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Attachment to Letter 88-052

NRC Question

This change appears to reduce the probability of detecting unsatisfactory
performance (i.e., beyond allowed insertion time) of a control rod: Why is
the reduction not significan*?

Responses

The probability of detecting scram insertion times which exceed technical
specification limits will be decreased

For technical specifications 3.3.C.1 and 3.3.C.2, which concern average scram
insertion tires, the decrease in probability will depend on the magnitude by
which the mean scram times exceed the technical specification limits as well
as on the distribution of scram times for the individual control rods. Since
a review of past records indicates that technical specification 3.3.C.1 and
3.3.C.2 have never been violated at PNPS, no data is available to quantify the
change in probability.

For technical specification 3.3.C.3, which restricts the maximum scram
insertion time for 90% insertion to 7.00 second¢ or below, the probability of
detecting scram insertion times which exceed technical specification limits
varies directly with the sample size. Thus, reducing the sample size from 50%
to 10% serves to decrease the probability of detecting excessive scram
fnsertion times by a factor of five (5).

Although a reduction of the sample size decreases the probability of detscting
excessive scram insertion times, the decieased probability is not a safety
concern; technical specification 4.3.C.2, which describes the surveillance
frequency, is only meant to provide a qualitative indication of any
deterioration in control rod performance during a cycle. The quantitative
assessment of control rod pe-formance for technical specification section
3/4.3.C 1s obtained through the section 4.3.C.1 surveillance, which requires
measurement of the scram insertion times for all operable control rods
following each refueling outage, but prior to exceeding 40% of rated core
thermal power.

We conclude that a 10% sample size is adequate to qualitatively assess whether
any deterioration of contro' rod performance has occurred during a cycle.
This conclusion is based on the following:

1. A review of over 1000 scram time measurements for the period April 25,
1980 to May 2, 1985 indicates PNPS scrain times have always been below
technical specification 3.3.C limits.

2. The same data indicates PNPS scram times have never experienced
significant deterioration during a cycle.

3. Slow deterioration of scram insertion time, coupled with the large
margin between past recorded PNPS scram insertion=times and technical
specification 1imits, indicates acverse rends would be detected before
technical specification 3.3.C limits are exceeded.






