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SUMMARY

This report documents the Idaho National Engineering Laboratory (INEL) audit
of the Crystal River Unit 3 improved technical specifications, and appropriate
associated documentation to ensure that the improved technical gpecifications
reflect the facility as described in the licensee Fipal Safety Analysis Report
and docketed correspondence, and that the improved taechnical specifications
and 1icensee procedures and controls raflect all the appropriate provisions or
conditions of the NRC approva! as documented in the NRC Safety Eveluation
Report. This report finds the licensee has successfully implemented the
improved technical gpecifications.




PREFACE

This report is supplied as part of the "Technical Assistance in Support of
Audits on Plant-Specific License Conversions to Standard Technicul
Specifications.” It is being conducted for the U.S. Nuclear Reyulatory
Commission, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, Division of Opersting [

Reseter Support, by Lockheed ldaho Technologies Company, Nationa; Nuclear Sl

Operations Analysis Department.
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INTRODUCTION

During the low-power testing phases at the Grand Guif 1 plant, 1t was
found that some discrepancies existed between the plant Technical

Spec fications (TS) and the Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR), Safety
Evaluation Report (SER) or the as-built conditions for the plant. As a
result of the discrepancies, a program was initiated to audit the TS for
Near-Term Operating License (NTOL) plants. Based on the NRC experience
with these audit reviews and findings, the NRC has decided to initiate
an independent audit process for the plants that are converting their TS
to the improved Standard Technical Specifications (STS).

This report provides the results of an audit of the Crystal River Unit 3
improved TS, and appropriate associated documentation to ensure that the
improved TS reflect the facility as described in the Ticensee FSAR and
docketed correspondence, and that the improved TS and licensee
procedures and controls reflect all the sppropriate provisions or
conditions of the NRC approval as documented fn the NRC,SER.

(S€) S - (o AS

({ SAfery EvALUAT. ;. b

During the ti::‘?ar1od that Crystal River Unit 3 i implementing the
improved TS, INEL performed & comparative audit of the Crystal River
Unit 3 improved TS, the relocated requirements, the previous version of
the Crystal River TS, the FSAR as amended, associated docketed
correspondence, and the SEK. The review specifically covered the
1imiting conditions for operation associated with the following 1§
sections:

Safety Limits (all of Section 2)

Reactor Protection System (RPS) -

Engineered Safety Feature Actuation Systems(ESFAS)
Emergency Feedwater Initiation and Control Systems (EFIC)
Containment Spray and Cooling Systems

Containment Isolation Valves

RCS Pressure Isolation Valve (PIV) Leakage

Elactrical Power System

Administrative Controls

- T A O T

NRC SPECIFIED REQUESTED ACTIONS

A comparison of the new TS to the old TS and the currant update of the
FSAR was performed to develop an audit scope for each of the 1isted TS
sections. This identified a scope for the audit review to (1) include &
wide range of relocated and reformatted TS requirements, (2) cover
material described in the staff SEX, and (3) cover a variety of
relocation complexity.

The subsequent performance of the site audit of 1{censee documents was
to verify-that the Hcensee—compited-with the following:

4 »

_Relocated requirements are appropriately
incorporated in applicable documents (e.g., FSAR
or procedures) as discussed in the staff SER.

8,
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/ Any relocatable requirements that were modified
“are properly justified and traceable.

8. Verify that appropriaste controls are applied to
former TS requirements while they are being
relocated, and that plans for documenting the
relocated requirements into the FSAR or
applicable licensee-controlled documents are
being implemented.

d. Evaluate Ticensee methods for controlling
implementation of and changes to relocated
requirements,

0. Assess Ticenseoe implementation of selected items

from the staff evaluation, based on the audit

scope.

o

EVALUATION

The scope of the audit required nine specific areas of review. These
nine (Og.lroas for review are: ‘{~
—~4.0

a.  Safety Limits (all of Section 29

b. Reacter Protection System (RPS)

c. Engineered Safety Feature Actuation System (ESFAS)

d. Emergency Feedwater Initiation and Control Systems (EFIC)

. Containment Spray and Cooling Systems

Containment Isolation Valves

RCS Pressure Isolation Valve (PIV) Leakage

Electrical Power System

Administrative Changes removed from TS, specifically:

The revised Quality Assurance (QA) Plan addressing these old TS
ftems: a) Review and Audits [6.5], b) Review and Approval Process,
and Temporary Change Process [6.8.2 & 3}. ¢) Record Retention
[6.10], and d) Process Control Program [6.14].

- e

The INEL review included the documents listed in Section 5., References.

After the inftial review of the documents, the reviewer generated a 1ist
of questions and/or additicnal avenues of inquiry for the on-site audit.
These ftems are listed in groups and the "{tem" number relates to the
area of review 1isted above.

sita Audit Yerification Process

The site audit was performed to verify that the relocated requirements
are:

8. appropriately incorporated in applicable documents as described in
the staff SEX,

b. Justified and traceable,

c. appropristely controlled during the relocation process,

d. implemented according to documentation requirements for relocated
material, aer A Lrd

e. implemented with the same rigor as the previous TS {temsy and

s implemented per the documentation requirements specified by thy

1{censee. t POCyADTIAT o PRIVIDED DCrivn STIATES
7 o . T s "7 -
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Items found to be deficient required additional evaluation to determine
where in the change control process the failure occurred and if a
systematic error exists,

3.1, Safety Limits (Section 2,0f the improved T§.)

0
3.3.1. The Safety LimTt (SL) 2.1.1.1 for maximum local fue)
pin centerline temperature is assured by the Reactor
Protection System (RPS) Instrumentation setpoints
being as 1isted ip LCO 3.3.1 as specified in the COLR.

3.1.2. SL 2.1.1.2 for Departure from Nucleate Boiling Ratio
(ONBR) 1s assured by operation within the RPS setpoint
Timits of LCO 3.3.1 as specified in the COLR.

3.1.3. SL 2.1.1.3 for reactor coolant system (RCS) core
outlet temperature and pressure limits are; specified
in Figure 2.1.1<]1 of the improved TS. 14 '

'S

L

The COLR addresses the follewing SLs, Limiting
Conditions for Operation (LCOs), and Surveillance
Requirenent (SR), as numbered in the improved TS:

.1.1.1 Fue™in Centerline Temperature Limit
SL 2.1.1.2 Departure from Nucleate loilingﬁ(nﬂia), :
1.1 Shutdown Margin —
LCO 3.1.3 Moderator Temperature Coefficient Limit
SR 3.1.7.1 Absolute Positien Indicator/Relative
Indicator Agreement Limits

LCo 2.2.1 Rc?ulnting Rod Insertion Limits

LCO 3.2.2 Axial Power Shaping Rod Insertion Limits
LCO 3.2.3  Axfa) Power Imbalance Operating Limits
LCO 3.2.4 Quadrant Power Tilt

LCO 3.2.5 Power Peaking Factors

LCO 3.3.1 Reactor Protection System Instrumentation
LCO 3.9.1 ~Refueling Boron Concentration

- THEe AvDirTud

4,mo site audit' reviewed the completed procedures used
| to input the setpoints for the j

m%mﬂmmmuw- Tgo rcvﬂw
was to determine if the administrative controls (to

input the setpoints of the Cycle 9 COLR, Rev. 1, page
3 [SL 2.1.1.1, SL 2.1.1.2, & LCO 3.3.1]) meet; the
criterfa identified above in the Site Audit | -
Verification Process. : e TR i
conclusion: vProcedure SP-300'did not contain the
1imits in Rev. 1 of the COLR. The Ticensee’s staff
were knowledgeable of the deficiency and had a
corrective action plan in place to correct it and had
reviewed the safety significance of the deficiency.
The scheduled correction date is December 1995.



3.2. Reactor Protection System

~(Twe AvdTOA
wrh. site audit'determined not all RPS response times were
_ 1¥velocated in the FSAR. It was determined some response times
(1.6. reactor coolant pump/pewer; over power - flow - axial power
fmbalance) were not in the FSAR, but were in design basis
documentation, The Ticensee’'s staff agreed to add the response

times to the FSAR.

( l)'/‘ yod

3.3. Engineered Safety Feature Actuation System

Sections 3.3.5 - ESAS Instrumentation
3.3.6 - ESAS Manual Initiation
3.3.7 - ESAS Automatic Actustion Logic

e
3.3.1. The improved TS 1dentiffes this system as the

EnI1nll:l!_il1!!!l:?!.ﬂ&t!**iﬁ%.i*l&ll~ SR 3.3.5.4
states, "Response time sha within limits.* The

Bases, on page B 3.3-56, states, "Response time
testing acceptance criteria are on a Function bases
and are included in Reference 1 #FSAR Chapter 7]."

The old technical specification Table 3.3-8, page 3/4
3-17, {dentified the values for the response times.
The site review was not to check the individual values

of the setpoints, but to determine if the,chan M_“(},Léf,—h,

process«meets the criteria identified in the Site
Audit Verification Process previously described.

Conclugion: The audit determined the relocated
requirement(s) met the criteria.

3.3.2. There were no questions for sections 3.3.6 and 3.3.7.

3.4, Emergency Feedwater Inftiation and Control Systems

Sections 2.d.31 » EFIC Instrumentation
3.3.12 - EFIC Manual Initiation
3.3.13 - EFIC Automatic Actuation Logic
3.3.i4 - EFIC Enor?oncy Feedwater (EFW) Vector
Valve Logic
3.7.5 - Emergency Feedwater System
3.4.1, SR 3.3.11.4 states, "Verify EFIC RESPONSE TIME is
within Timits.” Neither the Bases nor the FSAR
specifically state the “Timits." n
pec s Once the response times were identified in current ' hv°

5 licensee documentation,*the site audit’was performed:
te determine' 1f the.change process meets the criteria .

jdentified in the Site Audit Verification Process

described previously.

: The audit determined the relocated
requirement(s) met the criteria.

3.4.2. SR 3.7.5.3 requires, "Verify each EFW automatic valve
that is not locked, sealed, or otherwise secured in
position, actuates to the correct position on an

8
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3.4.3.

actual or simulated actuation signal.* The Bases for
this surveillance states that this SR also verifies
the EFW  control and block valves actuate on a
simulated or actual vector valve control signal,
Neither the old TS, under section 3.7.1.2, nor the
bases made mention of the vector .23ic.

FSAR § 7.2.4.2 describes the “vector logic" OPEN/CLOSE
coln?nds based on steam generator pressures and
Tevels,

actustion, during the site audit 2 review of the
Ticensee’s documentation for SR 3.7.5.3 was performed”
to assure the vector logic signals are ‘ncluded and

A fﬁi*chgggp meets the criterfa 1isted ‘n the Site Audit
~ Verifica fo

n Process identified previously.

; The audit determined *ne relocated
requirement(s) met the criteria.

No questions :ur sections 3.3.12 & 3.3.13.

3.5, Containment Spray snd Cooling Systems

Sections

3.58.1.

r €

ATion) e

3.6.4
3.6.5
3.6.6

Containment Pressure

Containment Air Temperature

Reactor Building Spray and Containment
Cooling Systems

3.6.7 - Containment Emergercy Sump pH Control
System

SR 3.6.7.3 states, "Verify TSP-C solubility 1s within
Timits." The FSAR § 6.2 does not contain the
“limits." The old TS had a limit of 0.5 1bs per 20
galions of BWST Tiquid hested to 180" F to maintain a
pH of > 7.0,

Once the "1imits" were located in current licensee
documents, the site audit was conducted to determine
if the change process meets the criteria identifisd in
the Site Audit VYerification Process described
previously,

Additionally, FSAR Table 6-15, page 6-57, lodine

identifies the amount of TSP-C as 13,000 1bs. Tﬁo
SR 3.6.7.1 volume specification for TSP-C is > 246 ft’

and < 284 ¢’

/ & -
(= n4+s

,:___? Ibi site audit'was determine {1 this

(change process' meets the criteria fdentified in the

-/ §1%e Audit Verification Process described previously.

i The audit determined the relocated
requirement(s) met the criteria.

e v
‘{;“‘Y 7\

Since the SR does not reference the vector logic \\

e o e



3.5.2. The improved TS Bases B 3.6.4 dealing with containment

P e pressure referances FSAR § 14.2.2.5.9 (Rev 20). The
(ﬂ(ri Teosrenes w1 previous revision of this paragraph stated, "The RB
[Py gen Sumes € spray started flowing at approximately 56 seconds,

T T Taakaad reaching full flow in approximately 7] seconds.® The
AT current revision states, "The RB spray 1s {nitiated
and established ct full flow within 120 seconds.* No
other changes concerning RB spray times were noted.

BT e —— (r(:(\-l"‘fx ""’/ -~ pet PO CES S

e “he site audft.reviewed this/change'to determine 17 it
eSS | — +meets_the criteria Jisted under the $ite Audit

" Verification Process. Additionally, related changes
to the maximum containment pressure of 53.9 psig
(design = 55,0 psig) were reviewed,

conclusion: After the review of several licensee
documents associated with moving the reactor building
anALY s Dot HU§P!‘{ sgggg_loading sequence, the audit team members
Pyt g RES TS e one 10 the raview was not preperly performed.
' However, the Ticensee’s adminis.rative process
discovered this error before iralementation of the
change. The FSAR is in error utating the full flow is

TATTHY

plcED A sVl T . sttained in 120 seconds. Procedure SP-135C uses the
et 15 L T correct value of 56 seconds.,
3.8.3. 014 TS surveillance 4.6.2.1, page 3,5 -11, identified

_ & leak rate;and surveillance on the reactor buiiding
spray “ystem. The 1imit was < 6 gal/hr,
" L THe mv_f_w-__

- ' he site audit'reviewed the current spplicability of
this requirement. The auditors applied the criteria
Tisted in the Site Audit Verification Process
paragraph to tho,changg,pros,ss.

Ld RSV IAT 9w
The audit determined the relocated

requirement(s) met the criteria,

3.5.4, SR 3.6.5.] states, "Verify containment average afr
temperature 1s < 130°F." The Bases for this describes
an arithmetic lVOPI?O calculated using measurements
taken a3t locations in the containment., The old TS
surveillance Tisted four (4) specific containment
temperature locations to be arithmetically averaged.

AT vri /

A 1T o Bt e 9 TNRY_The dve el
wor During the'audit this'change was reviewed’to determine
o e Coadibs — _1f v meete the criteria 11sted under the Site Audit

Verification Process criteria. Also, the auditors
J% reviewed the procedures for deficiencies to vor1?y

actions are commensurate with the hazards.

The sudit determined the relocaced
requirement(s) met the criteria. However, the quality
control of process computer mathemetical calculations
was found to be questionable. The audit team could
not determine the standards used by the 1icensee for
checking the calculation the computer performs to
establish average containment temperature. As this

10



3.8.8.

item was beyond the scope of the audit, the audit team
fdentified this tc the Resident Inspector for follow
up.

No questions for section 3.6.6

3.6. Containment Isolation Valves

Section 2.6.3 - Containment Isolation Valves

The area of concern is addressed above in § 3.4.2.

3.7. RCS Pressure Isolation Valve (PIV) Leakage
Section 3.4.13 - RCS PIV Leakage

3.7.1,

'L,l s &

SR 3.4.13.2 & SR 3.4.1.3 are "new" to the technical
specification U2 e—ey _(Hoaariip

e ——— R

~~“*“11%' site .u¢1t‘;;;1outd this'change to determine if it

the criteria Yisted under the Site Audit

. 1
[ MeT .= Verification Process. Alsoc, the auditor conducted 2

A

review of the process for implementing "new" TS
requirements.

This item of the a2udit check 1ist was in
error, The audit did not evaluate this item because
it wts not a relocation.

3.8, Electrical Power System

Sections

3.8.1.

i.8.z2.

3.8.1 - AC Sources - 0porat1ng
3.8.3 - Diese! Fuel 011, and Starting Afr
3.6.4 - DC Sources - Operating

FSAR Chapter 8, § 8.2.2.3 (Rev. 20), page B-5,
describes the £900v to the reactor coolant pumps as
supplied from the Startup Transformer, with the auto
transfer switch in the "menual™ position.

The previous revision ;Rcv. 19) said the 6S00v bus was
supplied from the Auxiliary Transformer, but the RCPs
are not supplied by 1E power.

Although this s not a TS item, the audit was
inftially going to Yook at this change to assure
appropriate review was completed.

t The auditors did not evaluate this item
as it is outside the scope of the audit.

Improved TS SR 3.8.1.4 requires verification that the
Emergency Diese] Generator (EDG) day tank contains

2 240 gallons of fuel o11. The old TS placed this
volume 2t > 400 gallons.

i1



[V

‘;4'

3.8.3.

GRS LR

The FSAR § 8.2.3.1 says that fuel ofl storage for each
of the units 1s sufficient for a minimum of 1 hour at
411 nameplate ratings,

Rev. 20 of the FSAR increased the identified ioad on
the EDG "A" by{}4 . KW (0.45%)J as shown in Table 8-1.
il e AvoiTeic) A&V AT oy
“fhe s'te auditvre-iewed this’ chungukip determine 1f it
_ﬁn-otx the criteris 1i1sted under t
Verification Process.

: The audit determined the relocated
requirement(s) met the criteria.

Improved TS SR 3.8.3.] requires the ED& fuel oil
storage tank to contain 218,589 gallons of fuel. The
old TS identified a minimum volume of 20,300 gallons,

The FSAR § 8.2.3.] states that minimum fuel of!
storage be sufficient for either unit to supply post-
accident power for 7 days.

Rev. 20 of the FSAR increased the identified load on
the EDG “A" by 14 6KW (0.45%), as shown 1n Table 8-1.

Av Byl 4}(;41’/*",.

* fhe site ludit‘reviouod ‘this’'change,to Hitcruine if it
‘Innlc the criteria 1isted under the S1te Audit

Y .._-4 Verification Process. ‘\\mulﬁ

; The audit determined the relocated
requirement(s) met the criteria.

« 4 Improved TS SRs 3.8.4.7 and 3.8.4.8 contain the

= various battery tests and the relationships between

3."5.

them: the modified performance discharge test, the
performance test, and the battery soryico test.
. \m Av D)ol A RéLvcAr o
’Tho site audit' reviewed this change,to dotorm1no 1f 1t
‘meets the criteris 1isted under the Site Audit ,
"Verification Process. S

Conclusion: The audit determined the relocated
requirement(s) met the criteria.

No questions for sections:
3.8.2 AC Sources - Shutdown
DC Scurces - Shutdown
Battery Cell Parameters
Inverters - 0gor|t1ng
Inverters - Shutdown

Distribution System - Operating
0 - Distribution System - Shutdown

3.8.5
3.8.6
3.8.7
3.8
3.8.9
3.8.1

51t‘ lum_ ""Lt J ""‘ )



3.9. Administrative Changes to Technical Specifications

3.9.1.
' yv‘ 'j"- P

S e

3.9.2.

By

AP Avermon

, The site audit'reviewed the Plant Review Committee

./ "Meeting minutes. Items of interest included:

3.0.1 1, Quorum - Chairman (alternate) and five
members (alternates).

3.9.1.2. Unreviewed safety question determination
of reviewed material.

: The audit determined the relocated
requirement(s) met the criteria.

A THE Avuoite

, Ahe site audit/conducted a review of the procedures

. —d used for training and qualifying "Qualified

Reviewers."

The audit datermined the relocated
requirement (s) met the criteria.

3.10. FSAR Text Containing Technical Specifications Relocated Material
[Licensee Intaroffice Correspondence]

3.10.1.

3.10.2.

3.10.3,

FSAR (Rev. 20) 9 1.2.7, Snubbers, states procedures
define visual inspection and functional testing of the
snubbers.

The old TS section 3.7.8.1 (page 3/4 7-25) discussed
snubbers, described the process of visual 1nsg:ct1ons.
and gave acceptance criteria, It also described the
functional test (excluding 50,000 1bs).

rhe A A RELOATIOW/ A M*

v

. /The site sudit'reviewed this change.to see if it meets

the criteria of the Site Audit Verification Process. -/

;: The audit determined the relocated
requirement(s) met the criteria.

FSAR (Rev. 20) ¥ 1.12, Reporting Commitments, was
formerly section 6.9.1 of TS. No comment.

FSAR (Rev. 20) 9 2.3.3.1, ﬂl&l!:*lﬂliﬁll.ﬁ*fili*x
Operations. states procedures exist to qualitatively

assess and calibrate this i~  mentation. The old TS
3.3.3.4 required a2 minimum numper of opersble
channels, & daily (24 hour) channel checks, and &
somi-annual (6 months) calibration. The old bases
describes the instrumentation being consistent with
the recommendations of logu\atory Guide 1.23 Onsite

Ugsggnglnnlgll_zfggnflg (Feb 1872). The capability of
the instrumentation is required to evaluate the needs
for 1n1t1at1n, protective measures to protect the
health and safety of the public,

“THe AvuoriTe 4 K¢l

AT a

, Jhe site audit'reviewed this'change.to see if it moets
the criteria of the Site Audit Verification Process.

13
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The audit determined the relocated
requirement(s) met the criteris,

3.10.4. FSAR (Rev.20) § 2.4.2.4.1, Operational Reguirements.
which 1s a new section, documents that procedures
exist to monitor water level of the Gulf and obtain
meteorological forecasts when & Hurricane Watch or 2
Hurricane Warning 1s in effect.

The o1d TS 3/4.7.6.1 forced 1imits on operations based
on GuIf water level and Murricane Warning. The 98’
Tevel 1s the maximum elevation at which facility flood
control measures provide protection to safety related
equipment.

The FSAR § 2.4.2.4, mq{.u*muq_m.ﬂm
Protection, 1ists the fellowing as equipment required

to remain functional during the potential hurricane:

. On-site diesel power generators, and their
support equipment

. Reactor decay heat removal eguipment:

- Nuclear Services Closed Cycle
Cooling System
- Decay Heat Removal System
- Decay Heat Closed Cycle Cooling
System
- Nuclear Service & Decay Heat
v Ave Tl Seawater System -

- , , M ET
___LL‘\_V‘.A’T S~

, The site audit’ reviewed this' change.to see if it moets
* the criteria of the Site Audit Verification Process. -

Conclusion: The audit determined the relocated
requirement(s) met the criteria.

3.10.5. FSAR (Rey. 20) § 2.5.4.4 i.i;n1g_ﬂgn*;nz1n¥
Instrumentation, which is a new section, 1ists the

range of various sensors & their locations. The FSAR
states procedures exist to qualitatively assess,
functionally test, and calibrate this instrumentation.

The ol1d TS ‘3.3.3.3) required & special report to be
submitted after 30 days of the system/instrument being
incperable. . Avoimue A FO

- —— »-4’ FARSS Wi -

, Jhe site audit reviewed this change.to see {f 1t mwets

the criterfa of the Site Audit Verification Process. (process

1 The sudit determined the relocated
requirement (s) met the criteria.

4



3.10.6. FSAR (Rev. 20) 92.6.4, Radiolpgical Environmental
ugnizgging_zngg;’m, requires the environment around
the plant be monitored for radiological releases.

i enr A 07d TS5 6.8.4.b previously addressed this requirement.
| > et
L it Conclusion: The audit determined the relocated

requirement(s) met the criteria.

3.10.7. FSAR Sections 4.2.3.3, uf’;ug. and 4.2.2.4, Cooldown,
address the pressurizer 1imit of 100°F in any 1 hour
perfod (heatup/cooidown). This change 1s consistent
with the old TS Timit (3.4.9.2). Improved TS 3.4.3
fdentifies the Timit to be in the PTLR (Pressure
Temperature Limits Report).

Improved TS LCO 3.4.3, ﬂgl_tr.nmu_l_lmlm
(P/I) Limits, o{xcludn the pressurizer,

CDoans Yo Tre_pvdmt) (EE VT (e T
ST The site audit! reviewed this'change.to see 1f it meets

“the criteria of the Site Audit Vor1f1cif?bﬁ_ﬁiiéiiii""ﬁﬁ;;4,"

Also, 2 review of the document that "bounds® this
exclusion was going to be performed.

gonclusion: The audit team determined that this item
was outside the scope of the auditx, .. . - i,

3.10.8.  FSAR (Rev. 20) 1 4.2.3.6.3, Water Quality, states
procedures exist to periodically verify compliance to
the chemistry 1imits 11sted in TAGLE 4-10. These
values are consistent with the old 7S. The old TS
Tisted actions to be performed {f the chemistry was

| out of SD'Cif152§122§5w4 {RE v o) &
" The site audit' reviewed this'change.to see 1f 1t mewts
“the criteria of the Site Audit Verification Process. "7i.

Conclusion: The audit determined the relocated
requirement(s) met the criteria.

3.10.8. FSAR (Rev. 20) ¢ 4.2.3.10,
yenis, documenis 'at procedures exist to demonstrate
each of the flow paths are functiona).

{ .
"
- 4\!\, L

01d 75 Surveillance 4.4.11, page 3/4 4-34, required 18
month operability/position checks of the open valves,
cycling remote operated valves, and sctual system flow
check. Additionally, the action statement curtailed
operations if two vent systems became inoperable. e
TR AvSirvi) e v e om s
“/The site audit reviewed this’ change.to soe 11 1t wabts
the criteria of the Site Audit Verification Procossf_ J
Conclusion: The audit determined the relocated
requirement(s) et the criteris,

1%
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- ugCir

3.10.10.

FSAR (Rev. 20) 1 4.2.4.3, g;gggggizgr_igzlx. was
changed to include the A410°F between the pressurizer
steam temperature and the RCS cold leg temperature.

The old TS bases describes the 1imit to be in the
design criteris assumed for the fatigue analysis
performed in accordance with ASME Code requirements.
] (I Sl e RELo M InS past
{Iho site audit'reviewed this'change to sée 1f it mebts
“the criteria of the Site Audit v.ri?lcntion Process.

(Paocess
Conglusion: The audit determined the relocated -
requirement(s) met the criteria,

FSAR (R‘v' 20) 1 .'20579‘ mmm

, is new. This describes many limits for
the boron injection systems and states that procedures
exist to por1od1?;11y verify cong]ianco with these
Timits. Section(l.2 of the old TS previously 1isted
these requirements, (RELo A omy/

£ T AvdiTvil S —— e Uy

, The site audit/reviewsd this'change.to see 1f it mebts

| “the criterfa of the Site Audit Verification Process. |

j.lo.12.

3.10.13,

‘\,}_‘1 %
The audit determined the relocated
requirement(s) met the criteria.

FSAR (Rev. 20) § 4.3.11.4,

, addresses the pressurizer code safety
valve requirements during ES 4 &4 5 and prior to
criticality. This section describes the operational
limits required if no pressurizer safety vaives are
operable. ~C D Avoimvie ) K RELOCATIVA /

B i) , _‘,."4. £

* fhe site sudit' reviewed this'change to see if it meets
the criteria of the Site Audit Verification Process.
Conclusion: The sudit determined the relocated "

requirement(s) met the criteria.

FSAR (Rev. 20) ¢ 7.3.3.4, Qmﬁgn*]_ﬂmqu. is
new. It describes the instrumentation available for
surveillance of the axial power imbalance and quadrant
tilt., It states that procedures exist to

3un11tnt1vo1y assess and calibrate the incore
etection system instrumentation.

“ The COLR identifies improved TS LCOs 3.2.3,
. , and 3.2.4, a&:&:IDI

CALV AT Yy o

ot |

-

Y The site audit’ reviewed this“changotigriﬁgﬁjf,ig;gjigq
the criterfa of the Site Audit Verificatfon Process.

The audit determined the relocated
requirement(s) met the criteris.

16
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3.10.14, FSAR (Rev. 20) § §.1.2.5,
, contains a new
paragraph describing requirements for makeup pump
.. availability xnd-various MODES. 01d TS LCOs

- 3.7.2.4.1, 3.1.2.4.2, and 3.1.2.3 previously

identified these requirements/actions. (This item

relates with number 3.10.11. above,)
, Cpie_pvormvi gREELVCAT oo bl
‘The site audit'reviewed this

y change«to see 1f it peets.
the criteria of the Site Audit Verification Process.
(Ph 235

; The audit determined the relocated et
requirement(s) met the criteria,

3.10.18. FSAR (Rev 20) 9 9.4.2.7,

, contains a new paragraph
to describe requirements for Decay Heat pump
availabiiity and various MODES. 01d TS LCO 3.1.2.5
previously identified these requirements/actions.
(This item relates to numbers 3.:0.11. and 3.10.14.
lbOVl.) --(_TW‘\‘_ A'“}‘”' “(\x_}f L ULAT seaf

- i

JL¥

" '1he site audit' reviewsd this change'to see 17 it meets
the criteria of the Site Audit Verification Process.

: The audit determined the relocated
requirement(s) met the criteria.

3.10.16.  FSAR (Rev 20) § 9.6.2.4, Quumm_n’mmm{ is
& new paragraph describing procedures for assessing
various crane interlocks, communications, and
ventilation filter trains for fue! handling. 01d TS

Section 3.9, Refueling Operations, previously had

these requirements.

The site audit reviewed this change to see if it meats
the criteria of the Site Audit Verification Process.

The sudit determined the relocated
requirement(s) met the criteria.

3,10.16.1 , Improved TS LCO 3.5.1 places limits on the
_ boron concentrations ‘n the RCS and the
refueling canal as specified by the COLR.
o THE AvDirer rd/

KELVLATIO

, Yhe site sudit' reviewsd this change.to see
“ 41 it,meets the criteria of the Site Audit
Verification Process.

gg9;1gg%ﬁn; The audit determined the
relocated requirement(s) met the criteria,

3.10.17. FSAR (Rev 20) § 9.7.2.7,

, how contains a paragraph
escribing the Auxiliary Building Ventilation Exhaust
requirements during “operstional modes.® The old TS
Section 3/4 7.8, 1

Exhaust System, contained numercus surveillance

17



requirements on inspection and testing. FSAR (Rev 20)
Section § §.7.4.2,
Adsorption Filters, increased the specification on

efficiency from 2 99% of the DOP (diocty! phthl\ate&
to "less than 0.05%." 01d TS Surveillance 4.7.8.1.
specified a flow rate of 156,680 cfm while DOP
testing. 01d TS Surveillance 4.7.8.1.e specified the
same flow of 39,170 cfm as identified in Rev., 20 of
the FSAR. -4_;}_*:{_1“W.z-“m /’4‘ KELY AT .f./

o —t- (1ET

— / EPr s il S
"The site audit reviewed th1s’chtngo‘€§‘!li“1f’1t metts
“the criteria of the Site Audit Verification Process.

Conciusion: The audit determined the relocated
requirement(s) met the criteria.

—

3.10.17.1. The FSAR specifies the A pressure across
¢ .rer. _ the HEPAsand absorbers to be less than 6
~ : in. of water when tested at a flow rate of
39,170 ¢fm., 01d TS Surveillance 4.7.8.1.d
specified this Timit at a flow rate of
186,800 cfm, (ne Avoimei ~(RéLoAT r/
ithc site audit'reviewed this chan o'to’ilt~~-
~if itipwets the criteria of the Site Audit
Verification Process.

Gonclusion: The audit determined the
relocated requirement(s) met the criteria.

3.10.18.  FSAR (Rev 20) § §.7.3.1, chiorine and Sulfur
, specifies alarm setpoints
for chiorine and sulfur dioxide. This paragraph

states procedures exist to qualitatively assess,
functionally test, and calibrate these instruments.
01d TS LCOs 3.3.3.11.1 and 3.3.3.11.2 actions
statement required control room ventilation in the
recirculation mode. £ KEvs Ao / - S
L + THe Aviime —[ i il

‘Ihe site audit reviewed this'change’to see 11 {t medbs

the criteria of the Site Audit Verification Process.

gonclusion: The sudit determined the relocated
requirement(s) met the criteris.

3.10.19.  FSAR (Rev 20) § 10.1.3, Q;.'51innnl_Llllililnns_ﬁislll
and Power Conversion System), now states a procedure

exists to assess compliance to the 1imit of the
secondary temperaiure grester than 110°F in the steam
generators when the secondary pressure is greater than
273 psig.

01d TS 3/4 7.2 required hourly surveillance after
secondary coolant in each steam generator has been
detearmined to be greater than 110°F.

\Jui fd = ——
” .

,,,,,
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3.10.20.

)
W v

3.10.21.

3.11. Additional
3.11.1

3.11.2.

L e AvoiTok RéLv A vaff

e e el

, mecif fto a2 F
tho site audit' reviewed this change' to ses ¥ (: =00

/the criteria of the Site Audit Verification ' .o

The audit determined the relocat
requirement(s) met the criteria.

FSAR (Rev 20) ¢ 11.4.2.1.1, Area Samss Monitor
System, now states procedures exist to ~ualitat. v
assess, functionally test, and calibrate the fuel
storage poo!l area radiation monitor.

"" N AvdiTufl ,( Id; LV e und ,l"‘ ¥ \-\Ij ()

“fhe site sudit/reviewed this'change o see 1f 1t meésts

the criteria ~¢ the Site Audit Verification Process. .
Corglusiany The »udit determined the relocated “
saauirer ‘rt(s) met the criteria.

ac Hydroe:n Accumylation), is new to the FSAR.
It identifias that procedures exist to verify proper
function of the ventilation and filtration aspects of
the hydrogen purge system.

The hydrogen purge system {s better described as a
purge "process.® The purge process uses these
systoems: Containment Monitoring, Reactor Building
Leak Rate Testing, and Reactor Building Purge Exhaust.

The filter efficiency listed in the FSAR (page 9-64b)

has been incressed from the oid TS value of > 99% to

less than 0.05% penetration. i« a7 ./ P
o This Av 0T o 5 '

%ﬁho site audit'reviewed this’change to see 1f it noets

the criterfa of the Site Audit Verification Process. .
Pl
: The audit determined the relocated :
requirement(s) met the criteria.

Avenues of Inquiry

Review any completed licensee sponscred audits/reviews
of the implementation of the improved TS and the
action plans these reviews may have generated.

gﬁﬂ%l*iln?: The 1icensee had completed zt least one
additional review cof the SER and implementation
documentation and generated a revision to internal
documentation to address three deficiencies.

It aveilable, review the NRC response addressing the
anomalies identified by the 1icensee in interoffice
corresponcence dated 3/3/94, NL§4-0010, FSAR Text
Containing Tech Spec Relocated Material.

s



3.11.2.1. If available, review the addressee’s
action to the above correspondence.

;gngly;*¥n: Additional correspondence was
not available.

CONLLUSTONS

Florida Power Corporation (FPC) has successfully fmpies. w29 the
improved TSs at CR-3. The audit identified no safety relale.
deficiencies. The deficiencies noted were:

The process of implementing revisions of the Core Opsrati » Limits
Report (COLR) to o:ornting procedures needs enhancement. The
staff at CR-3 was knowledgeahle of this deficiency and hac an
action glnn in place to correct it. (See Section 3.1. Safety

Limits.

The old technical specifications gave values for varfous Reactor
Protection System response times. The improved TS response time
1imits.showld-be In the FSAR. The response times for 1) reactor
coolant pump/power, and 2) over power - flow - axial power
imbaiance, were not in the FSAR, but were in other design basis
documentation. The FPC staff agreed to add the response times to

the FSAR. (See Section 3.2. Reactor Protection System.)

By A revision to Section 14.2.2.5.9 of the FSAR added 4§ seconds to
the reactor building full flow response time. Evaluation of this
chenge revealed the chan?o was not adequately raviewed, however,
the change had not been implemented because the error had been
discovered by the l1icensee. (See Sectien 3.5.2.).

d. An item discovered during this audit but, outside the scope, was
{dentified to the Resident Inspector for follew up. This {tem
concerned the quality control of the process computer generated
mathematical calculations. (See Section 3.5.4.).
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