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Proposed Changes

This License Amendment Request proposes to revise the Prairie Island
Technical Specifications and associated bases as described below. The
specific wording changes to the Technical Specifications are shown in
Exhibits B and C,.

1. Definitions 1.0

Added new definitions to support new Instrumentation
Specifications. Definitions are consistent with current industry
Standard Technical Specification Revision 4a.

o ACTION

o  OPERATIONAL MODE - MODE

©  STAGGERED TEST BASIS

o New Table T§.1-1 with OFERATIONAL MODES

Replaced definitions for COLD SHUTDOWN, HOT SHUTDOWN, and
REFUELING with new Table TS.1-1 "OPERATIONAL MODES".

The HOT SHUTDOWN reactivity requirements, in the current
definition, are based on the shutdown margin requirements in Table
T§.3.10-1. The definition of HOT SHUTDOWN per new Table TS.1-1
specifies reactivity conditions equivalent to those in the
Westinghouse Standard Technical Specifications. A note is -:ing
included in the new MODE definition table (Table TS.1-1) to
clarify that the HOT SHUTDOWN reactivity conditions are not a
shutdown margin requirement and that the shutdown margin
requirements are specified in Table T§.3.10-1.

As the result of the proposed changes to the definition of HOT
SHUTDOWN, Technical Specification 3.10.A is being revised to
clarify that shutdown margin is based only on HOT SHUTDOWN
temperature conditions. In addition, the bases for the shutdown
margin requirements of Technical Specification Section 3.10 are
being replaced with wording consistent with the current
Westinghouse Standard Technical Specifications.

2. Technical Specification 2.3.A.2.g

Technical Specification 2.3.A.2.g and the associated bases are
being revised to clarify that the Technical Specification required
reactor coolant pump bus undervoltage reactor trip is the direct
undervoltage reactor trip, not the reactor coelant pump circuit
breaker undervoltage trip which indirectly results in a reactor
trip.
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The loss of reactor coolant flow trip is being listed as a single itom,
with no reference to the number of loops, in Functional Unit 12 of Tables
1,5-2A and TS.4.1-1A, because the P-7 and P-8 interlocks, which ¢nable the
single loop and two loop loss of flow trips, have the same setpoint (>1C%
power). Because the single loop and two loop loss of flow trips are
enabled at the same power level, and because these two trips utilize the
same flow instrumentation, there is no need to list both (rips separately.
A reactor coolant system flow chainel failure would affect both the single
loop and the two loop loss of flow *rips &and the actions taken in
response to the failure would be the same. Listing only a single loss of
reactor coolant flow functio.al unit {1 Table TS.3.5-2A will make the
response to a loss of a reactor coolant i1low channel less confrsing and
will simplify the Technical Specifications.

Functional Unit 15 of Table T5.3.5-2 is being deleted since the control
rod misalignment monitor is not assuciated with the reactor protection

system and because Technical Specification Section 3.10.1 specificaliy

addresses the actions * be taken if rod position deviation or quadrant
power tilt monitors are inoperable.

Functional Unit 4 of Table TS.3.%-4 is not proposed to be incorporated
into Table T§.3.5-2B as it is mure appropriate to add it to Technical
Specification 3.4.C. This increases the time the temperature sensors may
be inoperable and wakes the action to be taken consistent with acticns for
the actuation logic and actuated compoments. In thke .urrent Technical
Specification, if the temperature sensor is inoperable, the plant must be
taken to HOT SHUTDOWN and then to COLD SHUTDCWN if the mir ‘mum conditions
are rot met in 24 hours. The actions to be taken if either the actuation
logic or actuated dampers are inoperable is only to close the associated
dampers. Provided the dampers are closed, plant shutdown or MODE ~hanges
are not required. The propo=ed change is justified because there is only
one temperature sensor per channel and because the change makes the action
for the sensors consistent with the actions for the actuation logic that
takes its input from the sensors, and the action for the actuated
component. These channels are not in the instrumentation Standard
Technical Specifications.

The Instrument Operating Conditions contained in the current Table TS§.3.5-
5 are deleted as these are adequately covered in the normal operability
determination for the ventilation systems in Technical Specifications
3.6 . F and 3.6 .H. This does not represent a change in requirements. These
channels are not in the instrumentaticn Standard Technical Specifications.

Adding headings to Technical Specification 2.3.B.1 through 2.3.B.5 is
proposed for clarity and does not represent a change in requirements.

Deleting the footnote "See Specification 4.1.D" at the bottom of Table
TS.4.1-2B page 2 of 2 and adding a footnote "Required at all times" at the
bottom of page 1 of 2 in the same table does not represent a change in
requirements. The original footnote on page 2 of 2 only applied to a
function on page 1 of 2. Specification 4.1.D required the asterisked
items in this table to be operable at all times. Changing the footnote as
proposed therefore is only makes the existing requirement more readily
apperent to the operators.
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The surveillance requirements for the auxiliary feedwater system actuation
instrumentation were incorporated into Table TS.4.1-1B for consistency
with the Standard Technical Snecifications. Those surv~illance
requirements for the auxiliary feedwater actuation instrumentation which
are not consistent with the Standard Technical Specification requirements
are consistent with current requirements in Prairie Island Technical
Specification Section 4.8.

The changes to the bases are consistent with the NRC requirements included
in the References 1, 2 and 5 and only add the applicable references for
the revised Allowed Outage Times and Surveillance Test Intervals.

Safety Evaluation

In WCAP-10271 and its supplements, the Westinghouse Owners Group evaluated
the impact of the proposed Surveillance Test Interval and Allowed Outage
Time changes on core damage frequency and public risk. The NRC staff
concluded in its evaluation (Reference 2) of the Westinghouse Owners Group
evaluation that an overall upper bound of the core damage frequency
increase due to the proposed Surveillance Test Interval/Allowed Outage
Time changes is less than 6 percent for Westinghouse Pressurized Water
Reactors (PWR) plants. The NRC Staff also concluded that actual core
damage frequency increases for individual plants are expected to be
substantially less than 6 percent. The NRC Staff considered this core
damage frequency increase to be small compared to the range of uncertainty
in the core damage frequency analyses and therefore acceptable.

Additionally the NRC Staff concluded that a staggered test strategy need
not be implemented for Engineered Safety Features analog channel testing
and is no longer required for Reactor Protection System analog channel
testing. This conclusion was based on the small .elative contribution of
the analog channels to Reactor Protection System/Engineered Safety
Features unavailability, process parameter signal diversity and normal
operational testing sequencing.

The proposed changes in Surveillance Test Intervals and Allowed Outage
Times are consistent with NRC Safety Evaluation Reports dated February 21
1985 (Reference 1), February 22, 1989 (Reference 2), and April 30, 1990
(Reference 5) regarding WCAP-10271, WCAP-10271 Supplement 1, WCAP-10271
Supplement 2, and WCAP-10271 Supplement 2, Revision 1, (References 1, 2
and 5). The changes to make the Tables, the MODES and the ACTIONS in the
Standard Technical Specification format are consistent with the
assumptions used in the analyses of WCAP-10271 and the supplements. The
SERs and the Supplemental SER therefore apply to the format and content
changes as proposed, Where a Functional Unit in the current Prairie
Island Technical Specifications is not included in the Standard Technical
Specifications, it {s retained in the new Table 4.1-1C. In the few cases
where an existing Functional Unit has not been included in one of the new
Tables, the requirement is retained elsewhere in the Technical
Specifications and the safety function is maintained.
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The NRC Staff has stated that approval of the changes approved in their
SERs is contingent upon confirmation that certain conditions are met.
Although the Safety Evaluation Reports of References 2 and 5 apply to
Engineered Safety Features instrumentation, conditions given in the
Reference 1 SER for the Reactor Protection System instrumentation also
apply to Engineered Safety Features where appropriate. The Prairie Island
response to these conditions is provided below.

1. Reactor Protection System SER Conditions:

SER Condition - NRC Staff stated in the Reactor Protection Systom
SER (Reference 1, page 10) that approval of an increase in
Surveillance Test Interval for the analog channel operational
tests from once per month to once per quarter is contingent on
performance of the testing on a staggered test basis. In the
Engineered Safety Features SER (Reference 2, page 4 of enclosure
1) this requirement was removed.

Response - Thils SER Condition is not a concern for Prairie Island
as the changes proposed in this LAR implement Reactor Protection
System and Engineered Safety Features at the same time. As the
increase in Surveillance Test Interval for the analog channel
operational tests from once per month to once per quarter with the
contingency to perform the testing on a staggered test basis was
not implemented for Reactor Protection System functions, it is not
necessary to remove this requirement,

SER Condition - NRC Staff stated in the Reactor Protection System
SER (Reference 1, page 10) that approval of items related to
extending Surveillance Test Intervals is contingent on procedures
being in place to require evaluation of failures for common cause
and to require additional testing if necessary.

Response - Prairie Island has implemented procedures and
precedural steps to evaluate failures for common cause and require
additional testing as necessary in accordance with the
Westinghouse Owners Group position given in "Westinghouse Owners
Group Guidelines for Preparing Submittals Requesting Revision of
Rnractor Protection System Technical Specification, Revision 1".
These guidelines were reviewed and approved by NRC Staff.

SER Condition - NRC Staff stated in the Reactor Protection System
SER (Reference 1, psage 10) that for channels which provide dual
inputs to other safety related systems such as Engineered Safety
Features, the approval of items that extend Suiveillance Test
Intervals and Allowed Outage Times apply only to the Reactor
Protection System function.

Response - The Engineered Safety Features SER has been issued
(References 2 and 5). The extensions approved for the Engineered
Safety Features analog Channels are the same as the Reactor
Protection System and so this SER Condition is not a concern for
Prairie Island.
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d, SER Condition - KRC Staff stated in the Reactor Protection System
SER (Reference 1, page 10) that approval of channel testing in a
bypassed condition is contingent on the capability of the Reactor
Protection System design to allow such testing without lifting
leads or installing temporary jumpers.

Response - At present Frairie Island does not have bypass testing
capability for any of the snalog instrumentation associated with
the Reactor Protection System or Engineered Saf:sty Features with
the exception of the source range and intermediate range reactor
trips,

If in the future Prairie Island does elect to test other channels
in bypass, plant modifications will be required. Any future
bypass testing modification would be accomplished without reliance
upon lifted leads or tempurary jumpers and will provide bypass
status indications to the plant operators in the control room.

@. SER Condition - NRC Staff stated in the Reactor Protection System
SER (Reference 1, page 9) that acceptance was contingent on
confirmation that the instrument setpoint methodology includes
sufficient margin to offset the drift anticipated as a result of
less frequent surveillance.

Response - Prairie Island implemented a program to evaluate
setooint drift in accordance with the Westinghouse Owners Group
position given in the "Westinghouse Owners Group Guidelines for
Preparing Submittals Reguesting Revision of Reactor Protection
System Technical Specification, Revision 1", These guidelines
were reviewed and approved by NRC Staff.

Prairie Island has determined that the values used in the setpoint
methodology properly account for drift due to extended
Surveillance Test Intervals.

2. Engineered Safety Features SER Conditions:

a. SER Condition - NRC Staff stated in the Engineered Safety Features
SER (Reference 2, Table 1 of enclosure 1) that the licensee must
confirm the applicability of the generic analyses to the plant.

Response - The generic analyses used in WCAP-10271 and Supplements
is applicable to Prairie Island. Prairie Is'and uses the Foxboro
H-Line Process Control System and the Westinghouse Relay
Protection System for both the Engineered Safety Features and
Reactor Protection System. Both of these systems were
specifically modelled in the generic analyses, The Engineered
Safety Features Functional Units implem:nted at Prairie Island are
all addressed by the generic analyses.
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b. SER Condition - NRC Staff stated in the Engineered Safety Features
SER (Reference 2, Table 1 of enclosure 1) that the licensee must
confirm that any increase in instrument drift due to the extended
Surveillance Test Intervals is properly accounted for in the
setpoint calculation methodology.

Response - Same as Reactor Protection System SER Condition e,
above,

The changes being made to the definition of HOT SHUTDOWN scparate shutdown
margin from the plant mode definitions and make the definition of HOT
SHUTDOWN more consistent with the Standard Technical Specifications. The
change to Specification 3.10.A snd associated bases will ensure there is
no confusion between the HOT SHUTDOWN reactivity conditions and the
requirements of Table TS.3.10-1. These changes to the definition of HOT
SHUTDOWN, specification 3.10.A and assnciated bases, will have no affect
on the actual shutdown margin requirements in the Prairie 1sland Technical
Specifications, and therefore they will not effect plant safety.

T-chnical Specification 2.3.A.2.g currently lists the reactor coolant pump
circuit breaker undervoltage trip setpeint as a protective instrumentation
setting for reactor trip. While the trip of a reactor coolant pump
breaker as the result of this undervoltage instrumentation would
indirectly result in a reactor trip because of the opening of the breaker,
this is not the undervoltage trip utilized in the analysis ¢ the loss of
flow accident in the Updated Safety Analysis Report. The proposed change
to Section 2.3.A.2.g will correct the Technical Specifications to
reference the reactor coolant pump bus undervoltage trip utilized in the
plant safety analysis and will thus help ensure that protective function
is maintained operable.

In conclusion, Northern States Power believes there is reasonable
assurance that the health and safety of the public will not be adversely
affected by the proposed Technical Specification changes.

Determination of Significant Hazards Considerations

The proposed changes to the Operating License have been evaluated to
determine whether they constitute a significant hazards consideration as
required by 10 CFR Part 50, Section 50.91 using the standards provided in
Section 50.92., This analysis is provided below:

1. The proposed amendment will not involve a significant increase in
t obab onseguen o - v e

The determination that the results of the proposed change are within
all acceptable criteria have been established in the SERs prepared for
WCAP-10271, WCAP-10271 Supplement 1, WCAP-10271 Supplement 2 and
WCAP-10271 Supplement 2, Revision 1 issued by References 1, 2 and 5.
Implementation f the proposed changes is expected to result in an
acceptable increase in total Reactor Protection and Engineered Safety
Features Systems yeurly unavailability. This increase, which is
primarily due to less frequent surveillance, results in a increase of
similar magnitude in the probability of an Anticipated Transient
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Without Scram (ATWS) and in the probability of core melt resulting from
an ATWS and also rerulte in a small increase in core damage frequency
(CDF) due to Engineered Safety Features unavailability.

Implementation of the proposed changes is expected to result in a
significant reduction in the probability of core melt from inadvertent
reactor trips. This is & result of a reduction in the number of
inadvertent reactor trips (0.5 fewer inadvertent reactor trips per unit
per year) occurring during testing of Reactor Protection System
instrumentation., This reduction is primarily attributable to less
frequent surve.llance.

The reduction in inadvertent core melt frequency is sufficiently large
to counter the increase in ATWS core melt probability resulting in an
overall reduction in total core melt probability.

The values determined by the Westinghouse Owners CGroup and presented in
the WCAP for the increase in core damage frequency were verified by
Brookhaven National Laboratory (BNL) as part of an audit and
sensitivity analyses for the NRC Staff., Based on the small value of
the increase compared to the range of uncertainty in the core damage
frequency, the increase is considered acceptable.

The changes of an editorial nature, including the change to Standard
Technical Specification format for the instrumentat.on Technical
Specifications and mode definitions, have no impact on the severity or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

The proposed changes do not result in an increase in the severity or
ronsequences of an accident previously evaluated. Implementation of
the proposed changes affects the probability of failure of the Reactor
Protection System and Engineered Safety Features but does not alter the
manner in which protection is afforded nor the manner in which limiting
criteria are established.

amendment will not create the
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porsibility of

a new or
jzed

The proposed changes do not invelve hardware changes and do not result
in a change in the manner in which the Reactor Protection System and
Engineered Safety Features provide plant protection. No change is
being made which alters the functioning of the Reactor Protection
System or Engineered Safety Features. Rather the likelihood or
probability of the Reactor Protection System or Engineered Safety
Features functioning properly is affected as described above.
Therefore the proposed changes do not create the possibility of a new
or different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.

The changes of an editorial nature, including the change to Standard
Technical Specification format for the instrumentation Technical
Specifications and mode definitions does not create the possibility of
a new or different kind of accident from any previously evaluated,
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3. The proposed amendment will not involve a significant reduction in the

margin of safety.

The proposed changes do not alter the manner in which safety limits,
limiting safety system setpoints or limiting conditions for operation
are determined. The impact of reduced testing other than as addressed
above is to allow a longer time interval over which instrument
uncertainties (e.g., drift) may act. Experie.ce has shown that the
initial uncertainty assumprions are valid for reduced testing.

Implementation of the proposed changes is expected to result in an
overall improvement in safety by:

a. Less frequent testing will result in less inadvertent reactor
trips and actuation of Engineered Safety Features components.

b. Higher guality repairs leading to improved equipment reliability
due to longer repair times,

¢. Improvements in the effectiveness of the operating staft in
monitoring and contrelling plant operation. This is due to less
frequent distraction of the operator and shift supervisor to
attend to instrumentation testing.

The changes of an editorial nature, including the change to Standard
Technical Specification format for the instrumentation Technical
Specifications and mode definitions does not lead to a reduction in any
margin of safety.

Based on the evaluation described above, and pucsuant to 10 CFR Part 50,
Section 50.91, Northern States Power Company has determined that operation
of the Prairie Island Nuclear Generating Plant in accordance with tue
proposed license amendment request does not invulve any significant
hazards considerations as defined by NRC regulations in 10 CFR Part 50,
Section 50,92,

Environmental Assessment

Northern States Power has e.aluated the proposed changes and determined
that:

1. The changes do not involve a significant hazards consideration,

2. The changes do not involve a significant change in the types or
significant increase in _he amounts of any effluents that may be
released offsite, cr

3. The changes do not involve a significant increase in individual or
cumulative occupational radiation exposure.

Accordingly, the proposed changes meet the eligibility eriterion for
categorical exclusion set forth in 10 CFR Part 51, Section 51.22(c)(9).
Therefore, pursuant to 10 CFR Part 51, Section 51.22(b), an environmental
ass2s. ant of the proposed changes is not required,
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Change in HOT SHUTDOWN Aveiage Coolant Temperature Requirements
Background

The current definition for HOT SHUTDOWN specifies that a reactor is in the
HOT SHUTDOWN condition when the reactor coolant average temperature is
547°F or greater. Under normal conditions, the steam dump system controls
the reactor coolant average temperature to a setpoint of 547°F during HOT
SHUTDOWN conditions. As with any temperature control system the
temperature cannot be controlled exactly at the setpoint, the actual
temperature varies within a limited band around the setpoint.

The way the current definition for HOT SHUTDOWN is worded there is no
allowance for average coolant temperature to fall below 547°, Because of
this deficiency in the HOT SHUTDOWN definition, and the nature of the
steam dunp system, it is impossible to maintain the average coolant
temperatureé within the requirements of the HOT SHUTDOWN definition at all
times. This is especially true immediately following a reactor trip when
average coolant temperature can drop several degrees below 547°F while the
steam dump system responds to return temperature to 547°F,

Proposed Changes

The current temperature limit for HOT SHUTDOWN of 2547°F is being lowered
to 2535°F in the proposed Operational Mudes table (Table TS.1-1) described
in the previous evaluation. The specific wording changes to Technical
Spec.fications are shown in Exhibits B and C.

Justification

The change to the HOT SHUTDOWN definition described above will lower the
HOT SPUTDOWN average coolant temperature requirement to 2535°F, well below
the 547°F setpoint of the steam dump system. This will help ensure that
average coolant temperature can be maintained within the Technical
Specification requirements for HOT SHUTDOWN.

Safety Evaluation

The proposed change in the temperature requirements for HOT SHUTDOWN were
evaluated with respect to the effect on the plant safety analysis and
reactor shutdown margin during HOT SHUTDOWN conditions.

The Northern States Power reioad safety evaluation methodology lists the
required transients that need tc be addressed for each reload safety
evaluation. Of the various transients listed, only the following four
were impacted by the reduction of the HOT SHUTDOWN average coolant
temperature to 2535°F:

Uncontrolled RCCA Withdrawal from Subcritical
Startup of an Inactive Coolant Loop

Main Steam Line Break

Ejected Rod

TN -
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The evaluation of these four transients concluded that the plant safety
analysis remained bounding at HOT SHUTDOWN with the average coolant
temperature at =535°F,

The effect of the reduction in the HOT SHUTDOWN average coolant
temperature requirements on shutdown margin was evaluated for the most
limiting transients, main steam line break and ejected rod. The
evaluation of shutdown margin for these two transients concluded that the
Technical Specification shutdown margin requirements were adcquate during
both transients with the reactor at HOT SHUTDOWN and the average coolant
temperature at 535°F,

In conclusion, Northern States Power belleves there is reasonatle
assurance that the health and safety of the public will not be adversely
affected by the proposed reduction of the HOT SHUTDOWN average coolant
temperature requirements.

Determination of Significant Hazarde Considerations

The propeosed changes to the Operating Li~ense have been evaluated to
determine whether they constitute a significant hazards consideration as
required by 10 CFR Part 50, Section 50.91 using the standards provided in
Section 50.92, This analysis is provided below:

1. The proposed amendment will not involve a . ‘gnificant increase in

the probability or consequences of an acciuvat previously evaluated,

The proposed change in the temperature requirements for HOT SHUTDOWN
were evaluated with respect to the effect on the plant safety analysis
and reactor shutdown margin during HOT SHUTDOWN conditions.

This evaluation concluded that the plant safety analysis remained
bounding and the Technical Specification shutdown margin requirements
were adequate at HOT SHUTDOWN with the average coolant temperature at
2535°F.

The proposed changes only effect the HOT SHUTDOWN average coolant
temperature requirements. They do not involve any modification of
plant equipment and thus will not effect the probability ~f an
accident.

Therefore, the proposed changes will not significantly affect the
probability or consejuences of an accldent previous! - evaluated.

2. The proposed amendment will not create the possibility of a new or

: gern pLE OUS N3 :

There are no new faliure modes or mechanisms assoclate’ . ‘th the

proposed changes. The proposed changes do not invel . , modification
of plant equipment. The proposed changes will only affect the average
coolant temper ture maintained during HOT SHUTDOWN conditions. No new
or different ».nd of accident can resvit from a change in che HOT
SHUTDOWN aversge coolant temperature requirements.
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Therefore, the proposed chaages do not create the possibility of a new
or different kind of accident from any previously evaluated, and the
accident analyses presented In the Updated Safety Analysis Report will
remain bounding

. The proposed amendment will not involve a significant reduction in the

margin of safety,

The proposed change in the temperature requirements for HOT SHUTDOWN
were evaluated with res ect to the effect on the plant salety analysis
and reactor shutdown margin during HOT SHUTDOWN conditions.

This evaluation concluded that the plant safety analysis remained
bounding and the Technical Specification shutdown margin requirements
were adequate at HOT SHUTDOWN with the average coolant temperature at
2535°F.

Therefore, the proposed changes will not result in any reduction in the
plar.'s margin of safety.

Based on the evaluation described above, and pursuant to 10 CFR Part 50,
Section 50.91, Northern States Power Company has .. tarmined that operation
of the Prairie Island Nuclear Generating Plant in accordance with the
proposed license amendmert request does not involve any significant
hazards considerations as defined by NRC regulations in 10 CFR Part 50,
Section 50.92.

Environmental Assessment

Northern States Power has evaluated the proposed changes and determined that:

- 1B

¥

The changes do not involve a significant bazards consideration,

The changes do not involve a significant change in the types or
significant increase in the amounts of any effluents that may be released
offsite, or

The chanres do not involve a significant increase in individual or
cumulati . occupational radiation exposure.

Accordingly, the proposed changes meet the eligibility criterion for
categorical exclusion e-* forth in 10 CFR Part 51 Sectlon 51.22(c¢)(9).
Therefore, pursuant to 10 CFR Part 51 Section 51.22(b), an envirenmental
assessment of *he proposed changes is not required.
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