSS are moved to ITS 3.3.1.1, RPS
Instrumentation consistent with STS format. The protection and monitoring
functions of the RPS have been designed to ensure safe operation of the
reactor. This is achieved by specifying limiting safety system settings
(LSSS) in terms of parameters directly monitored by the RPS, as well as LCOs
on other reactor system parameters and equipment performance. The LSSS are
defined in the specifications as the "allowable values," which, in conjunction
with the LCOs, establish the threshold for protective system action to prevent
exceeding acceptable 1imits, including SLs, during design basis accidents
(DBAs). Nominal trip setpoints are specified in the setpoint calculations,and
inethet€S. The nominal setpoints are selected to ensure that the actual
setpoints do not exceed the allowable value between successive channel
calibrations. Operation with a trip setpoint less conservative than the
nominal trip setpoint, but within its allowable value, is acceptable. A
channel is inoperable if its actual trip setpoint is not within its required
allowable value. Thus, the RPS setpoints are effectively retained within the
ITS. Evaluation of any technical changes to the requirements is performed in
the evaluation of ITS 3.3.1.1. This is considered an administrative change in
the location of the requirements within the TS, and is therefore acceptable.

[A.2] The CTS references Specification 6.7.1 on Safety Limit Violations,

WNP-2 -1- ! 1t 2.0
TS



“r g

bl

£




- -

which has been removed from TS since it duplicates existing regulatory

reporting requirements. CTS administrative controls section 6.7.1 has been
deleted from TS as discussed in the Administrative Controls chapter. Since

the ITS does not provide cross references, and since CTS 6.7.1 has been

deleted, the CTS reference to CTS 6.7.1 serves no useful purpose and has been
deleted. This is an acceptable administrative change.

The preceding changes to CTS Chapter 2.0 result in limits that are unchanged
from the current requirements cited. In some cases, these changes result in a
clearer presentation of the intent of current requirements. Accordingly,
these changes are purely administrative. Therefore, they are acceptable.

b. Less Restrictive Requirements

The licensee, in electing to implement the specifications of STS Chapter 2.0,
"Safety :‘Limits," proposed a number of less restrictive requirements than are
allowed by CTS Chapter 2.0. These requirements are the following:

[LA.1] CTS SL 2.1.4 requires that “the ECCS must be manually initiated after
depressurizing the reactor” if the reactor vessel water level is at or below
the top of active fuel. These specific actions are moved from the TSs to
appropriate Emergency Operating Procedures (EOPs). ITS 2.2.X requires that
within 2 hours, compliance with safety 1imits be restored and all insertable
control rods be inserted, but does not contain specific actions for restoring
reactor vessel water level. Using the EOPs and other plant procedures to
restore water level is consistent with CTS 2.1.4 because the procedures
contain the CTS requirements plus additional methods” for restoring reactor
vessel water. The 2 hour time frame for completion of the action is
consistent with the allowed time to restore other Safety Limit violations and
allows appropriate actions to be evaluated by the operator and completed in a
timely manner. Moving the requirements to EOPs,{hGS’and other plant
procedures is acceptable since the EOPs are required by ITS 5.4.1, and changes
will be controlled-by the provisions of 10 CFR 50.59.

¥’

[LA.2] CTS 6.7.1.a requires that the Corporate Nuclear Safety Review Board
(CNSRB) be notified of a safety limit violation. CTS 6.7.1.b requires that
the Plant Operations Committee (POC) review the Safety Limit Violation Report.
CTS 6.7.1.c requires that the Safety Limit Violation Report be submitted to Plant |
the CNSRB. These requirements are moved to-8A=Program. The Vice President, Phocecling,
Nuclear Operations, to whom the CNSRB is an advisory board, is notified of a
Safety Limit violation. The duties of the CNSRB, as defined in chapter 6.0 of
the CTS, are removed from technical specifications and placed in the Quality
Assurance Program Description in the FSAR. The POC review of the LER and
submitting the LER to the CNSRB occurs after plant shutdown and does not
affect the safe operation of the plant; therefore, maintaining these
requirements in QA Program, per 10 CFR 50.54(a) requirements, is-an acceptable
less restrictive change.
|

The less restrictive requirements described in the preceding material have
been found by the staff to be acceptable because they do not present a
significant safety question in the operation of the plant. The TS

)
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requirements that remain are consistent with current licensing practices,
operating experience and plant accident and transient analyses, and provide
reasonable assurance that the public health and safety will be protected.

c. More Restrictive Requirements A

The Ticensee, in electing to implement the specifications of STS Chapter 2.0;
"Safety Limits," proposed a number of more restrictive requirements than are
allowed by CTS Chapter 2.0. These requirements are the following:

104
(M.1] CTS %ﬁ%ﬁter 2.1 includes applicability statements for each Safety
Limit. These are removed in the conversion to the ITS, thereby making all
Safety Limits applicable to all modes of operation. The CTS applicability
statements are based on the physical possibility that a violation could occur
in specific modes or specific limitations required for protection in specific
modes. The removal of the applicability statements imposes additional
evaluation requirements and administrative actions for conditions when a
challenge to a barrier cannot occur; therefore, it is more restrictive. This
is an acceptable more restrictive change.

[M.2; not significant ,—>vs—>5—detetefromSER] EF5—Sks—2-1-1-—requires—action

The staff has reviewed the above more restrictive generic requirements and
concludes that they result in an enhancement to the ITS. Therefore, the more
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LCO and SR Applicability

3.0 LIMITING CONDITIONS FOR OPERATION (LCOs) AND ASSOCIATED APPLICABILITY,
+ ACTION REQUIREHENTS (ACTIONS) AND SURVEILLANCE REQUIREHENTS (SRs)

In accordance with the guidance in the Final Policy Statement, the licensee
has proposed administrative and technical changes to the CTS to bring them
into conformance with STS Chapter 3.0 specifications. For each category of
change, the discussions generally follow the presentation order of the
individual specifications within each improved TS Chapter 3.0 section.

3.0 LCO and SR Applicability
a. Administrative Changes

The specifications of CTS Section 3/4.0 have been retained in corresponding,
improved TS Section 3.0, but have been reworded to conform to the STS
presentation. In part1cu]ar, the #o++ow*ng administrative changeswere madecvuL

fA-1—Not—used] T f&%w

LCO 3.0.1

A.2 The phrase in CTS 3.0.1 "Compliance with...is required" is replaced with
the phrase "LCOs shall be met" in, ITS 3.0.1 for consistency with the other ITS
Section 3.0 LCOs. In—add4%+on,,fhe term "OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS" is changed
to "MODES" and "Conditions specified therein" is changed to "specified
conditions in the Applicability," to be consistent with STS terminology.

hese changes are purely administrative because they do not, by themselves,
change existing requirements.

T E
“ICo0 3.0.2
A.2 In the event an LCO is not met, CTS 3.0.1 requires compliance with the

"associated ACTION requirements." This requirement is moved to ITS LCO 3.0.2.
CTS 3.0.1 does not-require the LCO or associated ACTION requirements to be met
or completed if the LCO is met or is_no longer applicable. This exception to
the requirement of CTS 3.0.1 to comply with the LCOs is retained in ITS LCO

£43.0.2. Moving these provisions of CTS 3.0.1 to a separate specification, ITS

LCO 3.0.2, is a purely administrative change.

A.3 The lead-in sentence of CTS 3.0.2 defines when "noncompliance with a
Specification” exists. In corresponding ITS LCO 3.0.2, this definition is
rep]aced with "Upon discovery of a failure to meet an LCO..." because the term
"noncompliance"” is not used in the ITS. In the ITS, not meeting a requirement
means the same as not complying with a requ1rement Thus, this wording change
is purely administrative.

Other wording changes to CTS 3.0.2 to conform to the STS are: "restored" is
changed to "met or is no Tonger applicable;” "time intervals" is changed to
"Completion Time(s);" "ACTION requirements” is changed to "Required
Action(s)." Also, the phrase "unless otherwise stated" is added consistent

WNP-2 -1- ITS 3.0



INSERT A.2 to subsection 3.0.a, LCO 3.0.1

The phrase "that upon failure to meet the Limiting Conditions for Operation, the
associated ACTION requirements shall be met" was changed to "as provided in LCO
3.0.2 and LCO 3.0.7." ITS LCO 3.0.2 addresses the requirement of meeting the
associated ACTIONS when not meeting a Limiting Condition for Operation. ITS
3.0.7 addresses another situation when an LCO requirement is allowed not to be
met. The added exception of ITS LCO 3.0.7 is discussed below in subsection
3.0.a, LCO 3.0.7 A.6.




LCO and SR Applicability

with current WNP-2 TS exceptions found in a few CTS LCOs. The clarity
achieved by these purely administrative changes will'reduce the potential for
misapplication of the provisions of ITS LCO 3.0.2.

LCo 3.0.3

A.4 CTS 3.0.3 requires a unit shutdown when an LCO is not met, "except as
provided in the associated Action requirements.” In ITS LCO 3.0.3, this
exception is replaced with "and the associated Actions are not met, an
associated ‘Action is not provided, or if directed by the associated Actions,"
to cover all potential possibilities that require entry into LCO 3.0.3.
Clarifying this exception is purely administrative.

The specified time period to reach each MODE during the unit shutdown is
revised to include the l-hour time period allowed by CTS 3.0.3 for initiating
the shutdown. Also, the specified time period for reaching each MODE is |
referenced from the time of entry into LCO 3.0.3, instead of the current
presentation where each specified time is referenced to the end of the
previous time period (e.g., "the next," or "the following," or "the
subsequent”). These presentation changes are purely administrative.

The general exception to CTS 3.0.3 reads, "Where corrective measures are
completed that permit operation under the ACTION requirements, the ACTION may
be taken in accordance with the specified time 1imits as measured from the
time of failure to meet the Limiting Condition for Operation." This exception
is reworded in ITS LCO 3.0.3 to read, "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" (italics added). Clarifying
_Eze intent of the current exception is a purely administrative change.
The sentence "This Specification is not applicable in OPERATIONAL CONDITION 4
or 5" is.changed to "LCO 3.0.3 is only applicable in MODES 1, 2, and 3." This
administrative change replaces all CTS exceptions to CTS 3.0.3 contained in
individual specifications that are not applicable in MODES 1, 2, or 3.

LCO 3.0.4

" A.5 CTS 3.0.4 is reworded to clarify the existing restrictions on changing
the operational condition of the unit, as follows:

CTS 3.0.4: ‘ ITS 1CO 3.0.4:

Entry into an OPERATIONAL When an LCO is not met, entry into a
CONDITION or other specified MODE or other specified condition in
condition shall not be made the Applicability shall not be made

unless the conditions for the
Limiting Condition for Operation
are met

¥ See page b, c.kan%\e Seom “ OPERATIONAL CondiTIoNs” #

“Mode Was CDA).séc/srked S /v;-/;emn‘ 30,/
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CTS 3.0.4: ITS LCO 3.0.4:
* without reliance on provisions * except when the associated ACTIONS
contained in the ACTION to be entered permit continued
requirements. operation in the MODE or other
specified condition in the
‘ Applicability for an unlimited period
of time. :
This provision shall not pfevent” This Specification shall not prevent
passage thru OPERATIONAL changes in MODES or other specified
CONDITIONS conditions in the Applicability
as required to comply with that are required to comply with
ACTION requirements. ACTIONS
or that are part of a shutdown of the
. unit. " "
Exceptions to these requirements ' Exceptions to this Specification
are stated in the individual are stated in the individual -
Specifications. Specifications.

* Note that these words are actually less restrictive than the corresponding

CTS words. This less restrictive requirement is addressed below. wm shsubsecton3 0.5
L£COZ.0-) L./

In addition to the above wording changes, the following statements are added

to further clarify the intent of the exceptions:

These exceptions allow entry into MODES or other specified conditions in
the Applicability when the associated ACTIONS to be entered allow unit
operation in the MODE or other specified condition in the/ﬂbp]icabi1ity
only for a limited period of time.

The above clarifications (except for the change denoted by an asterisk) are
purely administrative because they do not reduce or increase the current
restrictions on changing the operational condition of the unit. Finally, the
ITS appears to narrow the‘dﬁplicability of this Specification with the
following statement:

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

However, based on the licensee’s review of the CTS and the proposed ITS, it
was determined that this statement does not add any exceptions to this
specification beyond those that currently exist or that are proposed in
individual Specifications in the ITS (and justified on a case-specific basis).
Therefore, this change is also purely administrative.

LCO 3.0.5

WNP-2 -3 - ITS 3.0
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a

() ITS LCO 3.0.5 is a new specification that adds another exception to the
requirement of CTS 3.0.1 (being retained in ITS 3.0.2) to meet the Required
Actions if the associated LCO is not met. LCO 3.0.5 specifies an exception to
this requirement for instances where restoration of inoperable equipment to an
OPERABLE status could not be performed while continuing to comply with
Required Actions. ' This clarification, which is considered less restrictive by
the licensee, is further addressed below. -

LCO 3.0.6

A.6 ITS LCO 3.0.6 is a new specification that provides 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
systems). Addition of this specification is administrative because it makes
explicit the intent of the CTS and is consistent with current operating
practice. However, in conjunction with this clarification, the ITS contain a
new specification, ITS 5.5.11, "Safety Function Determination Program (SFDP)."
This evaluations of this programmatic specification must be performed whenever
a support system is discovered to be inoperable (i.e., upon entry to ITS LCO
3.0.6). The SFDP is addressed as a more restrictive requirement in Subsection
5.0.c of this safety evaluation. ‘

LCO 3.0.7

A.7 ITS LCO 3.0.7 is a new specification that provides guidance regarding the
meeting of LCOs in ITS Section 3.10, "Special Operations." Special operation
LCOs allow certain TS requirements to be temporarily changed (made applicable
in part or, whole, or suspended) to permit the performance of special tests or
operations which otherwise would be prohibited. Without special operation
LCOs, many of the special tests and operations necessary to demonstrate select
plant performance characteristics, special maintenance activities and special
evolutions could-not ‘be performed. LCO 3.0.7 eliminates the confusion which
would otherwise exist regarding which LCOs apply during the performance of a
special test or operation. This is consistent with the intent of CTS Section
3/4.10, "Special Test Exceptions.” However, without this specific allowance
to change the requirements of another LCO, a conflict of requirements could be
incorrectly interpreted to exist. Addition of this specification is purely
administrative because it only clarifies the intent of the special test
provisions of the CTS. '

SR 3.0.1

A.8 The first sentence of ITS SR 3.0.1 retains the reqﬁfrement of CTS 4.0.1
to meet the surveillance requirements when the associated LCO is required to
be met . (unless otherwise stated in the surveillance requirement).

£+8 In order to more clearly define the relationship between meeting
surveillance requirements and the associated LCOs, ITS SR 3.0.1 contains three
additional provisions:
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(a) The second sentence of ITS SR 3.0.1 is an addition to the CTS that
explicitly states the intent of the CTS; it is thus a purely

administrative change. It reads, "Failure to meet a Surveillance,

whether such failure is experienced during the performance of the
Surveillance or between performances of the Surveillance, shall be \
failure to meet the LCO."

(b)‘The third sentence of ITS SR 3.0.1 incorporates the“first sentence
of CTS.4.0.3, with the following administrative clarifications:

First sentence of CTS 4.0.3: Third _sentence of ITS SR 3.0.1::
Failure to perform a Failure to perform a
Surveillance Requirement Surveillance

within the allowed surveillance within the specified Frequency
interval defined in‘bg* : :
Specification 4.0.2 :

shall constitute noncompliance  shall be failure to meet the LCO,
with the OPERABILITY
requirements for a Limiting
Condition for Operation.

N

except as provided in SR 3.0.3.

In keeping with STS terminology, the phrase "allowed surveillance
interval defined in Specification 4.0.2" is replaced with "specified
Frequency" and the term "noncompliance with the OPERABILITY requirements
for a Limiting Condition for Operation" is replaced with the phrase
"failure to meet the LCO." )

The reference to CTS 4.0.2 (ITS SR 3.0.2) is omitted from ITS SR 3.0.1 °
because it is not necessary for understanding what is meant by
"specified Frequency." Finally, the exception to ITS SR 3.0.1 contained ,
in SR 3.0.3 is a less restrictive requirement addressed below. w subazcio~
, S.O.IQ,SR. 3.0, L-°\ .
(c) The fourth sentence of CTS 4.0.3 is retained as the fourth sentence
of ITS SR 3.0.1 with minor wording changes to clarify the intent of the
CTS, as follows:

Fourth sentence of CTS 4.0.3: Fourth sentence of ITS SR 3.0.1:
Survéi]]ance requirements Surveillances )
do not have to be performed on do not have to be performed on
inoperable equipment. inoperable equipment
or variables outside specified.
limits. . -

Since all LCOs do not deal exclusively with equipment OPERABILITY, a
clarifying phrase "or variables outside specified Timits" is added.
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SR 3.0.2

A.9 CTS 4.0.2 states that:

Each,sﬂrvei11ance,rzquirement shall be performed within the specified
Surveillance interval with a maximum allowable extension not to exceed
25% of the specified surveillance interval.

This requirement is retained in the first sentence of ITS SR 3.0.2, with some
clarification added, as follows:

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.

The revised statement more clearly establishes what constitutes meeting the
specified Frequency of each SR. 'Thus, it represents an administrative
enhancement to the CTS. ' ;

A79~ The last sentence of ITS SR 3.0.2 reads: Cy

Exceptions to this Specification are stated in the individual
Specifications.

. This statement acknowledges the explicit use of exceptions in various SRs
wgthi¥ the ITS. Thus, its addition is also an administrative enhancement to-
the CTS.

( ) The second and third sentences of ITS SR 3.0.2 are additions to the CTS
to further explain when the Frequency extension allowance does and does not
apply. - These additions to CTS are addressed below as a more restrictive
“requirement and as a less restrictive requirement, respectively.

SR 3.0.3

13 .
T>€Lg’ ( ) The second and third sentences of CTS 4.0.3 are replaced by the more
| ’001”’ﬂ,p restrictive provisions of ITS SR 3.0.3, that are addressed below.
¥ )

SR 3.0.4

A.10 CTS 4.0.4 is retained with the following clarifications in the first two
sentences of ITS SR 3.0.4: ‘
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CTS 4.0.4: ITS SR 3.0.4:

Entry into an OPERATIONAL Entry into a MODE or other specified
CONDITION or other, specified - condition in the Applicability of an
applicable condition LCo

shall not be made unless the shall not be made un1ess the LCO’s °
Surveillance Requirement(s) Surveillances

associated with the Limiting
Condition for Operation

have been performed have been met
within the applicable within their specified Frequency.
surveillance interval or as

’ otherwise specified.

This provision shall not prevent This provision shall not prevent

passage through or to entry into MODES or other specified
OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS conditions in the Applicability

as required to comply with that are required to comp]y with
ACTION requirements. ACTIONS

or that are part of a shutdown of the
unit.

- The above clarifications are purely administrative because they change neither
the current restrictions for changing the operational condition of the unit,
nor the current exceptions to those restrictions. In particular, addition of
the phrase "or that are part of a shutdown of the unit" only makes explicit
the intent of the current exception to those restrictions.

A=10" The third sentence of ITS SR 3.0.4 states:

SR 3.0.4 is only applicable for entry into a MODE or other specified
condition in the Applicability in MODES 1, 2,  and 3.

This clarification of the applicability of SR 3.0.4 is added for consistency
with ITS LCO 3.0.4. The previous discussion of the applicability of LCO 3.0.4
applies equally to SR 3.0.4. Therefore, adding this clarification is a purely
administrative change.

5.5.6 Inservice Testing Program d
A.11 CTS 4.0.5 defines the requirements for inservice inspection (ISI) and
inservice testing (IST) of ASME Code Class 1, 2, & 3 components. The IST
requirements -are moved to ITS Section 5.5 where they are presented as a
programmatic specification to conform to the STS format. This change is
administrative because no technical changes to the CTS IST requirements are
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being made. However, the ISI requirements are being placed in the licensee’s
ISI program. This less restrictive change is addressed below.i» subsection

Conclusion

The preceding changes to CTS Section 3/4.0 result in limits that are unchanged
from the current requirements cited. In some cases, these changes result in a
clearer presentation of the intent of current requirements. Accordingly,
these changes are purely administrative. Therefore, they are acceptable.

b. Less Restrictive Requirements
The licensee, in electing to implement the LCOs and SRs of STS Section 3.0,

"LCO and SR Applicability," proposed a number of less restrictive requirements
than are allowed by CTS Section 3/4.0. These requirements.are the following:

General

4 ¥ Inservice Inspection (ISI) Requirements

CTS require ISI of American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) Code Class
1, 2, and 3 components in accordance with Section XI of the ASME Boiler and
Pressure Vessel (BPV) Code. These requirements are contained in the following
specifications: ,

4.0.5 Inservice Inspection and Testing Surveillance Applicability
4.0.5.a ISI Performance Required by §50.55a.
4.0.5.b ISI Frequency Definitions.
"~ 4.0.5.c Applicability of CTS 4.0.2 to ISI Frequencies.
2.0.5.d ISI Additional to Other Surveillance Requirements.
* 4.0.5.e
4.0.5.f
3/4.4.8

TS take precedence over the ASME BPV Code.
ISI program for piping identified in Generic Letter 88-01

RCS Structural Integrity

4.3 /4.4. )
R\ 3.4. Structural Integrity of ASME Code Class 1, 2, and 3

Components in accordance with CTS 4.0.5.
ACTION a ASME Code Class 1 components not conforming.
ACTION b ASME Code Class 2 components not conforming.
ACTION c ASME Code Class 3 components not conforming.
ACTION d CTS 3.0.4 does not apply.
4.4.8 Comply with ISI requirements of CTS 4.0.5.

The structural integrity inspections in the CTS prevent long-term degradation
of ASME Code Class 1, 2, and 3 components, and ensure that structural
conditions of these components are maintained at an acceptable level
throughout the life of the plant. The inspection program associated with the
CTS requirements is performed on systems assumed to function to mitigate a
design basis ‘accident. However, the CTS also establish OPERABILITY
requirements for these same systems. Thus, the Timits in CTS 3.4.8 are not
required to ensure OPERABILITY of ASME Code Class 1, 2, and 3 components. The
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. associated ACTIONS are also not required because the ACTIONS of each LCO
associated with an ASME Code Class 1, 2, and 3 component will ensure that
suitable measures are taken in the event of a non-conformances to Code
requirements affecting the OPERABILITY of the component. Thus, the ACTIONS
associated with CTS LCO 3.4.8 have been deleted. The ISI program implements
the 10 CFR 50.55a requirements and will ensure that the structural degradation
of safety systems will be within Tlimits.

CTS 4.0.5.a (and CTS 4.4.8 by reference to it) states that ISI shall be
performed in accordance with Section XI of the ASME BPV Code and applicable
addenda as required by 10 CFR 50.55a. However, this provision is redundant to
10 CFR 50.55a. Thus, control of this commitment under 10 CFR 50.55a is
acceptable. Regulatory requirements need not be restated in the ITS.

Because 10 CFR 50.55a contains the necessary requirements to accomplish the
safety objective of the CTS ISI requirements for ASME Code Class 1, 2, and 3
components, an explicit specification requiring compliance with the ISI
provisions in 10 CFR 50.55a does not need to be included in the improved TS.
Therefore, these requirements may be relocated to the licensee’s ISI Program.

L 03.0.4.4:5
LCO 3.0.4 5,,.5550""0'03'0'0"1.6 3.0.9-
w

L.1 As noted above, replacement of the words "without reliance on provisions
contained in the ACTION requirements" with "except when the associated ACTIONS
to be entered permit continued operation in the MODE or other specified
condition in the Applicability for an unlimited period of time," is a
relaxation of CTS 3.0.4. The existing requirement is unduly restrictive. For
many specifications, in the event the LCO is not met, continued operation is
permitted for an unlimited period of time provided that the applicable
specified action requirements are and continue to be met. For these cases,
entry into the Applicability of the associated specification should also be
permitted, provided such action requirements are and continue to be met. In
both cases, meeting these action requirements during operation of the unit
affords the same level of protection as meeting the associated LCO. Thus,
this change is acceptable because it does not pose a safety question in the
operation of the unit.

LCO 3.0.5

L.2 ITS LCO 3.0.5 is a new provision, consistent with the STS, that permits
inoperable equipment to be returned to service under administrative controls
to perform testing to determine OPERABILITY. It allows an exception to
AmprovedITS LCO 3.0.2 for instances in which inoperable equipment could not be
restored to an OPERABLE status while continuing to comply with ACTIONS
associated with the LCO.

Many action requirements in the CTS require an inoperable component to be
removed from service, such as maintaining an isolation valve closed. An
exception to these ACTIONS is necessary to allow the performance of SRs to
demonstrate the OPERABILITY of the equipment being returned to service. This
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exception is also needed in order to restore other equipment to OPERABLE
status, if performance of the SR necessary for demonstrating that OPERABILITY
requires returning the inoperable equipment to service. ,

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 CTS. ., It is considered a less restrictive change because it specifies an
exception to LCO 3.0.2. Because this provision is restricted to activities
deemed necessary to restore equipment OPERABILITY and is consistent with

.existing practice, it is acceptable.

® =~
v

SR 3.0.2

L.3 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 CTS 4.0.2 to allow the 25%
extension applied to,ghrveil1ance Frequencies to also apply to Required " -
Actions with periodic Completion Times. By extending this allowance to
periodic action requirements, the flexibility in scheduling the performance of
all periodic requirements, whether Surveillances or Required Actions, is made
consistent. This change does not reduce the effectiveness of periodic action
requirements to compensate for the associated ACTIONS Conditions because

periodic action requirements will still, on average, be performed once during -

each specified interval. Therefore, this change is acceptable.
serT SR 3.0.3,L.4 ‘
Conclusion

The Tess restrictive requirements described in the preceding material have
been found by the staff.to be acceptable because they do not present a
significant safety question in the operation of the plant. The TS
requirements that remain are consistent with current licensing practices,
operating experience and plant accident and transient analyses, and provide
reasonable assurance that the public health and safety will be protected.

c. More Restrictive Requirements

The licensee, in electing to implement the LCOs and SRs of STS Section 3.0,
"LCO and SR Applicability," proposed a number of more restrictive requirements
than are allowed by CTS Section 3/4.0. These requirements are the following:

SR 3.0.2

M.1 CTS 4.0.2 allows extending the time of performance of a surveillance by
25% of the specified surveillance interval. As noted above, ITS SR 3.0.2
retains this allowance except for Frequencies specified as "once." This
exception clarifies the intent of the CTS which is only meant to provide
flexibility for the scheduling of periodic surveillances. Removing the
possibility of misapplying the CTS allowance to non-periodic surveillance
requirements is a benefit to safety. Therefore, ITS SR 3.0.2 is acceptable.
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m INSERT L.4 to subsection 3.0.b, SR 3.0.3

L.4 The second and third sentences of CTS 4.0.3 state: ) ‘

The time limits of the ACTION requirements are applicable at the
time it is identified that a Surveillance Requirement has not been
performed. The ACTION requirements may be delayed for up to 24
hours to permit the completion of the surveillance when the
allowable outage time 1imits of the ACTION requirements are less
than 24 hours.

ITS SR 3.0.3 allows that, at the time it is discovered that the
Surveillance has not been performed, the requirement to declare the
equipment inoperable (LCO not met) may be delayed for up to 24 hours
regardless as to whether the Completion Times of the Actions are 24 hours
or less. This is based on Generic Letter 87-09 which states, "It is
overly conservative to assume that systems or components are inoperable
when a surveillance has not been performed. The opposite is in fact the
case, the vast majority of surveillances demonstrate that systems or
components in fact are operable. When a Surveillance is missed, it is
primarily a question of operability that has not been verified by the
performance of the required surveillance."

Based on consideration of plant conditions, adequate planning,
availability of personnel, the time required to perform the Surveillance
and the safety significance of the delay in completing the Surveillance,

‘ the staff concluded in the Generic Letter that 24 hours is an acceptable
time -1imit for completing a missed Surveillance when the allowable outage
times of the ACTIONS are less than the 24 hour 1limit or a shutdown is
required to comply with ACTIONS.

However, it stands to reason that since 24 hours has been determined to be
an acceptable time 1imit for completing the Surveillance, this 24-hour
deferral .should appliy-to.all systems or. components, regardiess of whether
or not their ACTIONS Completion Time is 24 hours or less. This is
primarily because shorter Completion Times are generally provided for more
safety significant Required Actions. Therefore, if a 24 hour delay can be
safely applied to a Required Action with a short (e.g., 2 hour) Complietion
Time, there should be less of a safety impact when a 24 hour delay is
applied to a Required Action with a long (e.g., 7 day) Completion Time.
Furthermore, consistent application of the 24 hour delay regardless of
Completion Time is critical to eliminating potential confusion and
misapplication. For example, some ACTIONS have more than one Completion
Time; some > 24 hours and other < 24 hours. The confusion associated with
the application of the 24 hour deferral to the Completion Times of this
example’s Required Actions, illustrates the potential for misapplication
throughout the Technical Specifications. Therefore, this change is
acceptable.






’ ’ LCO and SR Applicability
SR 3.0.3 | |
L.4 The second and third sentences of CTS 4.0.3 state:

The time 1imits of the ACTION requirements are applicable at the time it
is identified that a Surveillance Requirement has not been performed.
The ACTION requirements may be delayed for up to 24 hours to permit the
completion of the surveillance when the allowable outage time limits of
the ACTION requirements are lesi than 24 hours. ,
pRIY—
ITS SR 3.0.3 retains the allowance”to delay performing the associated LCO
action requirements for 24 hours/gfor surveillance intervals 2 24 hoursd,, but
o5 U [:Ghanges—%he—focus-f?nmr1ﬂnr4fength—of-%he—&%%owab%e—ou%age—%%me—{AOJ%—%o—%he
Lgéfkﬁf length-of—the—surveillance—interval. Regardless of the Completion Times of
g the Required Actions that would otherwise apply, ITS SR 3.0.3 specifies the
delay as "from the time of discovery, up to 24 hours or up to the limit of the
specified Frequency, whichever is less."” This change is more restrictive in
the event the missed surveillance is required to be performed more often than
once per 24 hours. Surveillances with Frequencies greater than once per 24
can easily be performed well within the specified interval. Thus, the current
allowance of 24 hours is unnecessary in such cases. Deleting the 24-hour
allowance for such cases ensures a more timely OPERABILITY verification of the
affected system. Therefore, this change is acceptable.

[;n addition, ITS SR 3.0.3 contains two additional sentences to clarify that

10 the LCO must be declared not met and the applicable Conditions must be entered

if either (a) the surveillance is performed but not met within the delay

m:& period, or (b) the surveillance is not performed within the delay period.
These sentences replace the second sentence of CTS 4.0.3 and clarify its

intent. Thus, they are an administrative enhancement and are acceptable.

Conclusion

The staff has reviewed these more restrictive requirements and believes they
strengthen the CTS. Therefore, these more restrictive requirements are
acceptable.

400/‘1\‘*
d. 5‘@!’& Differences Lo .Pme 1424

The licensee, in electing to adopt the LCOs and SRs of STS Section 3.0, "LCO
and SR Applicability,” proposed no,differences between the ITS and the STS.

SN%nLQCCamJV
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3.1 REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS

The licensee has proposed administrative and technical changes to the CTS to
bring them into conformance with 10 CFR 50.36 and with STS Section 3.1
specifications. The discussion of changes provided below follow the
presentation order of the individual specifications within STS Section 3.1.
The ITS Section 3.1 specification titles are listed in italics before the
applicable discussions. :

a. Administrative Changes

The specifications of CTS Section 3/4.1 that have been retained in
corresponding ITS Section 3.1, have been reworded to conform to the STS
presentation. In particular, the most significant administrative changes.that
were made are as follows:

3.1.1 Shutdown Margin
[A.1; not significaqt,-de%ete-d%seuss%on—frum‘SER] G$5—3=4=47—Ae§46ﬁ—b7

[A.2] CTS 3.1.1, Action b, requires suspending all activities that could
reduce Shutdown Margin (SDM). The ITS deletes this requirement for Modes 3
and 4. In Modes 3 and 4 immediate insertion of control rods terminates the
only action that can significantly reduce SDM, control rod withdrawal. ITS
3.1.1, Required Actions C.1¥D.1, -and—Es2; require immediate insertion of
control rods. The requirement to suspend all activities that could reduce the
SDM is redundant with immediate rod insertion.

CTS 3.1.1, Action ¢, requires suspending CORE ALTERATIONS and all other
activities that could reduce the SHUTDOWN MARGIN. The ITS deletes the
requirement for suspending all other activities that could reduce the SHUTDOWN
margin. ITS 3.1.1, Required Actions E.1 and E.2, provide actions to terminate
all Mode 5 activities that can reduce SDM. The requirement to suspend other
Ec}ivigigs that could reduce SDM is redundant to ITS 3.1.1, Required Actions

.1l and E.2.

Deleting these CTS requirements is an acceptable administrative change.

[A.3] CTS 3.1.1, Actions b and c, requires establishing SECONDARY CONTAINMENT
INTEGRITY within 8 hours. This is revised to require action to be initiated
within 1 hour to establish secondary containment. The existing ACTION to
"astablish SECONDARY CONTAINMENT INTEGRITY within 8 hours" appears to provide
a period of time (8 hours) in which integrity could be violated even if
capable of being maintained. Additionally, if the plant status is such that
integrity is not capable of being established within 8 hours, the existing
ACTION results in "non-compliance with the Technical Specifications” and a
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requirement for an LER. The intent of the ACTION is more appropriately

presented in proposed Required Actions D.2, D.3, D.4, E.3, E.4, and E.5. With

the proposed Required Actions, a significantly more conservative requirement
to establish and maintain the secondary containment boundary within the most
expeditious time possible consistent with safe operation. However, this
conservatism comes from the understanding that if best efforts to establish
the boundary exceeded 8 hours, no LER will be required. This interpretation
of the ACTIONS intent is supported by the STS. Because this is an enhanced
presentation of existing intent, the proposed change is administrative.

[A.4] CTS 3.1.1, Actions b and ¢, require establishing SECONDARY CONTAINMENT,
INTEGRITY. The ITS conversion removed the definition of SECONDARY CONTAINMENT
INTEGRITY and incorporated the elements of the definition into specific ITS.
ITS 3.1.1, Required Actions D.2, D.3, D.4, E.3, E.4, and E.5, perform the
essential actions to provide a means to control a potential radioactive
release. This meets the intent of “establishing SECONDARY CONTAINMENT
INTEGRITY” as required by the CTS; therefore, this is an acceptable
administrative change.

[A.5] CTS 3.1.1, Action c, requires inserting all insertable control rods
within 1 hour. The ITS changes the rod insertion requirement to immediate
initiation of action to insert all insertable control rods. The existing
ACTION to "insert...within 1 hour"” is revised to "initiate action to
insert...Immediately." (This change is similar to that addressed in
discussion A.3.) The existing requirement appears to provide an hour in which
control rods can be left withdrawn, even if able to be inserted.' If the
control rod is incapable of ‘being inserted in 1 hour, the existing ACTION
results in "non-compliance'with the Technical Specifications” and a ‘
requirement for an LER. The intent of the ACTION is more appropriately ,
presented in proposed Required Action E.2. With the proposed Required Action,
a significantly more conservative-requirement to insert the control rod(s)
within the most expeditious time possible consistent with safe operation and
maintain insertion is imposed. No longer would the provision to withdraw or
Teave withdrawn one or more control rods for up to 1 hour exist. However, ,
with this conservatism comes the understanding that if best efforts to insert
the control rod(s) exceeds 1 hour, no LER will be required. This
interpretation of the ACTIONS intent is supported by the STS. Because this is
- an enhanced presentation of existing intent, the proposed change is
administrative. ‘

[A.6] CTS 4.1.1.a requires an SDM test be performed prior to or during the
first startup. The SR.is changed to state definitively that it will be
performed within 4 hours after criticality. Most SDM tests are performed in-
sequence while critical and, therefore, 4 hours after reaching criticality is
provided as a reasonable time to perform the required calculations and have
appropriate verification completed. The ITS SR 3.1.1.1 Frequency clearly ‘
defines an existing requirement of CTS; therefore, it represents an enhanced
presentation of the CTS intent and is an acceptable administrative change.

[A.7; not significant, consider excluding from SER] CTS 4.1.1.a requires SDM
surveillance performance after each refueling. Refueling is replaced with
, “following fuel movement within the reactor pressure vessel or control rod

WNP-2 ’ o -2- ‘ S IsT 3.1

T






-, -

* replacement,” which are the activities that occur during refueling that can
alter SDM. ITS SR 3.1.1.1 requires the SDM verification following the
specific activities that could cause a change in the SDM, which is an
enhancement of the CTS intent; therefore, this is an acceptable administrative

change.

[A.8] CTS 4.1.1.c requires SDM verification after detection of an immovable
rod. This requirement is moved to ITS LCO 3.1.3, Required Action A.4.° This
is an administrative move of the requirement to be consistent with STS format
and any technical changes to the requirement are evaluated in section 3.1.3;
therefore, this is an acceptable administrative change.

[A.9] CTS 3.1.1, Action c, is modified by a footnote that excludes movement
of IRMs, SRMs, or special movable detectors from the requirement to suspend
CORE ALTERATIONS. This exclusion is incorporated in the definition of CORE
ALTERATIONS in ITS Section 1.1; therefore, this is an acceptable
administrative change.

3.1.2 Reactivity Anomalies .

4
[A.1] CTS ;ﬁl.zf%équires performing the reactivity anomaly surveillance
“during the first startup” which the ITS requires “within 24 hours after
reaching equilibrium conditions. following startup.” The surveillance compares
the monitored K. with the predicted K., as a function of cycle exposure
while at steady state reactor power coantions, which are described in the ITS
Bases. ITS SR 3.1.2.1y Frequencyyx is based on achieving steady state
conditions plus a reasonable time, 24 hours, for performing the required
calculations and completing appropriate verifications. This change clearly
defines intention of the CTS to perform the surveillance during the first
startup; therefore, it is an acceptable administrative change.

3.1.3 Control Rod Operability

[A.1] CTS 3.1.3.1 contdins the requirements for inoperable control rods. The
requirements are revised to consider all cases, including those from other CTS
LCOs, when the control rod is unable to perform its scram function. The
terminology is changed for control rods that are immovable to the ITS
terminology of “stuck” and “inoperable.” These are acceptable administrative
changes. Special considerations for compliance with the banked position
withdrawal sequence, with inoperable control rods is added to the ITS. This
change is an acceptable administrative change.

[A.2] similar-note—in-3+10-8;—not—significant;—constder—exciuding—from-SER}
ITS LCO 3.1.3, ACTIONS, adds a note allowing separate entry for each control
rod. The CTS does not require this note because of the structure of the
action statements but the ITS structure requires the note. The note allows a
specified period of time for verifying limits and, when necessary, fully
inserting and disarming the control rod. This retains the CTS intent and is
an acceptable administrative change.

[A.3, similar note in 3.10.8; not significant, consider excluding from SER]
The ITS allows bypassing the Rod Worth Minimizer (RWM), if needed for
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inserting control rods and continued operations, provided the appropriate
ACTIONS of ITS 3.3.2.1 (the RWM Specification) are taken. ' This is a human
factors consideration to assure clarity and understanding of the requirement
and allowance. This change is an acceptable administrative change.

[A.4; not significant, consider excluding from SER] CTS LCO 3.1.3.1, Action

/"’/g};phrase "Immovable, as a result of excessive friction or mechanical

. —~nterference, or known to be untrippable" is replaced by the term “stuck” in
the ITS. ITS 3.1.3, Condition A, removes unnecessary details of potential
mechanigms that describe ways control rods may be stuck. This change is an
acceptable administrative change. %

p g c"rs 3.[.(0 ¥°°+N°Hc;_$‘§. 1.3.7$w+~o+& & X
[A.5] CTS 3.1.3.1, footnote **,fpermitx intermittently rearming a control
rod, under administrative control, to permit testing associated with restoring
the control rod to OPERABLE status. Consistent with the STS, the ITS has
incorporated this allowance into ITS LCO 3.0.5; therefore, this is an
acceptablie-administrative change. b .

1= 3‘&%;1’,\9;20,"%-&’.9» e, ¢ CTS 3./.3.7,Acrrers &

[A.6] CTS 3.1.3.1, Action b.3] stateX “fhe provisions of Specification 3.0.4
are not applicable.” Consistent with the STS, the ITS has incorporated this
a;lowance into ITS LCO 3.0.4; therefore, this is an acceptable administrative*
change. .

N

[A.7] CTS seection 3/4.1.3.lincludes the requirements for scram discharge
volume drain and vent valves. The ITS moves these requirements to section
3.1.8 of the ITS, consistent with the format of the STS. Evaluations of any
changes to the requirements are in ITS 3.1.8. This is an acceptable
administrative change.

[A.8] CTS 4.1.3.1.2 requires proving operability of control rods when above
the Tow power setpoint of the RWM and Rod Sequence Control System (RSCS). 4The
ITS deletes references to the RSCS. This change is consistent with the
evaluation of deleting CTS 3/4.1.4.2, which addresses the acceptability of
dﬁleting requirements concerning RSCS. This is an acceptable administrative
change. :

[A.9] CTS 4.1.3.1.2 is not required to be met for inoperable control that are
disarmed electrically or hydraulically rods, as stated in the surveillance
requirement and per CTS 4.0.3. and therefore, operable control rods are not
currently required to have their directional control rods disarmed. This
explicit exemption is deleted because J¥S-SR-4-073 does not require inoperable
control rods to meet surveillance requirements, and the ITS does not require
withdrawn OPERABLE control rods to have\directional control valves disarmed.
Therefore, the ITS deletes this phrase.} This an acceptable administrative

change. CTS =69 4.0.3 80 LTS SR 3.0.1

[A.le not significant, consider excluding from SER] CTS 4.1.3.1.3 lists
survéillances performed to prove operability of the control rods. The ITS
omits this SR because it is redundant to cross-reference surveillances. This
is an acceptable administrative change.

[A.11] CTS 4.1.1.% requires veri?ying SDM with an allowance for the rod worth

cC
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INSERT A.8 to subsection 3.1.a, LCO -3.1.3

CTS 3.1.3.6, Actions a.l and a.2 provides actions to recouple
control rods based upon whether or not RWM and RSCS will permit the
recoupling attempts. CTS 3.1.3.7, Action a.3 provides actions when
a control rod position indicator is inoperable, based upon whether
or not the RSCS will allow insertion of the associated control rod.
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of an immovable or untrippable control rod. This allowance is moved to the
ITS definition of SDM in skction 1.1. The technical changes are evaluated in
j%apter 1.0. Moving this requirement is an acceptable administrative change.

[A.12] CTS 3.1.3.2 requires that the maximum control rod scram insertion time
be < 7 seconds. ITS incorporates this requirement as a surveillance
requirement that must be met to meet the rod operability LCO. ITS SR 3.1.3.4
does not eliminate any CTS requirements or impose new or different treatment
of the requirements fexcept as evaluated in item,L.8)Y. Therefore, this is an
acceptable administrative change. Zs«»bse.c;‘-tou,?. .b,LCO3.\.3,

[A.13] not significant, consider excluding from SER] CTS 3.1.3.2 defines time
zero~as deenergization of the scram pilot valve solenoids. This is
incorporated in the ITS as a footnote to Table 3.1.4-1. This is an acceptable
administrative change.

[A.14] CTS SR 4.1.3.2 requires performing control rod scram timing at
specific frequencies. The control rod scram timing surveillances are moved to
ITS SRs 3.1.4.1, 3.1.4.2, 3.1.4.3 and 3.1.4.4, which are required by ITS SR
3.1.3.4. The SER on ITS Seetion 3.1.4 contains evaluations of technical
changes. This is an acceptﬁgéijadministrative change. )

[A.15] CTS 3.1.3.6 requires control rods to be coupled to their drive
mechanism. This requirement is incorporated into a surveillance requirement
that must be met to consider control rods operable. ITS SR 3.1.3.5 requires
verifying that each control rod does not go to the withdrawn overtravel
position, which.verifies control rod coqp]ing. ) 24—

¥6é7..This change is an accepiable adﬁ%nisirétivé chaﬁge:

A3
[A.16] CTS LCO 3.1.3.6, Action a, requires inserting an uncoupled control rod
(kmd'to accomplish recoupling. Consistent with the STS the ITS omits the method
for restoring operability. Coupling the control rod by inserting it remains
an option but details are.not in the ITS. This is an acceptable
administrative change. : :

[A.17] CTS 4.1.3.6.a requires performing an overtravel check “prior to
reactor criticality after completing CORE ALTERATIONS that could have affected

+1L co“*ijlfzzgggAcoupIing integrity.” The Frequency requirement for ITS SR 3.1.3.5

der®

gquires verification of coupling “Prior to declaring control rod OPERABLE

Z after work on control rod or CRD system that could affect coupling.”
Incorporation of “following CORE ALTERATIONS” as a subset of “work” is an
acceptable.administrative change.

[A.18] CTS 3.1.3.7 requires that the control rod position indication shall be
OPERABLE. This is included in the ITS as a surveillance requirement. ITS SR
3.1.3.1 requires determining the position of each control rod every 24 hours.
An operable control rod position indication system is required to comply with
the surveillance requirement. This is an acceptable method for assuring
control rod position indication is operable. This change is an acceptable
administrative change.
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[A.19] CTS 3.1.3.7, Applicability, requires the control rod position
indication to be operable in OPERATIONAL CONDITION 5 for withdrawn control
rods. The operability requirements for Mode 5 are moved to ITS LCO 3.9.4. -
The move is an acceptable administrative change.

[A.20] ACTION a.3.a)2) of CTS 3.1.3.7 requires verifying the position and
bypassing of control rods with inoperable position indicators by a second
Ticensed operator or other technically qualified member of the unit technical
staff. The requirements of this ACTION are now covered by the Note to
Required Action C.2 of ITS 3.1.3, which states, in part, that RWM may be
bypassed as allowed by LCO 3.3.2.1. LCO 3.3.2.1 in conjunction with LCO 3.1.6
provides the requirements of CTS ACTION a.3.a)2). Therefore, an explicit
ACTION ;ndITS 3.1.3 to verify the position and bypassing of control rods is
not needed.

[A.21] CTS 3.1.3.4, Action a.l, requires declaring inoperable control rods
that exceed the specified scram times[, but not maximum scram time of 7
seconds]. ITS 3.1.4 considers control rods with excessive scram times as
specified by ITS 3.1.4 “slow” instead of inoperable. CTS 3:1.3.1, Action c,
requires going to HOT SHUTDOWN if more than eight control rods are inoperable.
The CTS requirement for going to HOT SHUTDOWN is modified by requiring going
to HOT SHUTDOWN if there are more than eight control rods are “slow” or
inoperable. This is incorporated as ITS 3.1.3, Required Action C.1 and
Condition F, and ITS 3.1.4, Required Action A.2. The change is an acceptable
administrative change because the terminology for rods with excessive scram
times has changed but the number of control rods that requires shutting down
has remained the same.

[L.11/A] CTS 3.1.3.6, Action a.l, requires verifying recoupling by
demonstrating that the control rod will not go to the overtravel position.
The ITS incorporates this requirement by proving coupling with a surveillance:
ITS SR 3.1.3.5 verifies a control rod does not go to the withdrawn overtravel
position. An uncoupled control rod would fail to meet SR 3.1.3.5, since only
an uncoupled control rod-would go to -the overtravel position during the
performance of this SR. After restoration of a component that caused a
required SR to be failed, SR 3.0.1 requires the.appropriate SRs (in this case
SR 3.1.3.5) to be performed to demonstrate the OPERABILITY of the affected
components. ITS SR 3.1.3.5 verifies control rod coupling which verifies
control rod operability. ITS SR 3.1.3.5 contains the same requirement as CTS
3.1.3.6, Action a.l, to verify the control rod will not withdraw to the
overtravel position, and is an acceptable administrative change.

3.1.4 Control Rod Scram Times

[A.1] CTS 4.1.3.2.a requires demonstrating the maximum scram times of all
control rods prior to THERMAL POWER exceeding 40% of RATED THERMAL POWER
following CORE ALTERATIONSX,, where the * refeps—to—a—footnote-that-exempts
movement—of—SRM;—IRM,—or_speetal—movabie—detectors—or—normat—controt—rod-
movement— The ITS revises CORE ALTERATIONS¥ to “following refueling” in the
Frequency for ITS SR 3.1.4.1. This is equivalent to CORE ALTERATIONSexcluding
control rod movement, which should not affect scram time, and work on control
rods, which is tested by ITS SRs 3.1.4.3 and 3-%4-4. This is an acceptable

3.1.4.4,
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[A.2] CTS 4.1.3.&2Feferences x’footnoté¥that states “Except movement of SRM,
IRM, or special movable detectors or normal control rod movement.” Section
1.1 of the ITS incorporates this footnote in the definition of CORE
ALTERATIONS. This is an acceptable administrative change.

administrative change. .o
wé

[A.3] ITS Table 3.1.4-1 includes a note that requires declaring inoperable
control rods with scram times greater than 7 seconds. The note requires entry
into ITS LCO 3.1.3. This is needed since the proposed LCO delineates between
"slow" control rods and inoperable control rods (changes related to slow
control rods are addressed ina3.1.3 A.21 and 523.1.4 A.5). Addition of the
note is an acceptable adminisQ?ative change. Leo

subseckion 3.\.0..)LQ'0

CTS 4.1.3.2.b requires verifying maximum scram times for individual control

rods following CRD system maintenance that affects specific individual control

rods. This verifying of maximum scram time for individual control rods is

allowed, by the footnote (**) on page 3/4 1-6, at less than 950 psig provided

the scram times are within established limits. The footnote @gﬁ for ITS Table

3.1.4-1 retains the requirement for scram times to be within establishe subsectron
limits (the ITS change from 950 psig to 800 psig is evaluated in itemM.1). 3./.c,icop
The movement of the CTS footnote (**) to footnote (b) for ITS Table 3.1.4-1 is 3.3
an acceptable administrative.

[A.4] 1ITS 3.1.4 adds an ACTIONS note allowing separate condition entry for
each two-by-two array. This Note provides direction consistent with the CTS
3.1.3.4 Action’s intent for not meeting control rod scram times. Upon
discovering each two-by-two array not within the scram time limits, each
specified ACTION is applied, regardless of previous application to other two-
by-two arrays. This is an acceptable administrative change.

[A.5] CTS 3.1.4, Action a.l, requires declaring inoperablie control rods that
do not meet average scram times when the two-by-two array does not meet its
scram times. The ITS changes this requirement to declaring the control rods
that do not meet the average scram time criteria as “slow.” ITS 3.1.4,
Required Action A.1l, in declaring these rods as “slow” is consistent with the
CTS because, while the CTS declares these control rods inoperable, it allows
them to remain withdrawn provided separation criteria are met and no more than
eight control rods are inoperable. Required Actions A.2 and A.3 of ITS 3.1.4
have been added to ensure these two requirements are maintained. This is an
acceptable administrative change.

[A.6] CTS 3.1.3.4, Action b, provides exemption to the provisions of
Specification 3.0.4. ITS LCO 3.0.4 incorporates the exemption and Section
3.0.a of this safety evaluation addresses this change. This is an acceptable
administrative change.

3.1.5 Control Rod Scram Accumulators

[A.1] CTS 3.1.3.5, Applicability, specifies Modes 1, 2, and 5%, where the ’*’
refers to a footnote stating “At least the accumulator ‘associated with each
withdrawn control rod. Not applicable to control rods removed per
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Specification 3.9.10.1 or 3.9.10.2.” Also, CTS 3.1.3.5, Action b, specifies
required actions for inoperable accumulators in Mode 5. The ITS moves the
requirements associated with Mode 5 to ITS 3.9.5. This is an acceptable
administrative change.

[A.2] ITS 3.1.5 adds an ACTIONS note allowing separate condition entry for
each control rod scram accumulator. This note provides more explicit
instructions for applying the ACTIONS of the ITS. In conjunction with ITS
1.3, "Completion Times," this Note provides direction consistent with the
intent of the CTS ACTIONS for inoperable control rod accumulators. Upon
discovering each inoperable accumulator, the ITS requires applying each
specified ACTION, regardless of previous application to other inoperable
accumulators. This is an acceptable administrative change.

[A.3] not significant, delete from SER] G¥S-kG9—374—3757—Ae%+en—a—4—a—

43 not significant, consider excluding from SER] CTS LCO 3.1.3.5, Act1on
contains an action of “Otherwise be in at least HOT SHUTDOWN w1th1n the
next 12 hours.” The ITS deletes this action because no circumstances preciude
the possibility of complying with actions to declare the control rod
accumulator inoperable or “slow’ per ITS LCO 3.1.5, Action A.1. Therefore, it
is not necessary to include this instance of shuttlng down to HOT SHUTDONN
This is an acceptable administrative change.

[A.5] CTS 3.1.3.5, Action a.2.a, requires verifying a control rod drive (CRD)
pump is operating by inserting at least one withdrawn control rod at least one
notch. ACTION B.1 of ITS 3.1.5, requires restoring charging water header
pressure to at least 940 psig. These methods both assure that sufficient
control rod drive pressure exists to insert control rods. The proposed method
for determining charging water header pressure provides added assurance that
the charging water pressure is sufficient to insert all control rods, whereas
the existing method only assures that one rod can be inserted. Since the
change is exchanging one verification method for another equivalent (or
better) method, this is an acceptable administrative change.

[A.6; not significant, consider excluding from SER] CTS 3.1.3.5, -Action
a.2.b, requires inserting and disarming the inoperable control rods. The ITS
3.1.5 ACTIONS for inoperable accumulators do not repeat the ACTIONS for an
inoperable control rod. Once declared inoperable, the ACTIONS for an
inoperable control rod are required to be taken. ITS 3.1.3, Required Actions
C.2, C.3 and F.1, contain these requirements for inoperable control rods.
Since this is a difference in presentation only, it is an acceptable
administrative change.

[A.7] CTS 3.1.3.5, Action ¢, provides exemption to the provisions of
Specification 3.0.4. ITS LCO 3.0.4 incorporates the ‘exemption and Section
3.0.a of this safety evaluation addresses this change. This is an acceptable
administrative change.

WNP-2 -8 - IST 3.1






- »

[A.8] CTS 4.1.3.5.a exempts performing the surveillance if the control rod is
inserted and disarmed or if the control rod is scrammed. ITS SR 3.0.1
incorporates this requirement which exempts performance of surveillances on
inoperable equipment. This is an acceptable administrative change.

3.1.7 Standby Liquid Control System

- [A.1] CTS 4.1.5.b.3 verifies each’automatic valve in the correct position.
ITS deletes this requirement because the Standby Liquid Control (SLC) system
has no automatic valves. This is an acceptable administrative .change.

[A.2] CTS SR 4.1.5.b.3 requires verifying each valve is in its correct
position. The SLC System is manually actuated (requiring reposition of valves
and starting of the SLC pumps by the operator). In CTS, this is recognized
and interpreted that "in the correct position" allows the valves to be in a
non-accident position provided they can be realigned to the correct position.
In ITS SR 3.1.7.5, the words "in the correct position" mean that the valves
must be in the accident position, unless they can be automatically aligned on
an accident signal (and if so, then they can be in the non-accident position).
Thus, for the SLC System and other manually actuated systems, the additional
words "or can be aligned to the correct position" have been added to clarify
that it is permissible for this systems’ valves to be in the non-accident
position and still be considered OPERABLE. Since this is the current

requirement, this change is considered administrative.
7.5% +o 42 % 3.0.5=1

[A.%ﬂ not significant, consider excluding /from SER] CTS Figure 3-3=7=} is a
graph of allowable solution concentration/vs. solution saturation temperature
for the range of concentrations from 9= 0%. The ITS uses a graph that

only displays the acceptable range of 13.6% to 15.0% solution concentration.

The ITS Figure 3.1.7-1 is a better presentation of the graph because it only

displays allowable values for concentration, and is less confusing. This is

an acceptable administrative change.

3.1.8 SDV Vent and Drain Valves

[A.1]1 The scram discharge volume (SDV) vent and drain requirements contained
in CTS 3/4.1.3 are moved to new ITS 3.1.8, thereby requiring LCO and
Applicability statements. The LCO and Applicability are consistent with CTS
3.1.3.1, the LCO previously containing SDV vent and drain valve requirements.
This is an acceptable administrative change.

CTS 3/4.1.4.1 Rod Worth Minimizer
[A.1] CTS 3/4.1.4.1, Rod Worth Minimizer, is moved to ITS 3.3.2.1 in
accordance with the format of the STS. Evaluations of any technical changes

a;e in the ITS 3.3.2.1 evaluation. This is an acceptable administrative
change. - :

CTS 3/4.1.4.3 Rod Block Monitor

[A.1] CTS 3/4.1.4.3, Rod Block Monitor, is moved to ITS 3.3.2.1 in accordance
with the format of the STS. The evaluation of technical changes is included
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in the ITS section 3.3.2.1 evaluation. This is an acceptab]e administrative
change.

The preceding changes to CTS Section 3/4.1 result in limits that are unchanged
from the current requirements cited. In some cases, these changes result in a
clearer presentation of the intent of current requirements. Accordingly,
these changes are purely administrative. Therefore, they are acceptable.

5

b. Less Restrictive Requirements

" The licensee, in electing to implement the specifications of STS Section 3.1,
"Reactivity Control Systems," proposed a number of less restrictive
requirements than are allowed by CTS Section 3/4.1. These requirements are
the following:

3.1.1 Shutdown Margin

[L.1] CTS 3.1.1, Action c, requires suspending all core alterations if SDM is
less than specified, in Mode.5. The ITS modifies the requirement to suspend
core alterations, "except for control rod insertion and fuel assembly
removal." ITS 3.1.1 Required Action E.1, allows continuing activities that
have the potential to correct the problem and restore a margin of safety to
inadvertent or uncontrolled core criticality; therefore, the change is a
conservative action and an acceptable less restrictive change.

[L.2] CTS 3.1.1, Action c, requires inserting all control rods if the SDM is
Tess than specified. ITS 3.1.1, Required Action E.2, requires inserting
control rods in cells with fuel assemblies installed. Control rods in core
cells without fuel assemblies have negligible effect on the reactivity of the
core, so inserting these control rods do not significantly improve SDM. In
fact, due to a variety of considerations (i.e., location of blade guides,
ongoing instrumentation maintenance, water chemistry), inserting these control
rods may not be desirable. This is an acceptable less restrictive change.

[L.3] CTS 4.1.1 b requires verifying SDM within 500 MWD/T of the predicted
exposure at which the SDM is equal to the 1imit. The ITS deletes this
requirement. The SDM limits account for uncertainties and biases, and for
fuel cycle changes. If the margin is met, as determined by the initial
startup test and corroborated by the periodic reactivity anomaly surveillance,
ITS SR 3.1.2.1 and CTS 4.1.2, there is no need for additional Surveillance
,Requirements. The requirement for maintaining SDM remains in the ITS; this is
only deleting a specific verification of the SDM. This is an acceptable less
restrictive change.

3.1.2 Reactivity Anomalies

[LA.1] CTS 3.1.2, Action a, requires determining and explaining, by analysis,
the cause of. the reactivity difference. This is moved to the ITS Bases.
Restoring the reactivity difference to acceptable 1imits may include an
evaluation of predicted core reactivity conditions to explain and correct the
difference. The details associated with the method of restoring compliance
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with the 1imit are not necessary to ensure the plant restores the Timit in a
timely manner. This is an acceptable less restrictive change.

<[L.1] CTS 3.1.2, Action a, requires explaining and correcting a core

reactivity difference within 12 hours; the ITS changes the time to 72 hours.
Since SDM is demonstrated after startup by a test before reaching the
conditions for this surveillance, the safety impact of the extended time for
evaluation is negligible. ITS 3.1.2 Completion Time is based on the low
probability of a DBA during this period. The 72 hours allow sufficient time
to assess the physical condition of the reactor and complete the evaluation of
the core design and safety analysis. Changing this value is an acceptable
less restrictive change.

[L.2] CTS 4.1.2.a requires performing the surveillance following CORE
ALTERATIONS. The phrase “fellowing fuel movement within the reactor pressure
vessel or control rod replacement” replaces CORE ALTERATION. These are ‘
activities that occur during core alterations that can alter core reactivity,
but do not have a reversible effect, such as control rod movement. ITS SR

* 3.1.2.1 requires performing the anomaly surveillance following the specific

activities that could cause a change in the core reactivity. This change more
accurately presents the CTS intent; therefore, this is an acceptable
administrative change.

[L.3] CTS SR 4.1.2P}equires performing a reactivity anomaly surveillance at
least once per 31 effective full power days. The ITS replaces the Frequency
with 1000 MWD/T, during operations in Mode 1, in ITS SR 3.1.2.1. Both
consider the relatively slow core reactivity change exposure and operating
experience related to variations in core reactivity and are generally
equivalent. Therefore, changing to a more commonly used value that is an
acceptable less restrictive change.

3.1.3 Control Rod Operability

[LA.1] CTS 3.1.3.1, Actions a.l.b), b.1, and b.2; 3.1.3.6, Action a.2; and
3.1.3.7, Action a.3.b) include details for disarming control rod drives.
These details are moved to the Bases because these details are not necessary
to ensure the associated CRDsof inoperable control rods are disarmed. ITS
3.1.3 Required Actions A.2 and C.3 are adequate to ensure disarming of control
rod drives associated with inoperable control rods. This is an acceptable
less restrictive requirement because it moves the methods of performing
actions to the Basess;—which—are-contrelted—by—the-Bases—Contrel-Rrogram
ained_i tion 5 of tha ITS. v

[LA.2] CTS 3.1.3.7, Actions a.l and a.2, specify two methods of determining
control rod position. The details of these methods are moved to the Bases for
ITS SR 3.1.3.1. This surveillance requires determining each control rod
position every 24 hours. Movement of details of performing specific actions
to the Bases is an acceptable less.restrictive change. )

[L.1] CTS 3.1.3.1, Action b.l.a), requires verifying inoperable control rods
are separated from other inoperable control rods by at least two control cells
no matter what the reactor’s thermal power level. If the inoperable control
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rods do not meet separation criteria then the inoperable control rods must be
inserted. ITS 3.1.3, Required Action C.2, requires insertion of inoperable
control rods. In the ITS, all inoperable control rods which will not scram or
cannot be verified to scram (e.g., loss of position indication) are required
to be fully inserted, and therefore, cannot impact scram reactivity. Leoble
Therefore, scram reactivity remains preserved at all pggg;_lgggl;,/AlPP «co
Implementation of ITS 3.1.3, Action D, is only allowed“beélow 10% thermal power
because of control rod drop accident (CRDA) concerns related to control rod
worth. Above 10% power, control rod worths that are of concern for the CRDA
are not possible. 1ITS 3.1.3, Action D, allows 4 hours to correct the
situation prior to commencing a required shutdown, while the CTS (ACTION a.l)
allows 1 hour. This time extension is acceptable given the low probability of
a CRDA during this brief proposed time extension, and the desire not to impose
excessive time constraints on operator actions that could lead to.hasty
corrective actions. The proposed extension to this action does not represent
a significant safety concern. This is an acceptable less restrictive change.

[L.2] CTS 3.1.3.1, Action a.l, requires disarming a stuck control rod within
1 hour. The required time for disarming the control rod is extended to 2
hours to account for the actual expected time to perform the action. ITS
3.1.3, Completion Time for Required Action A.2, is acceptable as a less
restrictive change because the action is performed for protection of the
control rod drive mechanism and does not adversely affect reactor safety.

-
[L.3] CTS 3.1.3.1, Action a.X, requires restoring the stuck rod to operabie
status within 48 hours or going to HOT SHUTDOWN within the next 12 hours.
This is revised to allow continuous operation with one stuck rod provided the
other action requirements of ITS 3.1.3, Condition A, are met. ITS 3.1.3
allowance for continuous operation with a single stuck control rod is
acceptable because Required Actions A.l, A.3, and A.4 verify rod separation
criteria are met, SDM is maintained and all other withdrawn control rods can
be moved. With a single withdrawn control rod stuck, the remaining OPERABLE
control rods can provide the required scram and shutdown reactivity. During a
transient, a single stuck control rod in addition to an assumed single failure
will have no significant impact on the established operating limits.
Therefore, this is an, acceptable less restrictive change.

[L.4] In the CTS 3.1.3.6, ACTION ayz'for an uncoupled control rod, two hours
is provided to recouple and, if unsuccessful, insert the control rod before
entering CTS 3.1.3.1, ACTION b.1. CTS 3.1.3.1, ACTION b.1, provides an
additional 1 hour to disarm the control rod (a total of 3 hours to insert and
disarm). In the ITS all inoperable non-stuck control rods are required to be
fully inserted and disarmed. The time allowed to complete the insertion is
proposed to be extended to 3 hours for all cases (i.e, uncoupled control rods,
loss of position indication, excessive scram speed, certain combinations of

'conditions with a lTow pressure on a control rod scram accumulator). The three

hours provides a minimal time to attempt restoration prior to inserting and
disarming. Since inoperable non-stuck control rods do not represent a loss of
SDM, and are limited to a total of no more than 8 inoperable control rods by
ITS LCO 3.1.3, the extended time does not represent a significant safety
concern.
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In the CTS, the disarming of a control rod must occur within the same time
allotted to insert the control rod. Disarming a control rod can involve
personnel actions by other than control room operating personnel. This
process requires coordination of personnel and preparation of -equipment, and
potentially requires anti-contamination "dress-out," in addition to the actual
procedure of disarming the control rod. In recognition of the potential for
excessive haste required to complete this task, the ITS provides an additional
hour to complete disarming a control rod, for a total of four hours. The
proposed 4 hour time does not represent a significant safety concern since the
control rod is already in its required position (in accordance with other
.actions), and the action to disarm is solely a mechanism for precluding the
potential for future misoperation. This is an acceptable less restrictive
change.

[L.5] CTS 4.1.3.1.2f¥équires moving each partially or fully withdrawn control
rod one notch to demonstrate operability at least once per 7 days. The
frequency for this surveillance is extended to 31 days for partially withdrawn
control rods. The ITS SR 3.1.3.1 Frequency of 31 days is acceptable because
of the following: 1) fully withdrawn control rods are exercised weekly and are
" a significant sample size of the control rods; 2) the requirement to verify
operability of all control rods if a stuck control rod is discovered; and 3)
the rare occurrence of stuck rods during operation. This is an acceptable
less restrictive change. ’

[L.6] CTS 4.1.3.1.2£Drequires moving withdrawn control rods one notch to
prove operability at least once per 24 hours with a stuck control rod. This
is revised to only require performing the operability tests once within 24
hours of discovering a stuck control rod. ITS 3.1.3, Required Action A.3,
requires performing ITS SR 3.1.3.2 and ITS SR 3.1.3.3, control rod notch
tests, to ensure that a common mode problem does not exist and that control
rod insertion capability remains. ‘Performing the control rod notch test once
is acceptable because it accomplished the same objective as the daily notch
test of the CTS without requiring the additional testing. This is an
acceptable less restrictive change.

[L.7] CTS 4.1.1.c requires verifying acceptable SDM within 12 hours of
detecting a stuck control rod. The time allowance for verifying acceptable
SOM is extended to 72 hours in ITS 3.1.3, Required Action A.4. This is
acceptable because failure to reach COLD SHUTDOWN is only Tikely if an
additional control rod adjacent to the stuck control rod also fails to insert
during a scram. Even with this postulated additional single failure,
sufficient reactivity control remains to reach and maintain HOT SHUTDOWN
conditions. Also, ITS 3.1.3 requires a notch test for each remaining
withdrawn control rod to ensure that no additional control rods are stuck.
Given these considerations, the extended time (72 hours versus the current 12
hours) allowed to demonstrate SHUTDOWN MARGIN provides a reasonable time to
perform the analysis or test. This is an acceptable less restrictive change.

[L.8] CTS 3.1.3.2, Action a.2, requires performing the scram time
surveillances of CTS 4.1.3.2.c on a 60 day frequency when operation continues
with average scram insertion time(s) greater than the Timit. The ITS deletes
testing on a 60 day frequency. During normal power operating conditions, more
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. frequent scram testing is not desirable because it is a significant
perturbation to steady state operation, involving significant power
reductions, abnormal control rod patterns, and abnormal control rod drive

hydraulic system configurations. ‘Because of the frequent testing of control
rod insertion capability (SR 3.1.3.2 and SR 3.1.3.3) and accumulator
OPERABILITY (SR 3.1.5.1), and the operating history demonstrating a high
degree of reliability, more frequent scram time testing is not deemed
necessary to assure safe plant operation. This is an acceptable less
restrictive change. ’

[L.9] CTS 3.1.3.6, Applicability, specifies OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS 1, 2, and
5% with the ‘*’ referring to the footnote “At least each withdrawn control
rod. Not applicable to control rods removed per Specification 3.9.10.1 or
3.9.10.2.” Also, CTS 3.1.3.6, Action b, requires taking specific action for
an uncoupled control rod in OPERATIONAL CONDITION 5*. Appliicability to
OPERATIONAL CONDITION 5* is deleted. This is acceptable because ITS Mode 5
requires the mode switch to be in Shutdown or Refuel position. In Shutdown no
control rods can be withdrawn and in Refuel only one control rod can be
withdrawn. Coupling requirements during refueling are not necessary since
only one control rod can be ‘withdrawn from core cells containing fuel
assemblies. The probability and consequences of a single control rod dropping
from its fully inserted position to the withdrawn position of the controel rod
drive are negligible (i.e., reactor will remain subcritical and within the
Timits of the CRDA assumptions). This is an acceptable less restrictive

change.
. [L.10] CTS 3.1.3.6, Action a.2, requires inserting and disarming the
uncoupled control rod if recoupling is not accomplished on the first attempt

or if the RWM does not permit recoupling. ITS 3.1.3, Required Action C.2,
retains the requirement to insert the uncoupled control rod and provides a
time allowance of 3 hours. This will require bypassing the RWM and operation
with an out-of-sequence control rod. Therefore, coupling attempts are allowed
regardless of the RWM allowance because of the short time allowed. The NOTE
in ITS 3.1.3, Required Action C.2, allows bypassing the RWM. If unable to
estore couplingiwithin three hours, ITS 3.1.3, Required Action F, requires
going to HOT SHUTDOWN. Allowing unrestricted coupling attempts within 3 hours

is an acceptable less restrictive chan
fend 15 1.3k )
g{ by observing

[L.12] CTS 3.1.3.6, Action a.l.a),{;équires;verifying recouplin

any indicated response of the nuclear instrumentation. This verification is
deleted in the ITS because this is not a positive check that the control rod
is coupled. If sufficient friction is not present an uncoupled rod would
follow the drive being withdrawn and provide the same neutron indication as a
coupled®@od-. ITS SR 3.1.3.5 requires verification that a control rod does not
go to the withdrawn overtravel position. The overtravel feature provides a
positive check of coupling integrity since only an uncoupled control rod can
go to the overtravel position. Performance of ITS SR 3.1.3.5 provides
adequate assurance that the control rod is coupled. This is an acceptable
less restrictive change.

[L.13] CTS 4.1.3.7.b and 4.1.3.7.c require determining that the control rod
. position indication system is OPERABLE during performance of CTS 4.1.3.1.2
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(control rod movement tests) and CTS 4.1.3.6.b (control rod coupling .
verifications). The CTS surveillances for verifying rod position indication
OPERABILITY during other surveillances is deleted. If position indication is
not available, ITS SR 3.1.3.2, SR 3.1.3.3, and SR 3.1.3.5 (control rod _
movement tests and control rod coupling verifications) cannot be satisfied and
appropriate actions will be taken for inoperable contrel rods in accordance
with the ACTIONS of ITS 3.1.3. As a result, the requirements are adequately
addressed for the control rod position indication system by Specification
3.1.3 and associated SR 3.1.3.2, SR 3.1.3.3, and SR 3.1.3.5. This is an
acceptable less restrictive change. .

3.1.4 Control Rod Scram Times

[LA.1] CTS 4.1.3.2.c, requires testing at least 10% of the control rods on a
rotating basis. ITS SR 3.1.4.2 changes this requirement to verify a
representative sample as defined by the Bases for SR 3.1.4.2. [1?e—ée%a44e—e¥
Specification 3.1.4 and associated SR 3.1.4.2 are adequate to ensure scram
time testing is performed. This is an acceptable less restrictive change to
the TS.

.c

[L.1] CTS 3.1.3.4, Action a>;,/;equires performing the scram time
surveillances of CTS 4.1.3.2-0n a 60-day frequency when operation continues
with average scram insertion time(s) greater than the limit. The ITS deletes
testing on a 60-day frequency. During normal power operating conditions, more
frequent scram testing is not desirable because it is a significant
perturbation to steady state operation, which involves significant power
reductions, requires abnormal control rod patterns, and requires abnormal
control rod drive hydraulic system configurations. Because of the frequent
control rod insertion capability testing (SR 3.1.3.2 and SR 3.1.3.3),
accumulator OPERABILITY testing (SR 3.1.5.1), and an operating history
demonstrating a high degree of reliability, more frequent scram time testing
is not necessary to assure safe plant operation. This is an acceptable less
restrictive change. . ’

3.1.5 Control Rod Scram Accumulators
[LA.1] CTS 3.1.3.5, Action a.2.b, provides details for diggf;ing control rod

drives. These details are moved to the Bases for ITS 3.1.5. ITS 3.1.3,
Required Actions A.2 and C.3, ensure disarming control rod drives associated

with inoperable control rods. This—is—simitar—te—tA-1-te—t€0-3-13= This is
an acceptable less restrictive requirement i

“:" R4 d Ot H 21 Ba ’ h H Tem

Program—in—I+S—Seetien-5.

[LC.1] CTS 4.1.3.5.b requires performing surveillances on pressure and leak
detection instrumentation. The scram accumulator leak detectors, pressure
detectors, and associated alarm do not necessarily relate directly to
accumulator OPERABILITY, and are removed from the TS. These requirements are
adequately addressed in plant procedures and policies—that—18-EFR-50-59
eontret. This is an acceptable less restrictive change.
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[L.1] CTS 3.1.3.5, Action a.l.b, requires declaring a control rod inoperable
. with an inoperable accumulator but allows the control rod to remain withdrawn
and not disarmed. ITS 3.1.5, Required Actions A.l and B.2.1, provides the
flexibility to declare to control rod “slow” within certain limitations. At
reactor pressures greater than 900 psig the control rod will scram even
without the associated accumulator, although probably not within the required
scram times. Therefore, the ITS provides the option to declare a control rod
with an inoperable accumulator "slow" when reactor pressure is acceptable.
The ITS 3.1.3 and 3.1.4 actions for a “slow” control rod, with the
restrictions included in the ITS and the ITS actions for “slow” control rods,
are essentially equivalent to the CTS required actions for an inoperable
control rod due to an inoperable accumulator.< ITS 3.1.5, Required Actions

B.2.1, B.2.2, and C.2,sallow one hour to declare a control rod, with an
@ inoperable accumulator, inoperable or “slow” which is a reasonable time to
attempt investigating and restoring an inoperable accumulator. ITS 3.1.5, (%4 5,

Required Actions B.1 and Condition C, does not allow the ene—hour—time—imit\ decig o4
for—dectaring—a control rodéinoperable or “STow” with insufficient reaetor
pressure—or charging header pressure to assure the rods with inoperable

accumulators can be scrammed. The ITSsrequires immediate shutdown in this
case. This less restrictive change is acceptable. (JFwsaet L-1b )

[L.2] CTS 3.1.3.5, Action a.2, does not specify a time limit for declaring
inoperable multiple control rods with inoperable accumulators; therefore, the
CTS time 1imit is assumed to be immediate. The ITS change allows one hour
before declaring the rod “slow” or inoperable. ITS 3.1.1, Completion Times
for Required Actions B.2.1, B.2.2, and C.2, allows a reasonable amount of time
. for investigating and restoring inoperable accumulator(s). This less
* restrictive requirement is limited to times when sufficient reactor pressure
or charging header pressure exists to assure that the control rods can be
inserted. This is an acceptable less restrictive change.

[L.3] CTS 3.1.3.5, Action a.2.a), requires immediately verifying at least one
control rod drive (CRD) pump is operating or placing the reactor mode switch

. in the Shutdown position. The ITS allows 20 minutes for restoring charging
,provided | header pressure to greater than 940 psig when more than one control rod
oot [accumuTator 1s inoperablTey ITS 3.1.5, Required Action B.1l, is acceptable with
(ﬂeﬁ”“‘ a 20 minute completion time when adequate reactor pressure exists to assure
\$Z9%0 | that the control rods will be inserted. For example, the twenty minutes

£%% /' allows time for restoring a CRD pump which avoids an unnecessary reactor
scram, if a lost charging pump is the cause of the inoperable accumulators.
This is ‘an acceptable less restrictive change.

[L.4] CTS 4.1.3.5.b.2 requires measuring and recording the time, up to 10
minutes, that the accumulators remain above the pressure alarm setpoint with
no CRD pump running. The ITS deletes this surveillance requirement because
there is no accident or transient analytical assumption that the control rod
scram accumulator check valves maintain accumulator pressure for a specified
time period with no CRD pump operating. The reactor must be scrammed per ITS
3.1.5, Required Action D.1, within 20 minutes of two accumulators becoming
inoperable if the CRD charging header pressure is not restored to greater than
940 psig (i.e., no operating CRD pump). Removing the CTS surveillance
requirement is an acceptable less restrictive change.
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INSERT L.1a to subsectiPn 3.1.b, LCO 3.1.5

CTS 3.1.3.5 only allows one control rod accumulator to be inoperable. When more
than one accumulator is inoperable, an LCO 3.0.3 entry is required.

INSERT L.1b to subsection 3.1.b, LCO 3.1.5

allows only 20 minutes to restore charging water pressure if reactor pressure is
> 900 psig, and no time if reactor pressure is < 900 psig. When this time

expires, the ITS



3.1.7 Standby Liquid Control System

[LA.1] The requirements of £TS 4.1.5.d"to perform the tests of the SLC system
“during shutdown” is moved to plant procedures eontrotted by I0 CFR=50759.
The-testing—im—CTS—4=1-5d [{proposed SR 3.1.7.7 and SR 3.1.7.8)] is<propused to
be-relocated—to-plant-procedures—in accordance with the guidance of Generic
Letter 91-04. ITS SR 3.1.7.7 and SR 3.1.7.8 adequately ensures the test is
performed; therefore, including the details of test performance in the ITS is
not necessary. This is an acceptable less restrictivi change.

. must be
[LA.2] CTS 4.1.5.d.1, specifies the system flow”fhrough an explosive valve.
This SR also specifies the method for selecting the replacement explosive
valve. These requirements are moved to the ITS Bases. ITS SR 3.1.7.8
adequately ensures system flow test performance; therefore, including the
details of test performance and selecting the replacement valve in the ITS is
~ not necessary. i i
This is an acceptable less restrictive change.

[LA.3] CTS 4.1.5.d.1 specifies performing the SLC system flow test by pumping
demineralized water into the reactor vessel and 4.1.5.d.3 specifies verifying
the storage tank and pump suction piping unblocked by pumping from the storage
tank to the test tank and flushing the piping with demineralized water. These
requirements are moved to the Bases. ITS SR 3.1.7.7 and SR 3.1.7.8 ensure test
performance; therefore, including the details of test performance in the IT

is not necessary. This is an acceptable less restrictive change. \

. Z \
[LA.4] CTS 4.1.5f¥equires demonstrating the operability of the SLC pump
" relief valve. The IST Program, required by 10 CFR 50.55a, provides
requirements for the testing of all ASME Code Class 1, 2, and 3 valves in
accordance with Section XI of the ASME Code. This test is moved to the IST
program, prescribed in ITS 5.5.6, which is an acceptable less restrictive

change.

[LA.5] CTS Figure 3.1.5-2 shows the. setpoint for the low and high storage
tank level alarms. These details of system design are moved to the FSAR. ITS
LCO 3.1.7 and the definition of OPERABILITY adequately define the requirements
that the SLC system must meet to be operable.

by—18-€FR-56-59. This is an acceptable less restrictive change.

[LD.1, revise per Tech Branch Review] 3 The Frequencies for performing current
Surveillances 4.1.5.d.1 and 4.1.5.d.)( (proposed SRs 3.1.7.7 and 3.1.7.8) have
been extended from 18 months to 24 months to facilitate a change to the WNP-2
maintenance cycle from 12 months to 24 months. The current conditions in the
northwest require that WNP-2 shut down each spring for an annual maintenance
and refueling outage. Currently, most of the current Surveillances that are
required to be performed on an 18 month interval are performed annually
because they must be performed while the plant is shut down. This has
resulted in increased testing, with a resultant increase in cost and personnel
exposure, with no comparable increase in reliability or safety. This change
is being proposed to support limiting the amount of surveillance testing that
must be performed each maintenance and refueling outage. The proposed change
will allow these Surveillances to extend their Surveillance Frequency from the
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current 18 month Surveillance Frequency (i.e., a maximum of 22.5 months
accounting for the allowable grace period specified in current Specification
4.0.2 and proposed SR 3.0.2) to a 24 month Surveillance Frequency (i.e., a
maximum of 30 months accounting for the allowable grace period specified in
current Specification 4.0.2 and proposed SR 3.0.2). This proposed change was
evaluated in accordance with the guidance provided in NRC Generic Letter

No. 91-04, "Changes in Technical Specification Surveillance Intervals to
Accommodate a 24-Month Fuel Cycle," dated April 2, 1991. Reviews of
historical maintenance and surveillance data have shown that these tests

- normally pass their Surveillances at the current Frequency. An evaluation has

been performed using this data, and it has been determined that the effect on
safety due to the extended Surveillance Frequency will be small. In addition,
the proposed 24 month Surveillance Frequencies, if performed at the maximum
interval allowed by proposed SR 3.0.2 (30 months) do not invalidate any
assumptions in the plant licensing basis.

;L.l] CTS 3.1.5, Applicability, specifies OPERATIONAL CONDITION 5*, where the
Wil pefers to a footnote stating “With any control rod withdrawn. Not
applicable to control rods removed per Specification 3.9.10.1 or 3.9.10.2.”

The ITS deletes applicability to Mode 5 because ITS LCO 3.1.1, Shutdown

Margin, assures that the reactor remains subcritical with one control rod

withdrawn. In Mode 5 only one control rod can be withdrawn. This is an
acceptable less restrictive change.

[L.2] CTS 4.1.5.a.2 verifies the available volume of sodium pentaborate is
within the CTS Figure 3.1.5-2 limits. The ITS includes the value for the low
Tevel limit in ITS SR 3.1.7.1 and deletes Figure 3.1.5-2, including the high
level 1imit in CTS, as indicated by the high level alarm. The high level
alarm is based on preventing an overflow of the storage tank; therefore, it is
not necessary to assure SLC OPERABILITY. In addition, ITS SR 3.1.7.4 verifies
the concentration of boron in solution, which along with ITS SR 3.1.7.1
v§rifies SLC storage tank OPERABILITY. This is an acceptable less restrictive
change.

[L.3] CTS 4.1.5.b.2 requires determining that the available weight of sodium
pentaborate is greater than or equal to 5500 1bs. The ITS deletes this
requirement because the minimum volume allowed by ITS SR 3.1.7.1 and the
minimum concentration allowed by ITS SR 3.1.7.4 ensures 5536 1bs. of available
sodium pentaborate in the SLC storage tank. Therefore, these surveillances
ensure that sodium pentaborate in the SLC storage tank is > 5500 1bs;
therefore, including the CTS 4.1.5.b.2 requirement would be redundant. This
is an, acceptable less restrictive change. ‘

[L.4] CTS 4.1.5.d.4 verifies the operability of the storage tank heaters by
verifying the expected temperature rise of the solution after energizing the
h<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>