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Primary Containment

3.6.1.1
_ <LTs>
3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
3.6.1.1 Primary Containment
{374> LCO 3.6.1.1 Primary containment shall be OPERABLE.
{Appl! 27.4> APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, and 3.
{3.7k.3>%
ACTIONS
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
{3.74 Act> A. Primary containment A.1  Restore primary 1 hour
$Doc £.15 inoperable. containment to
M OPERABLE status.
(374 A+4> B. Required Action and [B.1  Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
associated Completion
Time not met. AND
B.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours
BWR/4 STS 3.6-1 Rev 1, 04/07/95



Primary Containment

3.6.1.1
<LTS>
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY
(474> SR 3.6.1.1.1 Perform required visual examinations and

leakage rate testing except for primary
containment air lock testing, in

F ?u_./ r:mar*’zu
7\5 ”1‘: %::Z:Zi

roQ rawa

leakage rate afceptance/criterign is
1.0 L,/ Howevef, during/the fir i
tartup7fo'Howi g testing perfo
accordénce witil 10 CFR
mod}iZied by agproved exemption

lea

< 046 L, foy the Type’B and Type € te 7he Feomary Lontainman
afd < 0.75 L, for the Type A'test. ' /'t':&iz" Rate 7estin
L <. rana _‘

Verify drywell to suppression chamber
1T7eregntial pressurg does ecre

5] Anch watér gauge fer

[10] Minute perioc

erentid] pressu¥e of

byrass lecKase is less Thaw or eaual Fo The byons
leaKase [imit. However, curiwa the fiest uwit ‘
startue followiv bypass leakase Zestis Performed
LU accordamce with 1his SR the acceptamce
ariterivw ic £2% of the drvwell to svertession
chamben bypass leakase limi+ /

(47K <> SR 3.6.1.1.2

BWR/4 STS 3.6-2 Rev 1, 04/07/95



JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS: 3.6.1.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT

1. A 10 CFR 50 Appendix J Testing Program Plan has been added to Section 5.5. The
program references the requirements of 10 CFR 50 Appendix J and approved
exemptions, therefore, the surveillances have been modified to reference the program.
This is consistent with Current Licensing Basis and with TSTF-52.

2. The words of ITS SR 3.6.1.1.2 are essentially consistent with the BWR/6 ISTS
(NUREG-1434) SR 3.6.5.1.1. The changes to the current licensing basis requirements
are justified in the Discussion of Changes for ITS 3.6.1.1. This deviation from BWR
ISTS, NUREG-1433, Revision 1, will help ensure consistency between the Technical
Specifications of the ComEd Boiling Water Reactors.

3. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific values have been
included.

Dresden 2 and 3 1



Primary Containment Air Lock
3.6.1.2

LLTs>
3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

3.6.1.2 Primary Containment Air Lock

<3.7¢7 Lco 3.6.1.2 The primary containment air lock shall be OPERABLE.

(;%qpl 3.7.¢ > APPLICABILITY:  MODES 1, 2, and 3.

ACTIONS
NOTES
1. Entry and exit is permissible to perform repairs of the air lock
components.

2. Enter applicable Conditions and Required Actions of LCO 3.6.1.1, "Primary
Containment,” when air lock leakage results in exceeding overall
containment leakage rate acceptance criteria.

CONDITION : REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
<{3.7¢C Actr.a> A. One primary NOTES
containment air lock 1. Required Actions A.1,
door inoperable. A.2, -and A.3 are not

applicable if both doors
in the air lock are
inoperable and

Condition C is entered.

2. Entry and exit is
permissible for 7 days
under administrative
controls.

Al Verify the OPERABLE 1 hour
door is closed.

bed
v
o

{continued)

BWR/4 STS 3.6-3 Rev 1, 04/07/95



LTS8
ACTIONS

Primary Containment Air Lock

3.6.1.2

CONDITION

REQUIRED ACTION

COMPLETION TIME

€3.9.¢ Ac¥ 1.a> A. (continued)
(3.9.2 Act 1.6

Lock the OPERABLE
door closed.

NOTE
“Air lock doors in
high radiation areas
or areas with limited
access due to
inerting may be
verified locked
closed by
administrative means.

Verify the OPERABLE
door is locked
closed.

24 hours

Once per 31 days

{Doc m.1> B. Primary containment
air lock interlock
mechanism inoperable.

NOTES
Required Actions B.1,
B.2, and B.3 are not
applicable if both doors
in the air lock are
inoperable and
Condition C is entered.

Entry into and exit from] |
containment is .
permissible under the
control of a dedicated
individual.

B.1

p-d
o

Verify an OPERABLE
door is closed.

—t erma.rg —

1 hour

{continued)

BWR/4 STS

3.6-4

Rev 1, 04/07/95



{75

ACTIONS

Primary Containment Air Lock

3.6.1.2

CONDITION

REQUIRED ACTION

COMPLETION TIME

{3.7.CA442% B.

{continued)

Lock an OPERABLE door
closed.

NOTE
Air lock doors in
high radiation areas
or areas with limited
access due to
inerting may be
verified locked
closed by
administrative means.

Verify an OPERABLE
door is locked
closed.

24 hours

Once per 31 days

{37cA+3>C.
(Do A2

Primary containment
air lock inoperable
for reasons other than
Condition A or B.

€.1

Initiate action to
evaluate primary
containment overall
leakage rate per

LCO 3.6.1.1, using
current air lock test
results.

Yerify a door is
closed.

Restore air lock to
OPERABLE status.

.Immediate1y

1 hour

24 hours

BWR/4 STS

3.6-5

{continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95



<CTsy
ACTIONS (continued)

Primary Containment Air Lock

3.6.1.2

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
{37.C Actre> D. Required Qction]and D.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
associated Completion
SDoc 4.7 Time not met. AND
{2.7.€ Act 3
D.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours
BWR/4 STS 3.6-6 Rev 1, 04/07/95



Primary Containment Air Lock

3.6.1.2
LTs>s
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY
<47.£.> SR 3.6.1.2.1 NOT‘,‘\[Q
An inoperable air lock door does not :
invalidate the previous successful @
2. KesuMs shall be performance of the overall air lock
evaluated a aiuﬂ[ ]eakage test.
acceptones~Oriteria
7;5(4155;?3.4.:.1.!. : ~ J -
Perform required primar_‘y containment air - -
e pﬂwmn’r Zondarm— l:ut:k leakage rate t:;t:ng in :c;or?a?ce p?]zo.bI ;s ot
Leakage Rate Tistin ¢ *
axcaq 9 y/ appybved £xemptions/ e Ay S—
PFD rawa

C47.0.2> SR 3.6.1.2.2 ~ £—-NOTE--# 4 .
Only vequired £o be performed upen entry _
into primary £ontainmedt air lo when 75710
the/primary Lontainmeft is de-jinerted.

Verify only one door in the primary {82 fdays)—~—{24 months)
containment air lock can be opened at a
time.

BWR/4 STS 3.6-7 Rev 1, 04/07/95



JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCKS

1. The word "primary" has been added for clarity and consistency.

2. An additional Note has been added to ITS SR 3.6.1.2.1 for clarity. This Note is
consistent with the BWR/6 ISTS, NUREG-1434, Rev. 1.

3. The Primary Containment Leakage Rate Testing Program Plan is included in CTS
6.8.D.5 and in proposed ITS 5.5.12. The Program references the requirements of 10
CFR 50 Appendix J and approved exemptions, therefore, the Surveillances have been
modified to reference the program. In addition, this is also consistent with the Current
Licensing Basis and with TSTF-52.

Dresden 2 and 3 1



3.6.1.3
LTS >

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

3.6.1.3 Primary Containment Isolation Valves (PCIVs)
{3.7.D> Lco 3.6.1.3 Each PCIV, except reactor building-to-suppression chamber
(3.6.M> vacuum breakers, shall be OPERABLE. '

{App! 37.0> APPLICABILITY:  MODES 1, 2, and 3, ‘
. When associated instrumentation is required to be OPERABLE

Dot M.1> LCO 3.3.6.1, "Primary Contai t Isolation
per .3.6.1, "Primary Containment Is
<APP/ 2emd Instrumentation.”
ACTIONS
NOTES

1. Penetration flow paths (Excgpt Tov purge Nalve fenetration FYow
be unisolated intermittently under administrative controls.

' 2. Separate Condition entry is allowed for each penetration flow path.

3. Enter applicable Conditions and Required Actions for systems made
inoperable by PCIVs.

4. Enter applicable Conditions and Required Actions of LCO 3.6.1.1, "Primary
Containment," when PCIV leakage results in exceeding overall containment
leakage rate acceptance criteria (h MODES 1,/7, and 3: @

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
A. NOTE Al Isolate the affected |4 hours except
Only applicable to penetration flow path | for main steam
— enetration flow paths by use of at least - | line
(o More with twoVvPClVs. one closed and
290447 “de-activated AND
3l hed> automatic valve,
e ¢ One or more f ) closed manual valve, 8 hours for main
penetration flow paths blind flange, or steam line
with one] PCéZ g check valve with flow
main steam)inoperable @except through the valve
uM’iz- valve leakage[_ secured.
[sontew) /not within limitf).
AKD
(continued)

BWR/4 STS 3.6-8 Rev 1, 04/07/95



QS

3.6.1.3
<CTs»
ACTIONS
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
(47.4.2> A. (continued) [ A.2 NOTS?
' (Dz1solation devices in

2. Tsolatiow devicas Hea
are loc VSealed, or
otherwise Securacl may
be veritfied blf use of

winistratiba maans.

4.7 A
Foortnets (6)

high radiation areas
may be verified by .
use of administrative

means.
[ ———

Verify the affected
penetration flow path
is isolated.

Once per 31 days
for jsolation
devices outside
primary
containment

AND’

Prior to
entering MODE 2
or 3 from

MODE 4, if
primary
containment was
de-inerted while
in MODE 4, if
not performed
within the
previous

92 days, for
isolation
devices inside
primary
containment

BWR/4 STS

3.6-9

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95



PCIvVs

dnz‘fmaﬁtra*lcn L in_’_;)___@

3.6.1.3
{LTSy
ACTIONS (continued)
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
(Dot .35 B. NOTE B.1 Isolate the affected 1 hour
Only applicable to penetration flow path
penetration flow paths by use of at least
@ wWith two,PCIVs. one closed and
de-activated
automatic valve,
One or more closed manual valve,
penetration flow paths or blind. flange. 72 hours fer £FLVs
with twoPClVs:
inoperable fexcept Fob \x_____:iiii:;_//
Qlrgs Val¥e leakage
not within limit{.
rote)
(37D Act+15 C. NOTE .1 Isolate the affected 49 hours except
(39D Act 2> Only applicable to penetration flow path or excess flow
4" N penetration flow paths by use of at least
(4742 with only one PCIV. one closed and
<4.7.A / > de-activated
Feetnota (6 automatic valve,
One or more closed manual valve,
penetration flow paths or blind flange.
with one PCIV
inoperable. 2
75TF-2L9) 9
NOTE

2. j-So/A*rl:om devicas that ava
locked | Sealed s or
sthariose Secterad m
Atvadﬁgdéytdmaf'

administratie meaus.

One ov ricre pma'/rmzlbn
Flows po‘/ﬁs with MSIv

AND
];?5\233

may be verified by .
use of adm1n1strat1ve
means. )

Isolation devices in
high radiation areas

Verify the affected
penetration fiow path
is isolated.

Once per 31 days

3om D. @cofarﬂconyjm@np D.1 Restore leakage rate hours
Act ss/) leakage rate to within limit.
not within limit.
(continued)
BWR/4 STS 3.6-10 Rev 1, 04/07/95



ACTIONS (continued)

PCIVs
3.6.1.3

CONDITION

REQUIRED ACTION

COMPLETION TIME

containment purge
valvés not within
purge valve. leakage
lifits.

E.l Isolate the affected
penetration flow path
by use of at Jeast
one [closed and
de-activated
automatic valve,
closed manual valve,

AND
E - 2 L4 ‘0
Isolation/devices in
high radiation areas
may be yerified by
use of/administrative
means’
Verify the affected
penetration flow path
/is isolated.
/'/ '
I//’.
/
/
AND

/é; hours

Once per

31 days for
isoYation
deyices outside
sﬂntainment

/
AND

Prior to i
entering MODE 2 !
or 3 from MODE
4 if not - : ;
performed ;
within the ;
previous
92.days for
isolation
devices insi
containmen

(cohtinued)’

Ts-r:- 2¢9 changes
nmt Shoum

BWR/4 STS

3.6-11

Rev 1, 04/07/95



0Ts)

37Db
Act !

3.7.D
Act 2

{3.L.MAct D

3.6.1.3
ACTIONS
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
(contInue E.3 Pefform SR 3.6/1.3.7 Onge per
for the resilient [82] days’

closed to
Required

Required Action and 1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
associated Completion
Time of Condition A, AND
B, C, @uat met
in HODE 1 2, or 3. 2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours
(—— Required ctwon and 6.1 ~~NOTE
associatgd Completion LCO 3.0.3 is n
Time of/Condition A, applicable.
B, C, B, or E not met
. for BCIV(s) required y//
to OPERABLE during Suspend moyement of Immedfately
moyement of irradiated irradiated fuel
fuel assemblies in assembligs in
secondary] [secondZry]
containment. containment. - __J
/

F—_ Requ1red Actio and
associated Co
Time of Condyti
not met
required
to be OPERABLE during
CORE ALTERATIONS.

H.1

Syspend CORE
TERATIONS

Immediately.

—

BWR/4 STS

3.6-12

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95



PCIVs
3.6.1.3
CC78
ACTIONS (continued)
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
O = = {7
$Docm. 1> " Required Action and b. Initiate action to Immediately
associated Completion suspendp0PDRV 4
T1me of Condition A, ot or A 53
@ not medl. |08 ( ,c..miiapm ) /
(3] for PCIG(S) reguired draining #he racctor esse ' (Bl
‘ to be OPERABLE during Initiate action to Immediately )
_ ‘ restore valve(s) to /
" i OPERABLE status.
. - |
' )
-
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY
za 3.6.1.3.1 / NOTE /
Only requiped to be met in H
and 3. Il'
Verify/each [18] inch primary containment 4 31 days
purge/valve is sealed cdosed except for
one purge valve in a pénetration flow
path while in Conditjon E of this LCO. ]
{continued)

BWR/4 STS

3.6-13

Rev 1, 04/07/95



(CcTs>

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

(continued)

SURVEILLANCE

FREQUENCY

SDoc M. 25

NOTER-

red to fe met in
2, and' Z.

;;T. Oly req
DES 1

Not required to be met when the

@183 inch primary containment purge |

valves are open for inerting,
de-inerting, pressure control, ALARA
or air quality considerations for
personnel entry, or Surveillances

-

A
4

that require the valves to be openf

(oFad Verify exch fray
purge va1ve?1s closed.

inch primary containment

Gexceat the forus Purae valve —

31 days

[7}—

<47.A.2>

2
SR 3.6.1.3.

NOTES -
1. Valves and blind flanges in high
radiation areas may be verified by
use of administrative means.

2. Not required to be met for PCIVs that
are open under administrative
controls,

Verify each primafy containment isolation

and wsot locked,
Sealed) ov othesvned
Secured

manual valve and blind flange that is
located outside primary containmenthand

conditions is closed.

is required to be closed during accident

.
-

s provided #he drywel! vent and
purge valves awc;{#iifﬁ\sSoc:a‘fcd
Suppression chambar vent and
Purja_ Vd/l/lS arg na?‘ apam
S /7‘anaou£ /5/

31 days

BWR/4 STS 3.6-14

{continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95



LTs>

[/

/

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued)
SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY
¢ Fooinete (65 SR 3.6.1.3.0) NOTES
1. Valves and blind flanges in high
radiation areas may be verified by
use of administrative means.
2. Not required to be met for PCIVs that
are open under administrative
controls.
75TE - \ Verify each primary containment manual Prior to
<45 2:$£3%:%ﬁ5§i:&;;:Lj§olatiop valve and blind f]gnge that is entering MODE 2
cetured locayed inside primary copta1nmeﬁf}and is jor 3 frqm
required to be closed during accident MODE 4 if
conditions is closed. primary
containment was
de-inerted
while in
MODE 4, if not
performed
within the
previous
92 days
Verify continuity of the traversing 31 days

{47.D0.5.4
incore probe (TIP) shear iso]atiqn valve

explosive charge. .

5 .
47025 SR 3.6.1.§i§ Verify the isolation time of each power
- 75y operatedy@wd £afh) automatic PCIVE), except
7746 —For usm,/@ is within limits. /@

[&]

f

i
accordance

Uwith the
Inservice
Testing
Program

P2

&)

7
1

=

BWR/4 STS 3.6-15

(continued)
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CCTSY

SURVEILLANCE REOUiREMENTS (continued)

PCIVs
3.6.1.3

SURVEILLANCE

FREQUENCY

// NOTE

Only requirgd to be met in MODES 1, 2
and 3.

ing for each
primyfy containment purde valve with
¥lient seals..

184 days

AND

Once withi
92 days after
opening
valve

‘
$Zom> SR 3.6.1.3.8

Verify the isolation time of each MSIV is

4 i.m> Z.L

I' E—g seconds and seconds.
L .

402> SR- 3.6.1.3.8

Yerify each automatic PCIV actuates to
the isolation position on an actual or
simulated isolation signal.

<drDY SR 3.6.1.3.G8

Verify each reactor instrumentation line

[18]) months

EFCV .actuates [ont2/s1mu1 ted }ﬁbtrum
ne_byeak restfict flow to/< 1 gghl.

Yo tha isoletion pasi;‘/on on aq
Setual or Simelated wstrumentline
break Sigual |

g
<41D0sb> SR 3.5.?.:.%

Remove and test the explosive squib from
each shear isolation valve of the TIP
System,

(] ﬁ ') months on .
a STAGGERED

TEST BASIS

BWR/4 STS

3.6-16

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/85



{e7s>

3.6.1.3
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued)
SURVEILLANCE | FRequENcY
Jncmzt /

@3.5.1.3.1//
[1.

2.

Only requirgd to be met in MODE 1,
2, and 3. ]

Results Aha]l be evaluated ‘agiinst -
acceptance criteria of SR 3
in accordance with 10 CFR
Appendix J, as modified by approved
exempt1ons

Veri

sec

path
> [

/

fy the combined Ieakgéi rate for all’
ndary containment bypass leakage

s is < [ L,] when pressurized to
psig]. /////////////
/l
/

is not
applicable

NOTE 7]
R 3.0.2 i |/

In accordan

L

{470D¢6> SR 3513

(Fhecombinved) Lgr&Jl (Jeaquc.Pa+h5)
Ver]fyheakage rate(¥hrough each) MSIVhs _‘

cfh when tested at.

(8}

@a

with
10 CFR 50
Appendix A,
as modifAed
by approved
exemp¥ions __J
—{12]
.
It EZ_']
In accordance :
ﬂw1th
e Fimar
" B Lrntammeh
Lan

BWR/4 STS

3.6-17

{continued)
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PCIVs

3.6.1.3
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued)
SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY
.6.1.3.14 J7 Z/NOTE 1/
nly required be met in MODES 1/ 2
and 3.

ined leakage rate Aof [1 gpm
times the/total number of P(IVs] through
hydrostafically tested TingS that

inment is not
ion valves are

10 CFR 50,
Appendix J,
as modifyed
by apprgved
exemptfons

4// NOTE ’/,

d to be met in M ES 1, 2,

[;k/3.6.1.3.15

Only requ
and 3.

Ver1fy inch prAmary containme
purge,éa]ve 1s b]ocked o restrict the
‘valve/ from opening > [503%.

[18] months

]

BWR/4 STS 3.6-18

Rev 1, 04/07/95



JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

This bracketed requirement has been deleted because it is not applicable to Dresden 2
and 3. The following requirements have been renumbered, where applicable, to reflect
this deletion.

The words "in MODES 1, 2, and 3" have been deleted from ITS 3.6.1.3 ACTIONS
Note 4 since there are no PCIV leakage tests required in MODES other than MODES
1, 2, and 3 for Dresden 2 and 3 (i.e., there are no PCIVs required to be OPERABLE in
MODES other than MODES 1, 2, and 3 that have specific leakage limits). In addition,
ISTS SR 3.6.1.3.2 Note 1 has been deleted for the same reason. The following Note
number has been deleted since the deletion of this Note leaves only one applicable
Note.

The words inside the brackets have been modified to reflect the appropriate leakage
category. Since there is only one category, the words "MSIV leakage rate" have been
used in ISTS 3.6.1.3 Conditions A, B, and D. The PCIVs are required to be
OPERABLE such that they are in the accident condition or can be automatically
repositioned to the accident condition, and only MSIVs have individual leakage limits.
These leakage limits are in addition to the type A, B, and C limits required by LCO
3.6.1.1, Primary Containment OPERABILITY. If a type A, B, or C limit were
exceeded due to an individual valve exceeding its specific leakage limit, ISTS 3.6.1.3
ACTIONS Note 4 would require the ACTIONS of LCO 3.6.1.1 to be taken (which
require primary containment to be restored within 1 hour).

The change was made to reflect that different compensatory actions are required
depending upon the cause of the inoperability. In the Dresden 2 and 3 ITS, ACTION A
is taken if the PCIV is inoperable for reasons other than MSIV leakage; ACTION D is
required if the SRs for individual MSIV leakage limits are not met. Currently (in the
ISTS), Conditions A and B would only exempt purge valve leakage requirements and
Condition C does not exempt any leakage requirements. If an MSIV is not meeting the
leakage limits, Condition A would be entered and Required Action A.1 would be
required. This Required Action allows the penetration to be isolated. However,
isolating the penetration can be performed by using the leaking valve. This would not
provide adequate compensatory measures to allow continued operation. When MSIV
leakage is not within limits, Condition D should be entered. The Required Action for
this Condition would require the leakage to be restored within limit in 8 hours
consistent with the time provided in Required Actions A.1 to isolate an MSIV
penetration. As discussed in the ISTS Bases, the leakage can be restored by isolating
the penetration with a valve not exceeding the leakage limits. This is more restrictive
than Required Action A.1, which allows isolation using the leaking valve. Condition B
has also been modified to exclude MSIV leakage. This Condition is appropriate if two
MSIVs will not close. As discussed above, the Required Action for Condition B would
also allow the penetration to be isolated using the leaking MSIV if the bracketed phrase
were not modified. This change is also consistent with TSTF-207, Rev. 3, except when
plant specific differences apply or consistency errors where noted.

Dresden 2 and 3 1



10.

11.

12.

JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

ITS 3.6.1.3 Required Action C.1 Completion Times have been modified to be
consistent with approved TSTF-30, Rev. 3. The change also provides a 72 hour
Completion Time for EFCVs consistent with TSTF-323.

Not used.

The words in ISTS 3.6.1.3 Condition I (ITS 3.6.1.3 Condition F), "or during
operations with a potential for draining the reactor vessel (OPDRVs)," have been
deleted. There are no PCIVs required to be OPERABLE in the Dresden 2 and 3 ITS
whose Applicability is only during OPDRVs. The only PCIVs required when not in
MODES 1, 2, and 3 are the shutdown cooling isolation valves, and their Applicability
is MODES 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5. This Condition is still applicable in MODES 4 and 5,
which are the only MODES that OPDRVs can be performed. Therefore, the "during
OPDRVs" Applicability is duplicative of the MODES 4 and 5 Applicability and has
been deleted.

The acronym "OPDRVs" has been defined, consistent with the format of the ITS, since
it is the first use of this term in this Specification.

The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has
been provided.

The Primary Containment Leakage Rate Testing Program has been added to ITS
Section 5.5, similar to TSTF-52. The Program references the requirements of 10 CFR
50 Appendix J and approved exemptions, therefore, the Surveillances have been
modified to reference the Program. This is consistent with the Current Licensing Basis
and TSTF-52.

The 18 inch torus purge valve has been excluded from the requirement in ISTS SR
3.6.1.3.2 (ITS SR 3.6.1.3.1), since it is normally open for pressure control.

The words in the ISTS Conditions A and B Notes and the words in ISTS Condition B
have been modified to state "two or more" in lieu of "two." Some penetration flow
paths at Dresden 2 and 3 have more than two PCIVs. This change will ensure an LCO
3.0.3 entry is not required for this design and the appropriate actions are taken
consistent with a plant with only two PCIVs per penetration flow path. This change is
also consistent with TSTF-207, Rev. 3.

Changes have been made (additions, deletions, and/or changes to the NUREG) to
reflect the plant specific nomenclature, number, reference, system description, analysis
description, or licensing basis description.

Dresden 2 and 3 2



<CTS>
3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
3.6.1.4 Drywell Pressure

<37.6% LCO 3.6.1.4 _ Drywell pressure shall be < qzsﬁg

(App/ 3.7.6>  APPLICABILITY:  MODES 1, 2, and 3.

Drywell Pressure
3.6.1.4

ACTIONS
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
(376 Af2) A. Drywell pressure not A.l Restore drywell 1 hour
within limit. pressure to within
Timit.
(376 Ac#2% B. Required Action and B.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
associated Completion
Time not met. AND
B.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

(.76 SR 3.6.1.4.1 Yerify drywell pressure is within limit.

12 hours

BWR/4 STS 3.6-19
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS: 3.6.1.4 - DRYWELL PRESSURE

1. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has
been provided.

Dresden 2 and 3 1



LTSS

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

3.6.1.5 Drywell Air Temperature

{Docm.i)

{ Doc M.;> APPLICABILITY:

LCO 3.6.1.5

MODES 1, 2, and 3.

Drywell Air Temperature

Drywell average air temperature shall be <

3.6.1.5

ACTIONS
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
{Doc mi> A. Drywell average -air A.l Restore drywell 8 hours
temperature not within average air . .
Timit. temperature to within
Timit. .
{Decmry B. Required Action and B.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
associated Completion
Time not met. AND
B.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY
{Dsscm 1y SR 3.6.1.5.1 Verify drywell average air temperature is.| 24 hours

within Timit.

BWR/4 STS
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS: 3.6.1.5 - DRYWELL AIR TEMPERATURE

1. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has
been provided.

Dresden 2 and 3 . 1



{ers»

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYS

(Low Set Relief y——R) Valves |

3.6.1.6

{DocAz> LCO 3.6.1.6 The

<Appl 3.L.F

3'6'F> lal.d set

3.L.F
Act 2

3.6 F
Act 3

3.6.1.6 LowcLoW Set (FLSDWalves

@/—L

function of

low setrelief)

GaTefyjrelief valves shall be

OPERABLE. :
APPLICABILITY:  MODES 1, 2, and 3.
ACTIONS
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
Onefé valve A.l Restore valve to 14 days
inoperable. OPERABLE status.
B. Required Action and B.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
associated Completion -
Time of Condition A AND
not met. ‘
i B.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours
OR
M valves
inoperable. -—J
BWR/4 STS 3.6-21 Rev 1, 04/07/95



eTs?

{Doc A.3>

CDocA 32> SR 3.6.1.6.2

(Low Sat Relief )—,——’@Valv;s—

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

3.6.1.6

SURVEILLANCE

FREQUENCY

SR 3.6.1.6.1

NOTE
Not required to be performed until
12 hours after reactor steam pressure and
flow are adequate to perform the test.

Verify each valve opens when manually

actuated.
(low set relied )

each low et
relief valve

NOTE ——-
Valve actuation may be excluded.

Verify actuates on an
actual or simulated automatic initiation
signal.

(18 months

BWR/4 STS
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS: 3.6.1.6 - LOW SET RELIEF VALVES

1. Changes have been made (additions, deletions, and/or changes to the NUREG) to
reflect the plant specific nomenclature, number, reference, system description, analysis
description, or licensing basis description.

2. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific value/nomenclature has
been provided.

3. The bracketed information has been deleted since it does not apply to Dresden 2 and 3.

4, The 18 month Frequency of ISTS SR 3.6.1.6.2 has been changed to 24 months
consistent with the Dresden 2 and 3 fuel cycle.

Dresden 2 and 3 1



Reactor Building-to-Suppression Chamber Vacuum Breakers

3.6.1.7

3.6.1.7 Reactor Building-to-Suppression Chamber Vacuum Breakers

shall be OPERABLE.

<CTs >
3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
{3.7.F Lco 3.6.1.7
<App/ 3.7.F7 APPLICABILITY:
ACTIONS

MODES 1, 2, and 3.

NOTE

tach reactor building-to-suppression chamber vacuum breaker

Separate Condition entry is

allowed for each line.

CONDITION

REQUIRED ACTION

COMPLETION TIME

K27FA4z> A

One or more lines with
one reactor building-
to-suppression chamber
vacuum breaker not
closed.

A.l

Close the open vacuum
breaker.

o —Tdavey—(1]

{3.7.FAf2> B-

One or more Tines with
two reactor building-

to-suppression chamber.

vacuum breakers not
closed. : ’

B.1

Close one open vacuum
breaker.

1 hour

{37.F A+ > C.

One line with one or
more reactor building-
to-suppression chamber
vacuum breakers
inoperable for
opening.

C.1

Restore the vacuum
breaker(s) to
OPERABLE status.

72 hgtrax—{ 7 davs —yl

BWR/4 STS
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Reactor Building-to-Suppression Chamber Vacuum Breakers

3.6.1.7
CeTsy
ACTIONS (continued)
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
2]
D. Two ([gr foré]) lines D.1 Restore all vacuum 1 hour .
{DOL LD with one or more breakers in fonef) | (2]
reactor building-to- line to OPERABLE
suppression chamber status. :
vacuum breakers
inoperable for
opening.
E. Required Action and E.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
$3.7.F Act 1> Associated Completion
{37 FA42> Time not met. AND
E.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY
<47F1> SR 3.6.1.7.1 NOTES
1. Not required to be met for vacuum
breakers that are open.during
- Surveillances. .
2. Not required to be met for -vacuum
breakers open when performing their
intended function.
Verify each vacuum breaker is closed. 14 days

" Perform a functional test of each vacuum
breaker.

{4.7.F.2.4% SR 3.6.1.7.2

92§ days } [Z]

BWR/4 STS 3.6-24
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<e7s>

(7.£.2.6>

Reactor Building-to-Suppression Chamber Vacuum Breakers

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued)

3.6.1.7

SURVEILLANCE

FREQUENCY

SR 3.6.1.7.3 Yerify the opening setpoint of each
vacuum breaker is < (0.5 psid.

BWR/4 STS 3.6-25
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS: 3.6.1.7 - REACTOR BUILDING-TO-SUPPRESSION CHAMBER VACUUM

BREAKERS
1. The Completion Time has been revised to reflect the current licensing basis reflected in
Technical Specifications.
2. The brackets have been removed and the information deleted since it does not apply to
Dresden 2 and 3.
3. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has

been provided.

Dresden 2 and 3 1



3.6.1.8
(75>
3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
3.6.1.8 Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Breakers
/
{37.£> LCO 3.6.1.8 NineJ suppression chamber-to-drywell vacuum breakers shall
e OPERABLE for opening.
AND
Eﬁwe]vem’suppression chamber-to-drywell vacuum breakers
-shall be closed{ AXcepf whe performing their enged
Fanltidn:
(App! 3.7 > APPLICABILITY:  MODES 1, 2, and 3.
ACTIONS
CONDITION - REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
{376 Ac#+1> A, One required Al Restore one vacuum 72 hours
suppression chamber- breaker to OPERABLE
to-drywell vacuum status.
breaker inoperable for
opening.
. o
{3.7.£Ac+2> B. One suppression B.1 Close the open vacuum @’hours i
chamber-to-drywell . breaker.
vacuum breaker not
closed.
(2.7.£ Ac+1> C. Required Action and C.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
C37EA4:42> associated Completion
Time not met. . .. | AND
c.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours
BWR/4 STS 3.6-26 Rev 1, 04707795
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Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Breakers
3.6.1.8
T LTy : :

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

(47E.1> \ SR 3.6.1.8.1 NOTEK
: % Not required to be met for vacuum

breakers that are open during
Surveillances.

Verify each vacuum breaker is closed.

Mot r. u:rtzl+v£4rn¢4¥%r-waauuru breokers
‘\'—pr w Ln pl.r[orm:ig Hheir m'fﬂ.uc(dd ‘A‘AMC‘!ZIOM

(continued)
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Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Breakers

3.6.1.8
{Crs> _
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued)
SURVEILLANCE ] FREQUENCY
{47£2.4> SR 3.6.1.8.2 Perform a functional test of each 31 days
required vacuum breaker. 0
' AND

Within 12 hours
after any
discharge of
steam to the
suppression

chamber from
the §/R¥Vs
F (cadiaf valva ey—E)

{4.7£.2.> SR 3.6.1.8.3

Verify the opening setpoint of each
required vacuum breaker is 5/®0.§E psid.

[4—

(24—
@i@i(months

BWR/4 STS
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS: 3.6.1.8 - SUPPRESSION CHAMBER-TO-DRYWELL VACUUM BREAKERS

1. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has
been provided.

2. A portion of the second part of the LCO statement (“except when performing their
intended function™) has been moved to the Surveillance (SR 3.6.1.8.1) in the form of a
Note. The location of the Note is consistent with the BWR/4 ISTS SR 3.6.1.7.1 for
reactor building-to-suppression chamber vacuum breakers. Also, the existing Note and
the new Note to SR 3.6.1.8.1 have been numbered for clarity.

3. The Completion Time of Required Action B.1 has been extended from 2 to 4 hours
consistent with existing requirements. Entry into ACTION B will be required when SR
3.6.1.8.1 is not satisfied or between surveillances as required by SR 3.0.1. The 4
hours is needed to safely plan and complete the manual cycling necessary to close the
vacuum breaker which is located in a high radiation area. This 4 hour allowance will
not be taken if it is known that the leakage limit is not met. In this case, entry into ITS
3.6.1.1 ACTION A will be required.

4. The second Frequency to ISTS SR 3.6.1.8.1 requires the vacuum breakers to be
verified closed after they may have been opened. This Frequency is not needed and has
not been included in ITS SR 3.6.1.8.1. Surveillances must be continually met (per SR
3.0.1), thus if the vacuum breakers are open and the Surveillance is not due yet, the SR
would still be considered not met, and appropriate ACTIONS taken. There are many
other instances where valves are required to be closed, and verified closed on a periodic
basis. If these other valves are cycled (e.g., ECCS valves) plant administrative controls
ensure they are left in the correct position; a special Frequency of the Surveillance is
not required. In addition, these vacuum breakers have local position indication with
alarms in the control room which are monitored by control room operators. If
conditions exist for the vacuum breakers to be potentially opened (e.g., venting the
drywell), control room operators would be alert to the possibility and ensure the
vacuum breakers were closed at the completion of the evolution. Also, this
Surveillance Frequency is not required in the current Dresden 2 and 3 Technical
Specifications.

5. The proper plant specific information/nomenclature/value has been provided.

6. The third Frequency to ISTS SR 3.6.1.8.2 requires a functional test of the vacuum
breakers (i.e., cycle the vacuum breakers) within 12 hours after the vacuum breakers
have cycled. In a September 8, 1992 memorandum to C.I. Grimes from C.E.
McCracken, the only basis for this Frequency is given as...”in case the event caused
damage to one or more vacuum breakers.”

Dresden 2 and 3 1



JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS: 3.6.1.8 - SUPPRESSION CHAMBER-TO-DRYWELL VACUUM BREAKERS

6. (continued)

Since the vacuum breakers are designed to operate and are assumed to function after a
LOCA blowdown, their operation as designed after some steam release or change in
internal pressure should not raise questions regarding immediate OPERABILITY of the
vacuum breakers. In addition, local position indication and redundant control room
alarms are provided for each vacuum breaker such that the control room operators
would be alerted to the possibility of a stuck open vacuum breaker and would take the
appropriate action (e.g., close the vacuum breaker) to ensure isolation capability is
maintained. Therefore, this Frequency, which is not required in the current Technical
Specifications for Dresden 2 and 3, has not been added to the Dresden 2 and 3 ITS.

Dresden 2 and 3 ' 2



3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

3.6.1.9 Main Steam Isolation

Lco 3.6.1.9 Two MSIV YCS subsystems shall be OPERABLE/

APPLICABILITY: MODEY'1l, 2, and 3.

"ACTIONS
CONDIT}d& COMPLETION TIdE77
A. One MSIV/LCS subsystem | A.1 30 days
inopergble.
B. Two MSIV LCS B.1 store one MSIV LCS 7 day
ubsystems inoperable. ubsystem to OPERABLE
status.
C. Required Action and C. Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
associated Completion
Time not met. D
/// c.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours

BWR/4 STS _ 3.6-29 Rev 1, 04/07/95



e

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS /

SURVEILLANCE FRIFQUENCY

SR 3.6.1.9.1

Operate

ch MSIV LCS blower
2 [15 .

inutes.

SR 3.6.1.58.2

/41/;ays
Verify electrical continuity of eath

inboard MSIV LCS subsystem heatef element
circuitry.

31 days

Perform a system functional test of each [18] months
MSIV LCS subsystem. ‘

BWR/4 STS
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ISTS: 3.6.1.9 - MAIN STEAM ISOLATION VALVE (MSIV) LEAKAGE CONTROL SYSTEM
(LCS)

1. The Dresden 2 and 3 design does not include a Main Steam Isolation Valve (MSIV)
Leakage Control System (LCS). Therefore, this Specification has been deleted.

Dresden 2 and 3 1



Suppression Pool Average Temperature

3.6.2.1
<Lrsy
3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
3.6.2.1 Suppression Pool Average Temperature
{3 Lco 3.6.2.1 Suppression pool average temperature shall be:

,';aﬁﬁgﬁ_iii'UPERABLE intermediate range m;{1td?)

¥) channel i > [25/40] divisibns of full scifle on

e Jdand no testing that adds heat to the suppression
pool is Jbeing performed;

7.K.2>
{3.7.K.2.4? .
<3.1Kk.2.4> / a.

@u;m THEEMAL \

OWER D17 RT

~b. < Q105 °F(hen any L channe] 1s > /407 B
IR fvishons of full scjie on Range Jand testing that adds “———1_21
5206‘-\\\\‘7 eat to the suppression pool is being)performed; and

with THER MAL c. < B110B°F/GRen 3 3
FOWERL < 19 T ivigions of full gcale on Range ¥

App/ 3.7K> APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, and 3.

ACTIONS
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
CH72k7.6> A. Suppress:on pool A.l Verify suppression Once per hour
average temperature pool average
5;;52‘;;; > [{95Q°F but temperature
- < < f1109°F. < QIIOE'F.
- AND AND m
A.2 Restore suppression 24 hodrs
pool average
temperature to

< fosp°F. o |

AND , —(?uf/emm POWER e
Not performing testing 2 1% RT_P}

" that adds heat to the
suppression pool.

{continued)
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<cTsy

Suppression Pool Average Temperature

(379K Act25 B.
3.7 Ac43)

3.6.2.1
ACTIONS (continued)
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
Required Action and B.1 Reduce THERMAL POWER | 12 hours
associated Completion . AR
Time of Condition A STE
not met. -20(p

(%o 2 1% RTP)

{37k A+ 3>C.

Suppression pool
average temperature
> R105]°F.

AND

C.1 Suspend all testing Immediately
that adds heat to the
suppression pool.

STF

ek

D
Bny OPERABLE I
channfl > [25/40]
divifions of /ful
sc3fe on Rapge

AND

Performing testing
that adds heat to the
suppression pool.

\[I‘HER MAL_POWER,

Cd7.K2.2> D. -Suppression pool D.1 Place the reactor Immediately
(37K Act oS average temperature mode switch in the
> BLIOR°F but shutdown position.
< g1zog°r. )
. -AND
D.2 .Verify suppression Once per
pool average 30 minutes
temperature
< M20)°F. _
AND
D.3 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours
(continued)
BWR/4 STS 3.6-32 . Rev 1, 04/07/95




Suppression Pool Average Temperature

3.6.2.1
(LTSS
ACTIONS (continued)
CONQITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
{3.7.k.2¢> E Suppression'poo1 E.l Depressurize %he, 12 hours
average temperature reactor vessel to
(3.7.k Act 5 > §1200°F. < ((Z50) psig.
AND 59
E.2 Be in MODE 4. (B36 hoursf
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY
{4.72K.2.> SR 3.6.2.1.1 Verify suppression pool average 24 hours
temperature is within the applicable
limits. ‘ AND

5 minutes when
performing
testing that
adds heat to
the suppression
pool

BWR/4 STS 3.6-33
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS: 3.6.2.1 - SUPPRESSION POOL AVERAGE TEMPERATURE

1. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has
been provided.

Dresden 2 and 3 1



Suppression Pool Water Level

<LTs>y
3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
3.6.2.2 Suppression Pool Water Level
<3.7.K> LCo 3.6.2.2 Suppression pool water level shall be >
{3s5.¢> . < inghes).

3.6.2.2

(454 6.5 cuches)

incpes)) and

14 ¢¢ 10,5 (w

Gh gD

(App/3.7.k> APPLICABILITY:  MODES 1, 2, and 3.

(Appl/ 350>
ACTIONS
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
37K Act 1D A. Suppression pool water | A.1 Restore suppression 2 hours
C3.5.¢Ac41) level not within pool water level to
limits. - within limits.
3.7.€ Act+1> B. Required Action and B.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
K250 Acttd associated Completion
Time not met. AND
B.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY
CEYS! SR 3.6.2.2.1 Verify suppression pool water level is 24 hours
450 within limits. i
BWR/4 STS 3.6-34 Rev 1, 04/07/95



JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS: 3.6.2.2 - SUPPRESSION POOL WATER LEVEL

1. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has
been provided.

Dresden 2 and 3 1



(BHR) Suppression Pool Cooling
3.6.2.3

{CTs>d
3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

3.6.2.3 QResiddal Hea¥ Removal £{RERY Suppression Pool Cooling

{372Mm> LCO 3.5.2.3 Two @suppresswn pool cooling subsystems shall be
OPERABLE

CApp/ 3.7.41> APPLICABILITY:  MODES 1, 2, and 3.

ACTIONS
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION * COMPLETION TIME
374 Act 1> A, One{BHD suppression | A.] Restore SHED 7 days
pool cooling subsystem suppression pool
inoperable. cooling ‘subsystem to
OPERABLE status.
3m . Required Action and B 1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
Act | associated Completion
Time (of Zondityon Ay AND .
C3TIMAA2Z> not met™
.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours
- @ .
(3. 7MAct2) Two (E#BS Suppression Bt Restore ope @/ . 8 nouns
B pool cooling JUPPreSsivo. Poo
subsystems moperab]e Coolins svbsys fen, 4o
: OPELNRBLE stetus.

BWR/4 STS 3.6-35 Rev 1, 04/07/95
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(BHR) Suppression Pool Cool ing |

<eTs>
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

3.6.2.3

SURVEILLANCE

FREQUENCY

31 days —m

(47M1> SR 3.6.2.3.1  Verify each(BH)suppression pool cooling
subsystem manua'l@%ower operatedy @nd)
valve in the flow path that is

not locked, sealed, or otherwise secured

in position is in the correct position or
© can be aligned to the correct position. T

{ne czu/ret.lﬁ (LPCT)
Verify each@HR pump develops a flow rate

9.m.2> SR 3.6.2.3.2
«“ gpm through the associated heat

’—_ exchanger while operating in the
suppression pool cooling mode.

In accordance _J

Allwith the

Inservice

=> 5000 P J}‘l

BWR/4 STS ' 3.6-36
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS: 3.6.2.3 - SUPPRESSION POOL COOLING

1. Changes have been made (additions, deletions, and/or changes to the NUREG) to
reflect the plant specific nomenclature, number, reference, system description, analysis
description, or licensing basis description.

2. Editorial change made to be consistent with other similar requirements in the ITS.

3. The Dresden 2 and 3 design does not include any automatically actuated suppression
pool cooling valves. The suppression pool cooling mode is manually actuated.
Therefore, the word "automatic” in ITS SR 3.6.2.3.1 has been deleted.

4. ‘The Dresden 2 and 3 design only requires one of the two LPCI pumps in a suppression
pool cooling subsystem. Therefore, ISTS SR 3.6.2.3.2 has been modified to only
require the "required" LPCI pumps to be tested. This change is consistent with the use
of the word "required” in the ITS.

5. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has
been provided.

6. The words “of Condition A or B” (as modified by TSTF-230) have been deleted to be
consistent with all other similar conditions in the ITS. The format of the ITS is not to
use the term “of Condition X” in a Condition, when the Condition applies to all
Conditions previous to it and it is the last Condition in the ACTIONS Table.

Dresden 2 and 3 ' 1



18>
3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

3.6.2.4 (Residugl Heat Repbval (RPR))Suppression Pool Spray

(RAR)Suppression Pool Spray |

3.6.2.4

<{3.7¢L> LCO 3.6.2.4 Two (BHR) suppression pool spray subsystems shall be OPERABLE.

<{App/ 3.7.¢> APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, and 3.

ACTIONS

CONDITION

REQUIRED ACTION

COMPLETION TIME

(270 Act1> A. One (BHR suppression
pool spray subsystem

inoperable.

A.l Restore RHR)
suppression poo}l
spray subsystem to
OPERABLE status.

7 days

<3.7.L Act2> B. Two @HR) suppression
pool spray subsystems

inoperable.

B.1 Restore one
suppression(g§§%
spray subsystem to
OPERABLE status.

8 hours

(3.7..Ac+ 1> C. Required Action and
(3.9.0L Act 2> associated Completion
o Time not met.

C.1 Be in MODE 3.

C.2 Be in MODE 4.

12 hours

36 hours

BWR/4 STS
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Suppression Pool Spray

{C75>
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

3.6.2.4

SURVEILLANCE ,/[::I

FREQUENCY

{a7.L> SR 3.6.2.4.1 Verify each mion pool spray

subsystem manualg[power operatedg/and)

31 days

. autbmatyd valve in the flow path that is__l
3 :

not locked, sealed, or otherwise secured
52in positionyis in the correct position or
can be aligned to the correct position.

Verify each RHR pump. deve)bps a flow
rate > [400]) gpm through/the heat
exchanger while operatjfg in the
suppression pool spray mode. ‘

[k 3.6.2.4

< Doc M.1>
2 SR 3.6.2.4.2  VeriSy each surtrescion Poo |

Seray MNoz2le is uwnohstracted .

S'yeans

BWR/4 STS 3.6-38
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS: 3.6.2.4 - SUPPRESSION POOL SPRAY

Changes have been made (additions, deletions, and/or changes to the NUREG) to
reflect the plant specific nomenclature, number, reference, system description, analysis
description, or licensing basis description.

The Dresden 2 and 3 design does not include an automatically actuated Suppression
Pool Spray System; the system is entirely manually actuated. Therefore, the word
"automatic” has been deleted from the valve position check Surveillance (ITS

SR 3.6.2.4.1).

Editorial change made to be consistent with other similar specifications.

The bracketed requirement has been deleted. The current licensing basis for Dresden 2
and 3 does not require a suppression pool spray flow rate verification.

A new Surveillance was added which verifies each suppression pool spray nozzle is
unobstructed every 5 years. This Surveillance is required to ensure that when a
suppression pool spray subsystem is required per its design function that it will perform
as designed. If the spray nozzles are obstructed, then their design function may not be
met. The 5 year Frequency is consistent with the current requirement for verifying that
the drywell spray nozzles remain unobstructed.
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Drywell-to-Suppression Chamber Differential Pressgrg
3.6.2.

<eTs>
3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

: 3.6.2.5 Drywell-to-Suppression Chamber Differential Pressure —
<3742 LCO 3.6.2.5 The drywell pressure shall be maintained » ([1-5]) psid above

the pressure of the suppression chamber.

ey
~
(App/ APPLICABILITY:  MODE 1 during the time period:
37.H
a. From f24[ hours after THERMAL POWER is > pisjx rTP
following startup, to i
b.  [24[ hours prior to reducing THERMAL POWER to
< QI5f% RTP prior to the next scheduled reactor
shdtdown. -
ACTIONS
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
(3.7./4 A. Drywell-to-suppression | A.1 Restore differential
Act | chamber differential pressure to within
pressure not within Timit.
limit.
< 2H B. Required Action and B.1 Reduce THERMAL POWER
Act i associated Completion - to < J15h% RTP. ,
Time not met. —
SURVETLLANCE REQUIREMENTS
SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY
CdIHY SR 3.‘6.2.5.] Verify drywell-to-suppression chamber 12 hours
differential pressure is within limit.
BWR/4 STS 3.6-39 Rev 1, 04/07/95
(——————= MTE — — — — ==
Neot readired +. be met for up

o W hourc durivs performevce.

of reauired Surueillauéei.




JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS: 3.6.2.5 - DRYWELL-TO-SUPPRESSION CHAMBER DIFFERENTIAL PRESSURE

1. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has
been provided.

2. A Note has been added providing a period of up to 4 hours when LCO 3.6.2.5 is not
required to be met to allow performance of required Surveillances that reduce the
differential pressure. This allowance was provided as footnote a for CTS 3.7.H. This
change is consistent with the current licensing basis.

3. The Completion Time has been revised to reflect the current licensing basis in
accordance with Amendments 143 and 137, dated November 27, 1995.
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[ 4“_—’,’,/)/’Pr1mary Coptainment Hydrogfn Recombinery

3.6 CONTHINMENT SYSTEMS

LC0/3.6.3.1 Two/primary containme
RAB )

APPLICABILITY: /' MODES 1 and 2.

ACTIONS ya -\
/beDITION / REQUIR§9/ACTION /// COMPLETION t}é%
A. e primary A.l
ontainment "hydrog _ 3 0. 4 IS no
recomb1ner inopergble. ' 11cab]e

Restore pripary - 30 ddys
containmeny hydrogen
recombiney to

- OPERABLE/status.

Verjfy by 1 hour
cont nment hydrogen adpfinistrative meaps
‘recghbiners that the hydrogen AND

ontrol function/i

maintained Once pe

. 12 hou¥s

theredfter

Restore gne primary
contai

recombyiner to
//// OPERABLE status. ///// -_J
/// /// /// /// A (co?;4ﬁued)
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/ Primary ContajAment Hydrogen Recdmbiners
/ / 3.6.3.1
ACTIONS _fcontinued) :

Rsoumzo/cnon ccyfmmon TIME

/ CONDITION /
R

C. /Required Action an c.1
associated Complefion
Time not met.

Be i) MODE 3. /(z hours

/

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS / /

FRE?é%NCY

SURVE}(&ANCE

Perform ¢ system functional/test for each | [18) months
primary/containment hydrogén. recombiner.

/

3.6.3.1.2 Vishally examine each primary containment [18] months
hyfirogen recombiner £nclosure and verify
ere is no evidencé of abnormal

tonditions

SR 3.6.3.1 Perform a resfstance to ground test for [iB] mopths !
each heater phase. /!

N z 7 7 Z 7

BWR/4 STS 3.6-41 Rev 1, 04/07/95




JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ISTS: 3.6.3.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT HYDROGEN RECOMBINERS

1. The Dresden 2 and 3 design does not include Primary Containment Hydrogen
Recombiners. Therefore, this Specification has been deleted.
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I {[Drywe}! Cooling Systig/Fans]
k, .6.3.2

4 N

‘ REOBI&ED ACTION /// COMPLETION TIM
NOTE ///
LCO 3.0.4 is no
applicable.

Restore [reduired] 30 day,
[drywell cdoling
system fan] to

/// OPERABLE/status.

A.l

[drywell cooYing
system fan
inoperable/

Two [required]

[drywell coolin
system fans]
inoperable.

1 hour

AND

Once per
12 hours
thereafte

‘ [required} [drywell
. cooling
to OPE .

Required Action And c.1 Be /in MODE 3. 12 hours
Associated Compfetion
Time not met.
P L L y 4 7 4
BWR/4 STS 3.6-42

Rev 1, 04/07/95



| {[Drywell fLooling System Fans)]
K 3/6.3.2

SURVEILKANCE REQUIREMERTS \ —

/// /// SURVEILLANEI/ /// FREQUENCY
/
cooling

3.6.3.2.1 Operate each [fequired] [drywe 92/days
system fan] for > [15] minutef. p

SR 3.6.3/2.2 Verify edch [required] [gfywell cooling [18] month
: system fan] flow rate ig > [500] scfm.

v L L

z Vd V4

{

BWR/4 STS . 3.6-43 Rev 1, 04/07/95



JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ISTS: 3.6.3.2 - DRYWELL COOLING SYSTEM FANS

1. The current Dresden 2 and 3 licensing basis does not include Technical Specification
requirements for Drywell Cooling System fans (i.e., hydrogen mixing fans) since the
hydrogen control analysis does not assume the fans function to mix the primary
containment atmosphere (i.e., the atmosphere is mixed by natural convection). In
addition, the fans are automatically tripped on a LOCA signal. Therefore, this
Specification has been deleted.
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Primary Containment Oxygen Concentration
’ 3.6.3.0~—0—11]

<cTs>

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

The primary containment oxygen concentration shall be
< 4.0 volume percent.

{App/3.7.7)> APPLICABILITY: MODE 1 during the time period:
a. From (024) hours after THERMAL POWER is > {j15§% RTP
- following startup, to »
b.  {24Q hours prior to reducing THERMAL POWER to
< QI5Q% RTP prior to the next scheduled reactor
. shutdown.
ACTIONS
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
(37.J Ac+> A. Primary containment A.l Restore oxygen 24 hours
oxygen concentration concentration to,
not within limit. within limit.
{27J A«+> B. Required Action and B.1 Reduce THERMAL POWER 8 hours
. associated Completion to < @15@% R‘I'P._',L J]Zl
Time not met.
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
. SURVEILLANCE . FREQUENCY
(4.2.3> SR 3.6.3.8.1 Verify primary containment oxygen 7 days
0 concentration is within limits.

BWR/4 STS
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS: 3.6.3.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT OXYGEN CONCENTRATION

1. The Specification has been renumbered due to the deletion of ISTS 3.6.3.1 and 3.6.3.2.

2. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has
been provided.
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CAD Syste
\3

subsystems shall pe OPERABLE.

ACTIONS

. 7 7 1\
comy‘rmn : / REQUIRED Acnoy/ conpm}xﬁ TIME

A. One CAD subsystem /éf]
inopgrabie. ’ ‘ h

NO
LCO 3.0.4/is not
applicable.

Restofe CAD subsystem 0 days
to QPERABLE status. ///

[gj Two CAD subgistems B.1 Verify by 1 hour
’ inoperable administrative mgans
that the hydroggn AND
control functign is
maintained. Once per
’ 12 hour
thereafter

/| AND

B.2 Restorg one CAD
subsystem to OPERABLE

_statys, _7J
C. Required Actién and c.1 e in MODE 3, 12 hours
associated (bmpletion
\\ Time not met.
N 7 7 7 7
BWR/4 STS 3.6-45
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SURVEALLANCE Rsoumsmfms\ ,

/

SURVEILLANSI/

FREQUENCY

SR 3.6.3.4.1

Verify > [4350) gal of liquid nifrogen
are contained/in the CAD Syste

31 dags

SR 3.6.

4.2

Verify eath CAD subsystem anua]; power

- operated; and automatic viive in the fiow

corret position or cay be aligned to the
corpect position.

/é{ days

N

BWR/4 STS

3.6-46

Rev 1, 04/07/95




JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ISTS: 3.6.3.4 - CONTAINMENT ATMOSPHERE DILUTION (CAD) SYSTEM

1. NUREG-1433, Specification 3.6.3.4, "Containment Atmosphere Dilution (CAD)
System," is not included in the Dresden 2 and 3 ITS. This Specification is deleted
since the current licensing basis for Dresden 2 and 3, as reflected in the CTS, do not
include requirements for a CAD System. The NRC, in an SER dated June 28, 1996,
found the deletion of CTS 3.7.1, "Primary Containment Nitrogen System," and the
relocation of the Nitrogen System requirements to the UFSAR to be acceptable. The
Nitrogen System supports the requirements for primary containment oxygen
concentration, which has requirements specified in CTS 3/4.7.J (ITS 3.6.3.1). The
Nitrogen System also performs the CAD System function to maintain post-accident
combustible gas concentrations within the primary containment at or below the
flammability limits by purging the containment atmosphere with nitrogen. The NRC
determined that licensee controlled procedures and administrative controls are adequate
to ensure Nitrogen System operability. Thus, the Nitrogen System will maintain the
containment in an inerted condition as required by CTS 3/4.7.J (ITS 3.6.3.1) and
remain capable of purging the containment with nitrogen as necessary under accident
conditions. Therefore, consistent with the current licensing basis, CAD System
requirements are not included in the ITS.
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. ]
{secondaryj Contgwgm:n;

{Lrs>
3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

3.6.4.1 Eﬁecondaryg Containment

{39.0) LCO 3.6.4.1 The Jsecondaryf containment shall be OPERABLE.

(App/,zs‘?,,{/) APPLICABILITY:  MODES 1, 2, and 3, . o )
Footnade "4 During movement of irradiated fuel assemblies in the

(374 Feotuote %secondar containment,

During CORE ALTERATIONS,

During operations with a potential for draining the reactor

vessel (OPDRVs).

ACTIONS
CONDITION " REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
(270 A 1D A. [fSecondary A.l Restore [fsecondary(} 4 hours
containment inoperable ) containment to
in MODE 1, 2, or 3. .o OPERABLE status.
¢21MAG 1>  B. Required Action and B.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours

associated Compietion
Time of Condition A AND

not met.

B.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours

(274 Actz> C. ([JSecondary €1 eeeeee NOTE——-——-em
containment inoperable LCO 3.0.3 is not
during movement of applicable.
irradiated fuel
assemblies in the
Bsecondaryf) . Suspend movement of Immediately
containment, during irradiated fuel
CORE ALTERATIONS, or assemblies in the
during OPDRVs. Bsecondaryfj
. containment. ]
AND
(continued)
BWR/4 STS 3.6-47 ‘ Rev 1, 04/07/95




mSecondary@ Containment

3.6.4.1

<CTs>
ACTIONS
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
2.7 +2> C. (continued c.2 Suspend CORE Immediately
27 fet 2 ( ) ALTERATIONS.
AND
C.3 Initiate action to Immediately
suspend OPDRVs.
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY
KHT NI SR 3.6.4.1.1 Verify econdary[] containment vacuum is 24 hours
> MO.ZS inch of vacuum water gauge.

SR 3.6.9(1.2 Verify all [Secondary] containment
(equipment hétches are closed and gealed. f~

31 dazé )

(ore)- /
CLTAL2D SR 3.6.4.1. Verify @é?ﬂ fjsecondaryjJ containment 31 days Ts1E

access doorxis closed,~EXcep en the
C" each \ﬁ ccess gopening 1s being used §br entry
\atcess HPRNINY and exit[, then a}?east one/door shall
be closedY.

~-tg

Verify -each standby gas tre
(SGT) subsystem will draw #fwn the
[secondary] containment 6
2 [0.25] inch of vacuys water gauge
in < [120] seconds.

BWR/4 STS 3.6-48
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[::}_—__BSecondaryD Containment

3.6.4.1
{2Ts>

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS {continued)

.ﬂ SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY |
a STAGGERED
TEST BASISX
or 85«.11.
ST subsysten
%

47,43

BWR/4 STS 3.6-49 Rev 1, 04707795



JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS: 3.6.4.1 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT

The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has
been provided.

ISTS SR 3.6.4.1.2, which verifies all secondary containment equipment hatches are
closed and sealed, is not retained in the ITS. The Surveillance Requirement was not
added during the Technical Specification Upgrade Program, in accordance with
Amendment 171 and 167 respectively, issued by the NRC on November 27, 1995. The
following requirements have been revised or renumbered, where applicable, to reflect
this deletion.

The bracketed Surveillance (ISTS SR 3.6.4.1.4), the drawdown test, has been deleted
consistent with the current licensing basis. The analysis does not assume an explicit
drawdown time. The subsequent SR has been renumbered to reflect the deletion.

ISTS SR 3.6.1.4.5 is a test that ensures the Secondary Containment is Operable; the
leak tightness of the Secondary Containment boundary is within the assumptions of the
accident analyses. However, it is written in such a manner that it implies that if a SGT
subsystem is inoperable, the SR is failed ("Verify each standby gas treatment (SGT)
subsystem can..."). As stated above, this is not the intent of the SR. Therefore, to
ensure this misinterpretation cannot occur, the SR has been rephrased to more clearly
convey the original intent of the SR, to verify the Secondary Containment is Operable.
With the new wording, if a SGT subsystem is inoperable, ITS SR 3.6.4.1.3 will still be
met and only the SGT System Specification, LCO 3.6.4.3, will be required to be
entered. The SR will still ensure each SGT subsystem is used (on a STAGGERED
TEST BASIS) to perform the SR. This change is also consistent with TSTF-322.

Dresden 2 and 3 1



SCIvs
{cTs> 3.6.4.2
3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

3.6.4.2 Secondary Containment lsolation Valves (SCIVs)

¢370> LCO 3.6.4.2 _Each SCIV shall be OPERABLE.

(APP/ 3.7.0> APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2,. and 3,
During movement of irradiated fuel assemblies in the

3.7.0 ”> T @secondary) containment,
Footneta"* Durmg CORE ALTERATIONS,
During operations with a potential for draining the reactor
vessel (OPDRVs).

ACTIONS

NOTES
.1. Penetration flow paths may be unisolated intermittently under
administrative controls.

2. Separate Condition entry is allowed for each penetration flow path.

3. Enter applicable Conditions and Required Actions for systems made
inoperable by SCIVs.

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
<{37.0A4:42> A. One :r ?gre . th A.l Isolate the affected 8 hours
<3.7.0 4t 3 penetration flow paths penetration flow path
DAt 3 with one SCIV by use of at least
inoperable. one closed and

de-activated
automatic vaive,
closed manual valve,
or blind flange.

(continued)
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<Crsy

(700

ACTIONS

SCIVs
3.6.4.2

CONDITION

REQUIRED ACTION

COMPLETION TIME

A. (continued)

KDoclLz>

3.72.0Act>

2. Tsolatisw clevices that are
locKed, sealed . er ofhenw se
secured may he veadied
by use of admisistrative

———————NOT

A.2
C:},,/ﬂlso]ation devices in
high radiation areas

may be verified by

“use of administrative

means.

Verify the affected

penetration fiow path
is isolated.

TsTE

X

_

Once per 31 days

B. NOTE B.1 Isolate the affected 4 hours
Only applicable to penetration flow path
penetration flow paths by use of at least
with two isolation one closed and
valves. de-activated
automatic valve,
closed manual valve,
One or more or blind flange.
penetration flow paths
with two SCIVs
inoperable.
C. Required Action and C.1 - Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
associated Completion
Time of Condition A AND
or B not met in
MODE 1, 2, or 3. €.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours
(continued)
BWR/4 STS 3.6~51 Rev 1, 04/07/85



{¢7rs>

3.7.0 Actd>

ACTIONS (continued)

CONDITION

REQUIRED ACTION

COMPLETION TIME

D. Required Action and
associated Completion
Time of Condition A
or B not met during
movement of irradiated
fuel assemblies in the

{isecondar.

containment, during
CORE ALTERATIONS, or

during OPDRVs.

D.1

NOTE

LCO 3.0.3 is not
applicable.

Suspend movement of

irradiated fuel
assemblies in the

lecondary@

containment.

Suspend CORE
ALTERATIONS.

Initiate action to
suspend OPDRVs.

Immediately

Immediately

Immediately

BWR/4 STS
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SCIVs

3.6.4.2
<cTsy
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY
{470 SR 3.6.4.2.1 NOTES
1. Valves and blind flanges in high
radiation areas may be verified by
use of administrative means.
2. Not required to be met for SCIVs that
TSHe are open under administrative
S5 Rey. L controls.

not lsc Ked Verify each secondary containment 31 days

sealed or i tion manual valve and blind flange

stherwise that istrequired to be ¢los

Securced and accident conditions is clos

2 (L
{Doc M.tI> - SR 3.6.4.2.2  Verify the isolation time of each power

- 5 operated/§hd Bagh automatic SCIV is

TSTF -4 within Timits.
<dr.od SR 3.6.4.2.3 Verify each automatic SCIV actuates to

the isolation position on an actual or

simulated actuation signal.

BWR/4 STS 3.6-53
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS: 3.6.4.2 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES (SCIVs)

1. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has
been provided.
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SGT System
3.6.4.3

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
3.6.4.3 Standby Gas Treatment (SGT) System

LCO 3.6.4.3 [fTwof} S6T subsystems shall be OPERABLE.J—E}

{App/ 379>  APPLICABILITY:  MODES 1, 2, and 3,

During movement of irradiated fuel assemblies in the
ésecondar containment,

3P
(F"""""*‘ '*> [— [ During CORE Aﬁ?mnous,

{Doc L.ty C. Required Action and NOTE

{fsecondar. operation.
.- containment, during

During operations with a potential for draining the reactor
vessel (OPDRVs).

ACTIONS
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
{37PAct !> A. One SGT subsystem A.l Restore SGT 7 days
inoperable. subsystem to
OPERABLE status.
B. Required Action and B.1 Be in MODE 3. . 12 hours
associated Completion

Time of Condition A AND
not met in MODE 1, 2,
or 3. B.2 Be in MODE- 4. 36 hours

associated Completion LCC 3.0.3 is not applicable.
Time of Condition A
not met during .
movement of irradiated { C.1 Place OPERABLE SGT Immediately
fuel assemblies in the subsystem in

CORE ALTERATIONS, or OR
during OPDRVs.

(continued)
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(718>

SGT System
3.6.4.3

{37PAt16) C. (continued)

L

ACTIONS
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
€.2.1 Suspend movement of Immediately
irradiated fuel
assemblies in
[ (Bsecondar
containment.
AND
€.2.2 Suspend CORE Immediately
ALTERATIONS.
AND
C.2.3 Initiate action to Immediately
suspend OPDRVs.
Two SGT subsystems D.1 Entgr 1CO/3.0 Immediatefy)

7.PAt2> D.
(3 # 2> inoperable in MODE 1,

et met,

E.2 Bei» MODE ¢

2. or 3 {Res+0f¢ owe SGT)
’ ) Subsys fem 4o DPERABLE)
. jfa+u5.er .
£ TN
@. Two SGT subsystems RE. 1 NOTE
. inoperable during LCO 3.0.3 is not
movement of irradiated applicable.
(/_;5’.7.? 5ue] assemblies in the
et 3 .__/ secondar
u containment, during Suspend movement of Immediately
CORE ALTERATIONS, or irradiated fuel
during OPDRVs. assemblies in
{isecondar
containment.
AND
(continued)
(.3.7‘ P E. Required Action .and E.l .Be & Molf 3. {2 hoouns
Act 2 G\S:oc-'aful &MP)G*IOI)
Time of Covelition D | AND
3¢ haws

BWR/4 STS
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<{eTs>

SGT "System
3.6.4.3

ACTIONS
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
(continued) Suspend CORE Immediately

ALTERATIONS.
Initiate action to Immediately
suspend OPDRVs. :

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY
Operate each SGT subsystem for > @1(@ 31 days

Sarmr) SR 3.6.4.3.1
C4T.P.4 6.1

continuous hours @Mith heaters
operatingf).

{Doc A.2> SR 3.6.4.3.2

— "

Perform required SGT filter testing in
accordance with the Ventilation Fiiter
Testing Program (VFTP).

In accordance
with the VFTP

{4.7P.4.6.2)» SR 3.6.4.3.3

Verify each SGT subsystem actuates-on an
actual or simulated initiation signal.

(}B]) months

R 3.6.4.3.

Verify each SGT f#iter cooler ypass
dampgr can be opghed and the fan
stafted.

/flsj mont hg

BWR/4 STS
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS: 3.6.4.3 - STANDBY GAS TREATMENT (SGT) SYSTEM

1. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has
been provided.

2. ISTS 3.6.4.3 ACTION D, which requires an LCO 3.0.3 entry when both SGT |
subsystems are inoperable in MODE 1, 2, or 3, has been replaced with two Actions:
ITS 3.6.4.3 ACTION D, which allows 1 hour to restore one SGT subsystem when both
are inoperable, and ITS 3.6.4.3 ACTION E, which requires a plant shutdown to
MODE 4 when the requirements of ACTION D are not met. These two ACTIONS are
consistent with the CTS, and were recently approved by the NRC in Amendments 150
and 143. Due to this change, the following Action was renumbered.

3. The bracketed requirement is deleted. The SGT subsystem arrangement to ensure the
removal of decay heat from an idle train consists of a flow path containing an
automatically actuated damper, in each subsystem, and a common, locked open,
electrically disconnected crosstie valve. Operability of the automatic damper is verified
within the performance of ITS SR 3.6.4.3.3. Operation of the common crosstie valve
is controlled in accordance with plant procedures. This change is consistent with the
current licensing basis.
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Primary Containment

B 3.6.1.1
B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
B 3.6.1.1 Primary Containment
BASES
BACKGROUND The function of the primary containment is to isolate and

( \ contain fission products released from the Reactor Primary (7~ a
Loss of Loolon? System following @ Pesign 3asislkccigent wi:,L-\ art\d to] h -
- y confine the postulated release of ra joactive material. e

[adeywetl which is) primary containment consists ofva steel (IATiEdy, reinforced
oo o Suppression chamber;) concrete (wetsel, which surrounds the Reactor Primary System | _{D

ol ¢ . and provides an essentially leak tight barrier against an \
which isa steel forus- shared | Lo Do 011ed release of radioactive material to the ﬁe = s T

pressune vessely cowwected | anvironment.
by vent pires. The . _ cucloced 10
Erimary cowtainment The isolation devices for the penetrations in the primary
./  containment boundary are a part of the containment leak
tight barrier. To maintain this leak tight barrier:

a. All penetrations required to be closed during accident
conditions are either:

1. capable of being closed by an OPERABLE automatic
containment isolation system, or

. 2. closed by manual valves, blind flanges, or

- de-activated automatic valves secured in their
closed positions, except as provided in
LCO 3.6.1.3, "Primary Containment Isolation
Valves (PCIVs)™;

‘b. The primary containment air lock is OPERABLE, except
as provided in LCO 3.6.1.2, *Primary Containment Air
Lock"; -

d sealed.)
c. A1l equipment hatches are c1ose£_m_d—@_m
/ d./ The preésurized séa'l‘ing mechanism asgociated with a 2
> penetrédtion is QPERABLE, cept as provided i
\ Lco 3/6.1.[ J- ]

- - This Specification ensures that the peffomance of the
Dasign %S'S primary containment, in the event of ay/DBA; meets thT@
Acciden . assumptions used in the safety analyses of References 1
and 2. SR 3.6.1.1.1 leakage rate requirements are in

‘—@kThL S;A/img machaunism associated wite each Drivarvy Cau‘llo.;nuvma*j
etration (2.0 welds. ballews, or O-viugs? s OPERABLE.
;.JM : £ allows: or g : (continued)

BWR/4 STS B 3.6-1 Rev 1, 04/07/95



Primary Containment

B 3.6.1.1
BASES
BACKGROUND conformance with 10 CFR 50, Appendix Jy(Ref. 3), as modified
(continued) by approved exemptions. 6%255E§5:§2> {Eﬂ
APPLICABLE The safety design basis fof ‘the primary containmentvis that

SAFETY ANALYSES

it must withstand the pressures and temperatures of the
limiting DBA without exceeding the design leakage rate.

The DBA that postulates the maximum release of radicactive
material within primary containment is a LOCA. In the
analysis of this accident, it is assumed that primary
containment is OPERABLE such that release of fission
products to the environment is controlled by the rate of
primary containment leakage.

Analytical methods and assumptions involving the primary
containment are presented in References 1 and 2. The safety
analyses assume a nonmechanistic fission product release
following a DBA, which forms the basis for determination of
offsite doses. The fission product release is, in turn,
based on an assumed leakage rate from the primary
containment. OPERABILITY of the primary containment ensures
that ;hg leakage rate assumed in the safety analyses is not
exceeded.

by weight of the containment ai

r
b peak/containment pressure (P,) Coleulate
] .

' 1 n.

Primarg containment satisfies Criterion 3 of (fhe NRC Polily)

’ 10 £FR 50.36 (02— 7]

Lco

(Prm/mw’/ CLontoinment Lentage Tata 77..37‘“3 ?‘ojmm)

Primary containment OPERABILITY is maintained by 1imiting AJ/
Teakage to < 1.0 L,, except prior to the first startup after

performing a required G0 CFR 57, AFpeddix A3 leakage test. (7o
I bined Type B7and’ O leakage{must be
‘ 1Y Type A/ leakage must/be < B.75 A).

Comp11£3ce with this LCO will ensure a primary containment
configuration, including equipment hatches, that is

mus

2 limited fo ausare the pn'mani 2on a{mwmf‘pru.sura. and

Tn addition » tha /m(’.a_qa From V'Hu a'ryu.lz i 4o +ha Supprission chambar
fmparo:/umz does net exceed d"sff" Tomi s, ]

(continued)
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BASES

Primary Containment
B 3.6.1.1

LCo
(continued)

structurally sound and that will limit leakage to those
Jeakage rates assumed in the safety analyses.

" Individual leakage rates specified for the primary

containment air lock are addressed in LCO 3.6.1.2.

APPLICABILITY

In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could cause a release of
radioactive material to primary containment. In MODES 4

and 5, the probability and consequences of these events are
reduced due to the pressure and temperature limitations of
these MODES. Therefore, primary containment is not required
to be OPERABLE in MODES 4 and 5 to prevent leakage of
radioactive material from primary containment.

ACTIONS

Al

In the event primary containment is inoperable, primary
containment must be restored to OPERABLE status within

1 hour. The 1 hour Completion Time provides a period of
time to correct the problem commensurate with the importance
of maintaining primary containment OPERABILITY during

MODES 1, 2, and 3. This time period also ensures that the
probability of an accident (requiring primary containment
OPERABILITY) occurring during periods where primary
containment is inoperable is minimal.

B.] and B.2

If primary containment cannot be restored to OPERABLE status
within the required Completion Time, the plant must be

- brought to a MODE in which the LCO does not apply. To

achieve this status, the plant must be brought to at least
MODE 3 within 12 hours and to MODE 4 within 36 hours. The
allowed Completion Times are reasonable, based on operating
experience, to reach the required plant conditions from full
power conditions in an orderly manner and without
chalienging plant systems.

BWR/4 STS

(continued)
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Primary Containment
B 3.6.1.1

BASES (continued)

SURVEILLANCE SR_3.6.1.1.1 e By Contarmment Laakage Rats Testing Brogrom
REQUIREMENTS

Maintaining the primary containment OPERABLE requires

compliance with the visual examinations and leakage rate

test requirements of A07CER 50 Anpéndix 4 (Re¥. B A
by agproded Axemptians. Failure to meet air lock

L_i or min steamisohtwn valve feaagg‘{_(SR 3.6.1.3.(03) does | (75)
not necessarily result in a failure of this SR. The impact
of the failure to meet these SRs must be evaluated against

the Type A, B, and C acceptance criteria of (I0 EFR 50

Teft leakage prior to the first startup after performing a
required U LFR 50, Abperdix A\ leakage test is required to
be < 0.6 L, for combined Type B and eakage, and @ 0.75 L,

for overall Type A leakage. At all other times be?w‘e&\@_ .
required leakage rate tests, the acceptance criteria is

based on an overall Type A leakage limit of < 1.0 L. At
< 1.0 L, the offsite dose consequences are bounded by the
(T2 assumptions of the safety analysis. The Frequency 1
L/ "required by{U/CFR /AU, /AppeRdix/J (Ret. as/mogitied Byl
@gproved/exephiigns- fus, AR 3.04 whicC owg Frefquenty

(xtengions) Aoes fiot apply/ 2 wary Lontaranent Lecbage
Rate t_s.'f/n7 'Pyo?r'am _

Maintaining the pyessure suppression functio of primary
containment requires limiting the leakage fyom the drywell
to the suppression chamber. Thus, if an eyent were to occu
that pressurizéd the drywell, the steam wguld be directed
through the dgwncomers into the suppressjon pool. This SR
measures drywell to suppression chamber differential
pressure dufing a- [10] minute period tg ensure that the
leakage paths that would bypass the s ppression pool are
within allowable limits.

Satisfactory performance of this can be achieved/by
estabYishing a known differential/pressure betweeq/the
drywgll and the suppression chamber and verifying ‘that the
pregsure in either the suppresgion chamber or the drywell
dogs not change by more thanéfb.ZS] inch. of water per minute
o¥er a 10 minute period. Th¢ leakage test is performed
gvery [18 months]. The [18/month] Frequency was developed

{continued)
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Insert SR 3.6.1.1.2

SR_3.6.1.1.2

The analyses results in Reference 4 are based on a maximum drywell-to-
suppression chamber bypass leakage. This Surveillance ensures that the actual
bypass leakage is less than or equal to the acceptable A/Yk design value of
0.18 ft?assumed in the safety analysis. For example, with a typical loss
factor of 3 or greater, the maximum allowable leakage area would be
approximately 0.3 ft?, corresponding to an 8-in line size.

As left bypass leakage, prior to the first startup after performing a required
bypass leakage test, is required to be £ 2% of the drywell-to-suppression
chamber bypass leakage 1imit. At all other times between required leakage
rate tests, the acceptance criteria is based on design A/Yk. At the design
A/Vk the containment temperature and pressurization response are bounded by
the assumptions of the safety analysis. The leakage test is performed every
24 months, consistent with the difficulty of performing the test, risk of high
radiation exposure, and the remote possibility of a component failure that is
not identified by some other drywell or primary containment SR.

Insert Page B 3.6-4



Primary Containment

B 3.6.1.1
BASES
SURVEILLANCE SR_3.6.1.1.2 (continued)
REQUIREMENTS :
' prudent that this Sur illance be
a unit outage and alsg’in view of the fag
failures that might hp¢e affected this test
are identified by other primary containment SRs. Two
consecutive test failures, howevey, would indicate
unexpegfed primary containment gradation; in this /event,
as th€ Note indicates, increasing the Frequency to/once
every [9 months] is required intil the situation/is remedied
evidenced by passing twp consecutive tests.
REFERENCES

A7

2. \FsAR, section (Y. H)—{5E:5>
. y Optien B
3. 10 CFR 50, Appendix J{

] P
1. JFsar, section B2 /J:l
—{1]

Y.

Drescder Statiow Seecial Report Mo. 23,7 Totormadtion Cowcerwiss

Dresdew Uvits Zawd 3 Dryweil to Torus Vecuun BrecKeas,™ Forel 1972, 3 m
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS BASES: 3.6.1.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT

1. Changes have been made (additions, deletions, and/or changes to the NUREG) to
reflect the plant specific nomenclature, number, reference, system description, analysis
description, or licensing basis description.

2. This bracketed requirement/information has been deleted because it is not applicable to
Dresden 2 and 3.

3. Changes have been made to reflect those changes made to the Specification.

4. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has
been provided.

5. The alternate allowance is not included in the Specifications and therefore has been
deleted.
6. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity.

Dresden 2 and 3 1



Primary Containment Air Lock
B 3.6.1.2

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
B 3.6.1.2 Primary Containment Air Lock

BASES

BACKGROUND

One double door primary containment air lock has been built
into the primary containment to provide personnel access to
the drywell and to provide primary containment. isolation
during the process of personnel entering and exiting the
drywell. The air lock is designed to withstand the same
loads, temperatures, and peak design internal and external
pressures as the primary containment (Ref. 1). As part of
the primary containment, the air lock limits the release of
radioactive material to the environment during normal unit
operation and through a range of transients and accidents up
to and including postulated Design Basis Accidents (DBAs).

Each air lock door has been designed and tested to certify
jts ability to withstand a pressure in excess of the maximum
expected pressure following a DBA in primary containment.
Each of the doors contains double gasketed seals and local
leakage rate testing capability to ensure pressure
integrity. To effect a leak tight seal, the air lock design
uses pressure seated doors (i.e., an increase in primary
containment internal pressure results in increased sealing
force on each door).

Each air lock is nominally a right circular cylinder, 10 ft
in diameter, with doors at each end that are interlocked to
prevent simultaneous opening. The air Tock is provided with

sear cerivewr
pesition tudicaters

on both doors that provide Cofitrol rodm {ocalD

indication of door position. ([Additiomally/
ndgicatidn 1s /provi 0/alert/the operatér whenever/an 2
lofk inferlogk mechénism/is defeated(]) During periods when

primary containment is not required to be OPERABLE, the air
lock interlock mechanism may be disabled, allowing both
doors of an air lock to remain open for extended periods
when freguent primary containment entry is necessary. Under
some conditions as allowed by this LCO, the primary
containment may be accessed through the air lock, when the
interlock mechanism has failed, by manually performing the
interlock function.

The primary containment air lock forms part of the primary
containment pressure boundary. As such, air lock integrity
and leak tightness are essential for maintaining primary

(continued)
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Primary Containment Air Lock

B 3.6.1.2
BASES
BACKGROUND containment leakage rate to within limits in the event of 2
(continued) DBA. Not maintaining air lock integrity or leak tightness
pay result in a leakage rate in excess of that assumed in
the @ATE) safety analysis. : ' 3
APPLICABLE The DBA that postulates the maximum release of radioactive

SAFETY ANALYSES material within primary containment is a LOCA. In the
analysis of this accident, it is assumed that primary
containment is OPERABLE, such that release of fission

products to the environment is controlled by the rate
is

primary containment leakage. The primary containmen
designed with a maximum allowablefTeakage rate (L,) of @/
by weight of the containment airpper 24 hours at the
(Calculated @maxymu peakicontainment pressure (P,) of oCh

[E {48} ~&T A psig (Ref. @). This allowable leakage rate forms the

asis for the acceptance criteria imposed on the SRs
associated with the air 'Ioclg.

i

Primary containment air lock OPERABILITY is also required to
minimize the amount of fission product gases that may escape
primary containment through the air lock and contaminate and
pressurize the secondary containment.

The primary containment air lock satisfies Criterion 3 of

§he HRC/PoTyey Bra¥emeh=——(,,rz sp 36(c)2)(cc))- —{71
3]

(;ra.s_‘.um boundar?f

LCO — As part ofaprimary containment}, the air locks safety
. function is related to control of containment leakage FALES)
) . following a DBA. Thus, the air lTock@ structural integrity

and leak tightness are essential to the successful
mitigation of such an event.

The primary containment air lock is required to be OPERABLE.
For the air lock to be considered OPERABLE, the air lock
interlock mechanism must be OPERABLE, the air lock must be
in compliance with the Type B air lock leakage test, and
both air lock doors must be OPERABLE. The interlock allows
only one air lock door to be opened at a time. This
provision ensures that a gross breach of primary containment
does not exist when primary containment is required to be

(continued)
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Primary Containment Air Lock

B 3.6.1.2
BASES
Lco OPERABLE. Closure of a single door in(pach)air lock is
(continued) sufficient to provide a leak tight barrier following

postulated events. Nevertheless, both doors are kept closed
when the air lock is not being used for normal entry @hd) for)
exit from primary containment.

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could cause a release of
rad1oact1ve mater131 to primary containment. In MODES 4
and 5, the probability and consequences of these events are
reduced due to the pressure and temperature limitations of
these MODES. Therefore, the primary containment air lock is
not required to be OPERABLE in MODES 4 and § to prevent
leakage of radioactive material from primary containment.

ACTIONS The ACTIONS are modified by Note 1, which allows entry and
exit to perform repairs of the affected air lock component.
If the outer door is inoperable, then it may be easily
accessed to repair. If the inner door is the one that is
inoperable, however, then a short time exists when ;he :
277 containment boundary is not intact (during access throug
thelouter door). The @BiZi¥y to open the OPERABLE door,
even if it means the primary containment boundary is
temporarily not intact, is acceptable due to the low
probability of an event that could pressurize the primary
conta1nment during the short t1me 1n which the OPERABLE door

Tha L&u:rtd achwrin 157‘/&4‘-\/&
Lonsistof stationin
a dd.df(.d"ll.c/ mdi v:z/ua/ *a

assuve tlosura of Hhe
OPERABLE t/aorum;pf'
d’unn M# aud ax:it
and assahL¥z¢£¥¥fWBL£ The ACTIONS are modified by a second Note, which ensures
zka»,srukaéada#ﬁmr appropriate remedial measures are taken when necessary/

rasults in UCMC/‘;

overall Cowtainm

Lowpletion of the _. Pursuant to LCO 3.0.6, actions are not required, even if
conainmait drtry anc exit) primary containment/[is exceeding A Ueakage (Imi)

Therefore, the Note is added to require ACTIONS for
LCO 3.6.1.1, "Primary Containment,” to be taken in this
event.

A.l, A2 and A.3

With one primary containment air lock door inoperable, the
OPERABLE door must be verified closed (Reguired Action A.1)
in the air Jock. This ensures that a leak tight primary

(continued)
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BASES

Primary Containment Air Lock
B 3.6.1.2

ACTIONS

Required Action A.3 ensures that the air lock
(nbperable/doay

A.). A2, and A3 (continued)

containment barrier is maintained by the use of an OPERABLE
air lock door. This action must be completed within 1 hour.
The 1 hour Completion Time is consistent with the ACTIONS of
LCO 3.6.1.1, which requires that primary containment be
restored to OPERABLE status within 1 hour.

In. addition, the air lock penetration must be isolated by
locking closed the OPERABLE air Jock door within the 24 hour
Completion Time. The 24 hour Completion Time is considered
reasonable for locking the OPERABLE air lock door,
considering that the OPERABLE door is being maintained
closed. .

has been isolated by the use of a locked
closed OPERABLE air lock door. This ensures that an
acceptable primary containment leakage boundary is
maintained. The Completion Time of once per 31 days is

based on engineering judgment and is considered adequate

the low 1ikelihood of a locked door being
mispositioned and other administrative controls. Required
Action A.3 is modified by a Note that applies to air lock
doors located in high radiation areas or areas with Timited
access due to inerting and allows these doors to be verified
locked closed by use of administrative controls. Allowing
verification by administrative controls is considered
acceptable, since access to these areas is typically
restricted. Therefore, the probability of misalignment of
the door, once it has been verified to be in the proper
position, is small. .

The Required Actions have been modified by two Notes.

Note 1 ensures that only the Required Actions and associated
Completion Times of Condition C are required if both doors
in the air lock are inoperable. With both doors in the air
lock inoperable, an OPERABLE door is not available to be
closed. Reguired Actions C.1 and C.2 are the appropriate
remedia) actions. The exception of Note 1 does not affect
tracking the Completion Time from the initial entry into
Condition A; only the requirement to comply with the
Required Actions. Note 2 allows use of the air lock for
entry and exit for 7 days under administrative controls.
Primary containment entry may be required to perform
Technical Specifications (TS) Surveillances and Required

(continued)
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BASES

Primary Containment Air Lock
B 3.6.1.2

ACTIONS

The requicad administrabve
S Mas*ef‘sﬁ'ﬁouiv
a dedicated ineividual o
asture elosure of tha
OPERABLE door d_xca./:n"
.:/urm9 I_vn‘n/ aund axit
and 45 assure #he OFERABLE
doov +s refocked affer
domp/c»‘fon of Hha Contrinman
awtry and ax,t.

Al A2, and A3 (continued)

Actions, as well as other activities inside
primary containment that are required by TS or activities @O
€guigmehd that support TS-required equipment. This Note is
not intended to preclude performing other activities (i.e.,
non-TS-related activities) if the primary containment was
entered, using the inoperable air lock, to perform an
allowed activity listed above.) This allowance is acceptable
due to the low probability of an event that could pressurize
the primary containment during the short time that the
OPERABLE door is expected to be open.

B.1, B.2, and B.3

With an air lock interlock mechanism inoperable, the
Required Actions and associated Completion Times are
consistent with those specified in Condition A.

The Required Actions have been modified by two Notes.

Note 1 ensures that only the Required Actions and associated
Completion Times of Condition C are required if both doors
in the air lock are inoperable. With both doors in the air
lock inoperable, an OPERABLE door is not available to be
closed. Reguired Actions C.1 and C.2 are the appropriate
remedial actions. Note 2 allows entry into and exit from
the primary containment under the control of a dedicated
individual stationed at the air Tock to ensure that only one
door is opened at a time (i.e., the individual performs the
function of the interlock).

Required Action B.3 is modified by a Note that appTies to
air lock doors located in high radiation areas or areas with
limited access due to inerting and that allows these doors
to be verified locked closed by use of administrative
controls. Allowing verification by administrative controls
is considered acceptable, since access to these areas is
typically restricted. Therefore, the probability of
misalignment of the door, once it has been verified to be in
the proper position, is small.

{continued)
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BASES

Primary Containment Air Lock
B 3.6.1.2

ACTIONS
(continued)

{ Required Acticn
Fﬁn

€1.¢.2, and €.3

If the air lock is inoperable for reasons other than those
described in Condition A or B, Required Action C.1 requires
action to be immediately initiated to evaluate containment
overall leakage rates using current air lock leakage test
results. An evaluation is acceptable since it is overly
conservative to immediately declare the primary containment

inoperable (T¥”both goors in_an air Tock have Tafled a s5€a
2 the overall air lock leakage is not within
Timits. In many instances (e.g., only one seal per door has
failed), primary containment remains OPERABLE, yet only

1 hour (according to LCO 3.6.1.1) would be provided to
restore the air lock door to OPERABLE status prior to
requiring a plant shutdown. In addition, even with both
doors failing the seal test, the overall containment leakage
rate can still be within limits.

Reguired Action C.2 requires.that one door in the primary
containment air lock must be verified closed. This aection
must be completed within the 1 hour Completion Time. This
specified time period is consistent with the ACTIONS of
LCO 3.6.1.1, which require that primary containment b
restored to OPERABLE status within 1 hour. .

Additionally, the air lock must be restored to OPERABLE

status within 24 hoursl. The 24 hour Completion Time is
reasonable for restoring an inoperable air lock to OPERABLE
status considering that at least one door is maintained
closed in the air lock.

nd D.

If the inoperable primary containment air lock cannot be
restored to OPERABLE status within the associated Completion
Time, the plant must be brought to a MODE in which the LCO
does not apply. To achieve this status, the plant must be
brought to at least MODE 3 within 12 hours and to MODE 4
within 36 hours. The allowed Completion Times are
reasonable, based on operating experience, to reach the
required plant conditions from full power conditions in an
orderly manner and without challenging plant systems.

BWR/4 STS
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Primary Containment Air Lock
B 3.6.1.2

BASES (continued)

SURVEILLANCE SR_3.6.1.2.1

REQUIREMENTS

Maintaininglprimary containment air 1ock@{6bERABLE requires
compliance with the leakage rate test requirements of
Pﬂﬁ' AppEndix A (Ret. ZV, as modityed by approved
fxemgtiads/ This SR reflects the leakage rate testing
requirements with respect to air lock leakage (Type B
Jeakage tests). The acceptance criteria were established
@during jnitial air lock and primary containment OPERABILITY
esting). The periodic testing requirements verify that the
air lock leakage does not exceed the allowed fraction of the
overall primary containment leakage rate. The Frequency is
K pet,. 2),/as moditied/by)
.0.2 (which aylows Freque

: ) G
The SR has been modified by (@ Not states that an

inoperable air lock door does not invalidate the previous

successful performance of the overall air lock Jeakage test.
This is considered reasonable since either air lock door is
capable of providing a fission product barrier in the event

of a DBA-X__ /o T e b 20

SR_3.6.1.2.2

The air lock interlock mechanism is designed to prevent
simultaneous opening of both doors in the air lock. Since
both the inner and outer doors of an air lock are designed
to withstand the maximum expected post accident primary
containment pressure, closure of either door will support
primary containment OPERABILITY. Thus, the interlock
feature supports primary containment OPERABILITY while the
air lock is being used for personnel transit in and out of
the containment. Periodic testing of this interlock

" demonstrates that the interlock will function as designed

and that simultaneous inner and outer door opening will not

% jnadvertently occur. Due to the purely mechanical nature of

this interlock, and\given that the interlock mechanism 1is

cha gnge when‘éprlm;ry containmen B i
FeTe- test is only required to be performed {Up

B 184/ days/uhen/brimary. ‘

R36.1.2.2-2 84 S m3 ont ¥ i

b——(Tnse-F S2 36.12.2-3

(continued)
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considered adequaterdi view of other adgministfative/contrdlo




E@] Insert SR 3.6.1.2.1

Note 2 has been added to this SR, requiring the results to be evaluated
against the acceptance criteria which are applicable to SR 3.6.1.1.1. This
ensures that air lock leakage is properly accounted for in determining the
combined Types B and C primary containment leakage rate.

n7; Insert SR 3.6.1.2.2-1

used for entry and exit (procedures require strict adherence to single door
opening)

rsre) Insert SR 3.6.1.2.2-2
-1

every 24 months. The 24 month Frequency is based on the need to perform this
Surveillance under the conditions that apply during a plant outage, and the
potential for loss of primary containment OPERABILITY if the Surveillance were
performed with the reactor at power. (The E:/mdnth frequency _¥or the 1nt§FTo€ﬁﬂ

(1& Justified based on generic pperating experience./ Operating experience has J__{E]

shown these components usually pass the Surveillance when performed at the 24
month Frequency.

7,,: Insert SR 3.6.1.2.2-3
L’
given that the interlock is not challenged during the use of the (ajr !ockf—_. .

Insert Page B 3.6-12



Primary Containment Air Lock

B 3.6.1.2
BASES
SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.1.2.2 (continued)
REQUIREMENTS
@ch as/indications mt:;}ock mefhanigh stats ) ———(TSTF- 11
ailabYe to gferatiofs persdnnel].) .
REFERENCES

. Trsar, section (AAZEZZp~—{L2L—— 7
@710 CFR 50, /AppeAdix/d.)

FSAR, Section B2y USLE)—
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS BASES: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCK

Changes have been made (additions, deletions, and/or changes to the NUREG) to
reflect the plant specific nomenclature, number, reference, system description, analysis
description, or licensing basis description.

This bracketed requirement/information has been deleted because it is not applicable to
Dresden 2 and 3.

Editorial change made for enhanced clarity.
Typographical/grammatical error corrected.

These words have been deleted since the primary containment may need to be entered
for reasons related to TS that are not specifically on "equipment.” This could include
sampling and inspections. The intent has not changed in that it must still be related to
TS.

Changes have been made to reflect those changes made to the Specification.

The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has
been provided.

The change has been made for consistency with similar phrases in other parts of the
Bases. The phrase “Operating experience has shown these components usually pass the
Surveillance when performed at the 24 month Frequency” is generally used to describe
why a 24 month Frequency is acceptable, and in almost all cases, the current Frequency
in the CTS is 18 months. For this Surveillance, the CTS Frequency could be as long as
18 months, therefore using these words is consistent with similar phrases in other parts
of the Bases.

Dresden 2 and 3 1



PCIVs
B 3.6.1.3

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
B 3.6.1.3 Primary Containment Isolation Valves (PCIVs)

BASES

BACKGROUND

C Which include P/u S
and Caps as fis
in Kedevrencs 1)

The function of the PCIVs, in combination with other
accident mitigation systems, is to limit fission product
release during and following postulated Design Basis
Accidents (DBAs) to within limits. Primary containment
isolation within the time limits specified for those
isolation valves designed to close automatically ensures
that the release of radioactive material to the environment
will be consistent with the assumptions used in the analyses
for a DBA. S

The OPERABILITY requirements for PCIVs help ensure that an
adequate primary containment boundary is maintained during
and after an accident by minimizing potential paths to the
environment. Therefore, the OPERABILITY requirements
provide assurance that primary containment function assumed
in the safety analyses will be maintained. These isolation
devices are either passive or active (automatic). Manual
valves, de-activated automatic valves secured in their
closed position (including check valves with flow through

the valve secured), blind flanges], and closed systems are
considered passive devices. Check valves, or other
automatic valves designed to close without operator action
following an accident, are considered active devices. Two
barriers in series are provided for each penetrationfso that
no single credible failure or malfunction of an active
component can result in a loss of isolation or leakage that
exceeds limits assumed in the safety analyses. One of these
barriers may be a closed system.

The reactor building-to-suppression chamber vacuum breakers
serve a dual function, one of which is primary containment
isolation. However, since the other safety function of the
vacuum breakers would not be available if the normal PCIV
actions were taken, the PCIV OPERABILITY requirements are
not applicable to the reactor building-to-suppression
chamber vacuum breakers valves. Similar surveillance
requirements in the LCO for reactor building-to-suppression
chamber vacuum breakers provide assurance that the isolation
capabiTity is available without conflicting with the vacuum
relief function.

(continued)
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excert Tor forus Purge valve /6or-s6. This valve is )
wornally eren €or Pressure contrcl.  This isaccar tfable PCIVs

swce Wiz velve awd othen vest aod ducsevealves are B3.6.1.3

desiswed do automatica Vv clese om LOCA cond . +iens

BASES

~ Z;len VMS\ - @
BACKGROUND The primar i purge are f18J inches_in
(continued) diameter; vent [17ned are) {18} inches in diameter. The
(volvas) f184_inch primary containment(gurge valves are normally fZ |
maintained closed in , 2, an to ensure the primary

[nm the Suppra.ssim

i i i i 3 ijsolation valves on
chomberandl deguel] containment boundary is maintainedt The 1sola

the {18 inch vent Tineslhave 2B inch .bypass lines around

guring normal reactor operation. piWo

gant exgess solath dappers afe, |
o’ vent 1ynhe upstream of indby Ge
) Systep filter/train he isplatig
dampes p ith the ¥ 9
rom reaching thexSED System filter trainsyin the unlikely
event of 2 loss of coolant accident (LOCA) during venting.

i

APPLICABLE The PCIVs LCO was derived from the assumptions related to

SAFETY ANALYSES minimizing the loss of reactor coolant inventory, and
establishing the primary containment boundary during major
accidents. As part of the primary containment boundary,
PCIV OPERABILITY supports leak tightness of primary
containment. Therefore, the safety analysis of any event
requiring isolation of primary containment is applicable to

this LCO.
(a[of which the Lonsaguances 7
are mitigatad by F1vs Y\ The DBAs that result in a release of radioactive material 4
WiZhin/primary gontainmend are a LOC a main steam line /————r—r70n | |
break (MSLB n the anailysis for each of these accidents,{ﬂc;dd,.}[csz) ;

it is assumed that PCIVs are either closed or ciose within
the required isolation times following event initiation.
_ " This ensures that potential paths to the environment through
: _ PCIVs (including primary containment purge valves) are & LOCA
#ha 3 Sacond Llosure #ma) minimized. Of the events analyzed in Reference((Py the BBIBY o~ 4
/5 ascumed 1 Fae MSIV is the most limiting event due to radiological consequences. -
thsure (+he west Savere ) The closure time of the main steam isolation valves (MSIVs) _
over, fusurﬂaf‘ma js a significant variable from a radiological standpoint. Provides as6ts
Fransizat? ) analysis (Ret.S5)The MSIVs are required to close within 3 to 5 seconds since mar "‘Mj’ L2
;\;df‘;")“- LDEA analysis [ the 5 second closure time ( n theyanalysisL R \o=cconds
2T, ) 4An 3 g

(continued)
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PCIVs

B 3.6.1.3
BASES
/'Solaﬂ.-s\
APPLICABLE containment §¢ 1Eo¥ated such that release of fission
SAFETY ANALYSES products to the environment is controlled.
{continued)

The DBA analysis assumes that (within 4 onds of Zhe
@gcidenty isolation of the primary containment is complete
and leakage is terminated, except for the maximum allowable

: )
1 prior 4o {,“d/ Teakage rate, L. /The prifiary coptainmept 1solation total
domase BSPONSE TYme o1 secopds in%es %1 d?g;. %Za
tart (for Yoss of pffsite/power){ and PCIV
broke times. . 7

@he single failure criterion required to be imposed in the
conduct of unit safety analyses was considered in the
veut /) original design of the primary containment?purge valves.
and Two valves in series on eachlpurge line provide assurance
that both the supply and exhaust lines could be isolated
even if a single failure occurred.f)) -

The/primary cpontainment pyfge valves may be unable’to close
in she envi7ment followihg a LOCA. Therefore, edach of the

purge valves/is required Ao remain sealed closed during
MODES 1, 2,/and 3. In this case, the single failure
criterion femains applicable to the primary containment
purge V;Z e due to faflure in the control circuit associfted
with eagh valve. Thé primary containment purge valve désign
precludes a single failure from compromising the primafy
containment boundary as long as the system/is operatefl in
accordance with this LC0.])

PCIVs satisfy Criterion 3 of {he WRC PATicy Statemgnb——
: TR S—p
LCo PCIVs form a part of the primary containment boundary. The

PCIV safety function is related to minimizing the loss of
reactor coolant inventory and establishing the primary
"containment boundary during a DBA.

The power operated, automatic isolation valves are required
to have isolation times within limits and actuate on an

automatic isolation signal. /The [XB] inkh purgé valyes m /
maintAined/sealed /closed/Jor blocked to prevent Full
ening].) While the reactor building-to-suppression chamber

vacuum breakers isolate primary containment penetrations,
they are excluded from this Specification. Controls on
their isolation function are adequately addressed in LCO

{continued)
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B 3.6.1.3
BASES
Technical
LCO 3.6.1.7, "Reactor Building-to-Suppression Chamber Vacuum ’%‘w,wums
(continued) Breakers.” The valves covered by this LCO are listed with vl CBCE 1)

their associated stroke es in @efereénce/ 2’

The normally closediPCIVs are considered OPERABLE when /. 7J;
valves are closed/or open (¥ Ardane w¥ih »
[ administrative controls omatic valies 51
Normally closed automatic Fiated/and secured An thedr clused pdsitio
PCiVs which ara requiced) @5 afe in/place/ and cyosed gystemg are Anta These
by design (2.9, Fo meat | fpassive isolation valves and devices are those listed in

10CFR 50 Appa.nc/h( K Reference M E

r‘Z“'r‘M"‘"/S) fr ba
di- (M'gi \Zve;/n'th résilie sea
MSIVY, /and hydrostAtically tested valveS/must meet

activated and
additional leakage rate requirements. Other PCIV leakage

olosed, ave Considered
OPERABLE whan Hha

rates are addressed by LCO 3.6.1.1, "Primary Containment,”
as Type B or C testing.

valvas ava de-activated)

This LCO provides assurance that the PCIVs will perform
their designed safety functions to minimize the loss of
reactor coolant inventory and establish the primary
containment boundary during accidents.

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could cause a release of
radioactive material to primary containment. In MODES 4
and 5, the probability and consequences of these events are
reduced due to the pressure and temperature limitations of
these MODES. Therefore, most PCIVs are not required to be

OPERABLE And p p ment plirge Aalved are/ nov

rmrmxipm osef/in MODES 4 and 5. Certain

valves, however, are required to be OPERABLE to prevent
inadvertent reactor vessel draindown. These valves are
those whose associated instrumentation is required to be

OPERABLE per LCO 3.3.6.1, "Primary Containment Isolation

Instrumentation.” (This does not include the valves that

isolate the associated instrumentation.)

ACTIONS The ACTIONS are modified by a Note allowing penetration flow @
path{s) ({exgept fof purgé valyé flow/path(£)] to be
unisolated intermittently under administrative controls.
These controls consist of stationing a dedicated operator at
the controls of the valve, who is in continuous

(continued)
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PCIVs
B 3.6.1.3

ACTIONS
(continued)

comnunication with the control room. In this way, the
penetration can be rapidly isolated when a need for primary
containment isolation is indicated. (Duf
'y containpent purge pine penetr
penetratjons exhausy directly
mésphere to Ahe enviropment, the pénetration Tow path
ghtaining tese valves/is not allgwed to be gpened unde
administrative control A singls :

A second Note has been added to provide clarification that,
for the purpose of this LCO, separate Condition entry is
allowed for each penetration flow path. This is acceptable,
since the Required Actions for each Condition provide
appropriate compensatory actions for each inoperable PCIV.
Complying with the Required Actions may allow for continued
operation, and subsequent inoperable PCIVs are governed by
subsequent Condition entry and application of associated
Required Actions.

The ACTIONS are modified by Notes 3 and 4. Note 3 ensures
that appropriate remedial actions are taken, if necessary,
if the affected system(s) are rendered inoperable by an
inoperable PCIV (e.g., an Emergency Core Cooling System
subsystem is inoperable due to a failed open test return
valve). Note 4 ensures appropriate remedial actions are
taken when the primary containment leakage limits are
exceeded. Pursuant to LCO 3.0.6, these actions are not
required even when the associated LCO is not met.
Therefore, Notes 3 and 4 are added to require the proper
actions be taken. :

A.] and A.2

With one or more penetration flow paths with one PCIV
inoperable @except for pyrge/valxe leakageynot within s
1imitl), the affected penetration flow paths must be (rafe) l
jsolated. The method of isolation must include the use of

at least one isolation barrier that cannot be adversely

affected by a single active failure. Isolation barriers

that meet this criterion are a closed and de-activated

automatic valve, a closed manual valve, a blind flange, and

a check valve with flow through the valve secured. For a

penetration isolated in accordance with Reguired Action A.l,

(continued)
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PCIVs
8 3.6.1.3

BASES

ACTIONS Al and A.2 (continued)

the device used to isolate the penetration should be the
closest available valve to the primary containment. "The
Required Action must be completed within the 4 hour
Completion Time (8 hours for main steam lines). The
Completion Time of 4 hours is reasonable considering the
time required to isolate the penetration and the relative
importance of supporting primary containment OPERABILITY
during MODES 1, 2, and 3. For main steam lines, an 8 hour
Completion Time is allowed. The Completion Time of 8 hours
for the main steam lines allows a period of time to restore
the MSIVs to OPERABLE status given the fact that MSIV
closure will result in isolation of the main steam line(s)
and a potential for plant shutdown.

For affected penetrations that have been isolated in
accordance with Required Action A.1, the affected
penetration flow path(s) must be verified to be isolated on
a periodic basis. This is necessary to ensure that primary
containment penetrations reguired to be isolated foliowing
an accident, and no longer capable of being automatically
isolated, will be in the isolation position should an event
occur. This Required Action does not require any testing or
5] — device manipulation. Rather, it involves verification that
- those devices outsidejcontainment and capable of potentially
being mispositioned are in-the correct position. The
Completion Time of “once per 31 days for isolation devices
outside primary containment® is appropriate because the
devices are operated under administrative controls and the
probability of their misalignment is low. For the devices
inside primary containment, the time period specified "prior
to entering MODE 2 or 3 from MODE 4, if primary containment
was de-inerted while in MODE 4@‘if not performed within the __[5]
previous 92 days® is based on engineering judgment and is
(7o exi Honza oF considered reasonable in view of the inaccessibility of the
& £XI ST devices andjother administrative controls ensuring that
device misalignment is an unlikely possibility.

Condition A is modified by a Note indicating that this

Condition is only applicable to those penetration flow paths
\onMore. with twolPCIVs. For penetration flow paths with one PCIV,
Condition C provides the appropriate Reguired Actionms.
.
Required Action A.2 is modified by @ Note applies to 757F-2¢9
isolation devices located in high radiation areasg and
: - N————{4]
{continued)
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N g 3.6.1.3
BASES
ACTIONS A.l and A2 (continued)
allows them to be verified by use of administrative means.
Allowing verification by administrative means is considered
757F - 269 {75, Al acceptable, since access to these areas is typically
and A2 reéstricted. A Therefore, the orobability of misalignment (of

Ehfese deNices, once they have been veritied ob
proper position, is low.

B.l : or Mmoré.

With one or more penetration flow paths with two¥PCIVs
MS1V laokoge noperable, either the inoperable PCIVs must be restored to

OPERABLE status or the affected penetration flow path must
be isolated within 1 hour. The method of isolation must
include the use of at least one isolation barrier that
cannot be adversely affected by a single active failure.
Isolation barriers that meet this criterion are a closed and
de-activated automatic valve, a closed manual valve, and a
blind flange. The 1.hour Completion Time is consistent with
the ACTIONS of LCO 3.6.1.1.

Condition B is modified by a Note indicating this Con
is only applicable to penetration flow paths with twoVPCIVs. il

For penetration flow paths with one PCIV, Condition C _
e provides the appropriate Required Actions.

€C.)] and C.2

With one or more penetration flow paths with one PCIV
inoperable, the -inoperable valve must be restored to
OPERABLE status or the affected penetration flow path must
be isolated. The method of isolation must include the use
of at least one isolation barrier that cannot be adversely
s dor EFLVs and affected by a single active failure. Isolation barriers
o datiens witi that meet this criterion are a tlosed and de-activated
automatic valve, a closed manual valve, and 2 blind flange.
A check valve may not be used to isolate the affected
benetration.] Required Action C.1 must be com leted within

Te7E-30 (72) %our . Y The{Completion Time @f
: Z 0 is/reasonable considering the relative stability
0 e closed system (hence, reliability) to act as a

penetration isolation boundary and the relative importance
of supporting primary containment OPERABILITY during

4 hours excap
Lor excess Hous
2heck valves (EFCUSY
and Danetrations wi
aclesed Systtu au

a closed sys tem

(continued)
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TSTF Insert A.1 and A.?
-261

Note 2 applies to isolation devices that are locked, sealed, or otherwise
secured in position and allows these devices to be verified closed by use of
administrative means. Allowing verification by administrative means is
considered acceptable, since the function of locking, sealing, or securing
components is to ensure that these devices are not inadvertently repositioned.
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BASES
The closed system rustmaat Hia
ACTIONS C.1and C.2 (continued) r.f,u,-amu‘f&.faf,mu c

This ?c?un’l.d Aa‘mn c/oas
wird an m ar
e

no+

VA/Vd_ Mdnmpu

iF invelves verificotion that
Hhose devicas outside
tontaimmant and capable
of PD'}“‘;IAIIY bunj

mis

Lorrel pa::»‘/on

I#IO'!‘ ara in 1‘[1{.

MODES 1, 2, and 3. A The Completion Time of hours&\__
reasonable considering the instrument and the small pipe
diameter of penetration (hence, reliability) to act as a
penetration isolation boundary and the small pipe diameter
of the affected penetrations. In the event the affected
penetration flow path is isolated in accordance with
Required Action C.1, the affected penetration must be
verified to be 1soTated on a periodic basis. This is
necessary to ensure that primary containment penetrations
required to be isolated following an accident are isolated.
The Completion Time of once per 31 days fgr verifyind e
THecte negrati is appropriate because the

deviees

[7+

valvés/are operated under administrative controls and the
probability of their misalignment is low. -

Condition C is modified by a Note indicating that this
Condition is only applicable to penetration flow paths with

Ov move.

only one PCIV. For penetration flow paths with two]PCIVs, !
Conditions A and B provide the approprute Required Actions.)| #us Londibiom is

writtan szc,-fm//‘/

(Note 1)
Required Actwn o 2 is mod1f1ed by @ Note EiaDiappTies to fo address Hhose

1 Solation desices

7577 -
269

p&nz#m‘/mns w/#l

alves nd fA1anges located in high rachatmn areas and
a Simgle P,

allows them to be ver1f1ed by use of administrative means.
Allowing verification by administrative means is considered

i

=

Trsert AcTion acceptable, since access to these areas is typically
2-2 restricted. \ Therefore, the probability of misalignment @F

fhesé valvés; once they have been veritied to be in the
proper position, is low.

B.1

With the secondaty cofitainsient byfass léakage rate/op MSIV
leakage rate not within limit, the assumptions of the safety
analysis may not be met. Therefore, the leakage must be
restored to within 1imit within @ hours. Restoration can be
accomplished by isolating the penetration that caused the
limit to be exceeded by use of one closed and de-activated
automatic valve, closed manual valve, or blind flange. When !},
a penetration is isolated, the leakage rate for the isolated /
penetration is assumed to be the actual pathway leakage
through the isolation device. If two isolation devices are |4
used to isolate the penetration, the leakage rate is assumed

(continued)
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TsrF] Insert ACTION C-2
Lzaq

Note 2 applies to isolation devices that are locked, sealed, or otherwise
secured in position and allows these devices to be verified closed by use of
administrative means. Allowing verification by administrative means is
considered acceptable, since the function of locking, sealing, or securing
components is to ensure that these devices are not inadvertently repositioned.
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ACTIONS

pllows & reasonable
triod of fime fo
restora MSIV /mkajd.
ond is acceptabli
cvan tha Fact that
SIV elosure will
resultin isoletion
fﬂzrnmnih&fnyf?azs\
anda a 18 -1l
/a;«:#?‘w? W

{continued)
Ito gﬁ the lesser actual pathway leakage of the two devices.
The

hour Completion Time fIs reasongble CORSYGering -
o vestore the leakag¢ by isoliting t
g ve imporfance of gecondary
ént bypass leakafe to the/overall Cfontainment/

n the event opné or more contaipment purge valves Are not
within the pupge valve leakage/limits, purge valvg leakage
must be restgred to within 1ipfits or the affect
penetration/must be isolate The method of i
be by the tdse of at least gfie isolation barrief that cannot
be adversély affected by 3 single active faijure. Isolation
barriery that meet this griterion are a [clgSed and
de-actjvated automatic yalve, closed manua) valve, and blind
. If a purge vAlve with resilient/seals is utilized
to sAtisfy Required Action E.1, it must Have been
deménstrated to meet/the leakage requiréments of
$B/3.6.1.3.7. The Apecified Completign Time is reasonable
nsidering that ghe containment purge valve remains closgd
o that a gross preach of containmept does not exist.

Jlation must

In accordance ¥ith Required Actiof E.2, this penetratign
flow path must be verified to be/isolated on a periodic
basis. The/ﬁeriodic verificatidn is necessary to ensure
that containment penetrations fequired to be iso]:}ed
following/an accident, whichare no longer capable of being’
automatifally isolated, wilY be in the isolationposition
should 4n event occur. This Required Action dogs not

ipé any testing or Ez}ve manipulation. Rather, it

involves verification thdt those isolation de¥ices outside
containment and potentidlly capable of being/mispositioned
in the correct poyition. For the isolation devices

ifiside containment, $he time period specified as “prior to
ntering MODE 2 or ¥ from MODE 4 if not performed within

previous 92 days"™ ¥s based on engineeripg judgment and i
bie in view of theg}ﬂggcessibi1ity of/the

and other administraitive controls that
jsolation device mj alignment is an

| _unlikely possj

ility. /

(continued)

BWR/4 STS

B 3.6-22 Rev 1, 04/07/95




BASES

PCIVs
B 3.6.1.3

ACTIONS

(continued)

For the containment pdrge valve with Aresilient seal that is
isolated in accordance with Require Action E.1,

is placed on
prudent to
Therefore. a Freguency of onc
d has been showp to be acceptalie

éﬂrmm_f a4 N
OFERABLE int MODE 4 or S,
tiy

TSTF-269
Cbangas not
Shown

If any Required Action and associated Completion Time cannot
be met in MODE 1, 2, or 3, the plant must be brought-to a
MODE in which the LCO does not apply. To achieve this
status, the plant must be brought to at least MODE 3 within
12 hours and to MODE 4 within 36 hours. The allowed
Completion Times are reasonable, based on operating-
experience, to reach the reguired plant conditions from fulil
power conditions in an orderly manner and without
chalienging plant systems. 1

=

If any Required Action and associated Complet1on Time canno
be mea the unit must be placed in a cond1t1on in which the

LCO does not apply. (If7appliceble, COR
emb11e- must by i

initiated to suspend operations w1th a potent1a1 for
draining the reactor vessel (OPDRVs) to minimize the ;
probability of a vessel draindown and subsequent potential i

L

for fission product release. Actions must continue until
OPDRVs are suspended
3 If suspending an OPDRV would result in closing the
dual meat removA] (RAR) shutdown cooling isolation

valves, an alternative Required Action is provided to

7z

(continued)
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BASES

- PCIVs
B 3.6.1.3

ACTIONS

jmmediately initiate action to restore the valve(s) to
OPERABLE status. This allows o remain in service while

Lgaactions are being taken to restore the valve.
. . (Shutdown cooling

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

/// This SR allows

to be verified Sealed closed at 31 day intervals.
s breach of primary,

1imit offsite doses. Primgry containment purgg valves that
are sealed closed must haye motive power to tfe valve
operatbr removed. This £an be accomplished Py de-energizing
the sburce of electric power or removing thé air supply to
the /valve operator. this application, £he term "sealed”
hag no connotation of/leak tightness. Thé 31 day Frequency
i£ a result of an NBC initiative, Generjt Issue B-24

ARef. 4), related 0 primary containmept purge valve use
///during unit opera;ﬁons. /’u‘t

valve that is opeg/under administrative
controls to not meet the SR during/the time the valve/is
open. Openind a purge valve under administrative cofitrols
js restricted to one valve in a fpenetration flow path at a
given time {refer to discussiop for Note 1 of the /ACTIONS)
in orderygb effect repairs to/that-vdalve. This #ilows one
purge valve to be opened without resulting in a/failure of
“the Suryeillance and resultint entry into the CTIONS for
this pdrge valve, provided/the stated restrictions are met.
Condifion E must be enteréd during this allowance, and the
valvg opened only s -necéssary for effecting repairs. Each
purde valve .in the penetration flow path may be alternatel
opéned, provided one yemains sealed closed, if necessary,
mplete repairs on the penetration.

The SR is modified by a Note stating/that primary
containment purge valves are only réquired to be seyled
closed in MODES' 1, 2, and 3. If & LOCA inside primary

ach [18] inch pfimary containment/purge valve is required \\

{continued)
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PCIVs
B 3.6.1.3

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

contai t occurs in purge valves
be capable of closing before the predsure pulse affects
systemy’ downstream of the purge valdes or the release of
radioactive materia) will exceed }Amits prior to the closing
of the purge valvey. jimes when the pyrge valves
are/required to bg capable of c)osing (e.g., dyring handlin
of/irradiated fugl), pressuriz
| _arid the purge vAlves are alloyed to be open.

@@r

The torus Purae valve,

160-56, (swormally
bpen for Pressure
costrol, therefore, this
voive iS excluded Casm
this SR. However,
this i< accertoile
Sitdce this valve i3
df.fl ﬂNE:.( fo
au?onzr,{.a://y

close o L olh
conditiso:,

a§k 3,6,1,3,@/@ f . J/
( {/ant or) (1B mch

@
This SR ensures that the{primary containmentipurge valves
are closed as required or, if open, openffor an allowable
reason. If ajpurge valve is open{in violation of this SR,
| The valve 15 considered inoperable. /It the inopgrable vZlve
s/not olherwisg known Fo have gxcessivg leakagé when
osed, At is Aot considered td have lgakage gUtside g
imits e SR is also modified by a Note {Note 1},
fAng that pyimary containment purge Aalves are gnly
qiired to bg closed in MODES 1, 2, and 3. If a/lOCA
{ yside primary containment occurs in/these MODES/ the purge
alves may fiot be capable of closing before the/pressure

pulse affedts systems Mownstream of the purge ¥alves, gf the

release of radicactiye material will exceed 1Amits pribr to
the purgé valves clgsing. At other times whén the pyfrge
valves are required to be capable of closing (e.g., Aduring

handlihg of irradiated fuel), pressurizatjon conceyhs are
| \not present and fhe purge valdes are allowed to b¢ open.
The SR is modified by a Note (Woté Z) stating that the SR is

not required to be met when theipurge valves are open for
the stated reasons. The Note states that these valves may
be opened for inerting, de-inerting, pressure control, ALARA
or air quality considerations for personnel entry, or
llances that require the valves to be open he
purge valves are capable of closing_in the
environment following @ LOCA. Therefore, these valves are
allowed to be open for limited periods of time. The 31 day
Frequency is consistent with other PCIV requirements
discussed in SR 3.6.1.3.8.

K

~=

>

=

< s pr

ovided the deguwel/ ven? aud purga

valves and +haiv associated cuppression
chawber ventand purge valva s ave vst,

opan Sinu H"Mw“ﬂ'[/
(continued)
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This SR verifies that each primary containment isolation
manual valve and blind flange that is located outside

BASES
2
SURVEILLANCE M
TCTL S REQUIREMENTS
(continued)
ond m'}' /ocbd, Sm/a]h
or otherwise Secured . T 2
@ - accident conditionsyis closed.

primary containmentland is required to be closed during
The SR helps to ensure that

This SR does nc'l‘app/y
o valves thatare
locked, Saalad,

or ctherwise Saecuvad
m Hhe doscdposl'#ou,

Sinct these vales were
verifiad +o be in the
torcect pesition upon

post accident leakage of radioactive fluids or gases outside
the primary containment boundary is within design limits.

This SR does not require any testing or valve manipulation.
Rather, it involves verification that those PCIVs outside
primary containment, and capable of being mispositioned, are
in the correct position. Since verification of
position for PCIVs outside primary containment is relatively
easy, the 31 day Fregquency was chosen to provide added
assurance that the PCIVs are in the correct positions.y

(5]

/ockini )y Sealing s or

a5e Aou'/m /& Cpn::s‘l‘ o‘F
S"/!n‘:oning a dedica
ap@ra‘llar 44 +the Canlro/&
of Hha vahsa \ who is in
2onFrausus Communication
with the tondrsl room. Tn
this way tha pa.m.-/ru*‘iou
2ow be rapidly 15ofated
whan a need 4.— rinviar
tontainment i_So;;/r'au 15

Two Notes have been added to this SR. The first Note allows
valves and blind flanges located in high radiation areas to
be verified by use of administrative controls. Allowing
verification by administrative controls is considered
acceptable since §he primary-tontain ] ed an
access is typically restricted

for ALARA reasons. Therefore, the
probability of misalignment of these PCIVs, once they have
been verified to be in the proper position, is low. A

second Note has been included to clarify that PCIVs tGhatrare—{7]

open under administrative controls are not required to meet

indicated.

[7R7F-
45

and net locked,

SM/CG’) er

the SR during the time that the PCIVs are openzAY

g{{&
R_3.6.1.3.

{£]

This SR verifies that each primary containment manual
isolation valve and blind flange th&t A located inside

otherwisa Secured

primary containmentland is required to be closed during
accident conditions is closed. The SR helps to ensure that
post accident leakage of radioactive fluids or gases outside
the primary containment boundary is within design limits.
For PCIVs inside primary containment, the Frequency défihed
@5 "prior to entering MODE 2 or 3 from MODE 4 if primary

[7]

containment was de-inerted while in MODE 4, if not performed
within the previous 92 days" is appropriate since these
PCIVs are operated under administrative controls and the
probability of their misalignment is 1ow.r

(continued)
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PCIVs
B 3.6.1.3

BASES

4 5 .,
SURVEILLANCE (continued)

REQUIREMENTS _

Two Notes have been added to this SR. The first Note allows’
‘valves and blind flanges located in high radiation areas to
be verified by use of administrative controls. Allowing
Stetionmg a dedicated verification by administrative controls. is considered
operatorat Hua controlsof \ acceptable since the primary containment is inerted and
He valve , whe 15 in confucus| access to these areas is typically restricted during
Lommunication with 4he control | MODES 1, 2, and 3 for ALARA reasons. Therefore, the
room. T #his way s +ha probability of misalignment of these PCIVs, once they have
pmdm-l.o.. an be rapidy been verified to be in their proper position, is low. A
| solated when a for second Note has been included to clarify that PCIVs that are
Prmary tontfammant open under administrative controls are not required to meet
veoation is indicated. the SR during the time that the PCIVs are openj

" (6]

The traversing incore probe (TIP) shear isolation valves are
actuated by explosive charges. Surveillance of explosive
charge continuity provides -assurance that TIP valves will
actuate when required. Other administrative controls, such
as those that limit the shelf life of the explosive charges,
must be followed. The 31 day Frequency is based on
operating experience that has demonstrated the reliability
of the explosive charge continuity.

5 : 5]
R_3.6.1.3. ©, TSTF-46

Verifying the isolation time of each power operated;@Aid £arh

automatic PCIV is within limits is required to demonstrate

OPERABILITY. MSIVs may be excluded from this SR since MSIV

full closure .isolation time is demonstrated by SR 3.6.1.3.

The isolation time test ensures that EH® valve will iso'late
3

rtese controls consistef

SR .1.3.

“in a time period less than or equal to -that assumed 1in the
@ Jf\g safety analyses. The Ecldtioh time ahd Frequency of this

SR @%® ({in accordance with the requirements of the Inservice
Testing Program 5 : —2]

6.1.3.7
or primary containmen{ purge valvgs with resi}ient seals,
additionaf leakage rafe testing béyond the tesgt requirements
of 10 CBR 50, Appendix J (Ref. 3}, is requirgd to ensure

(continued)
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PCIVs
B 3.6.1.3

BASES

SURVEILLANCE (continued)

REQUIREMENTS

ERABILITY. Opefating experiencg has demonstrated Athat
has the potential to degrade in ¢ shorter
time period thah do other seal types. Based on this
observation apd the importance/of maintaining thys
penetration Yeak tight {due the direct path petween
primary confainment and the nvironment), a Frgquency of
184 days wAs established.

Additiond1ly, this SR mugt be performed on
after opening the valve/ The 92 day Freqyency was chosen
recognizing that cycling the valve could /introduce

ad:;}ﬁona1 seal degradation (beyond that which occurs tg/a

valve that has not béen opened). Thus/ decreasing the
interval (from 184 days) is a prudent/measure after a alve
bas been opened.

,/&he SR is modifyed by a Note statjng that the primary

/ containment purge valves are only required to mee leakage
rate testing yequirements in MOPES 1, 2, and 3. If a LOCA
inside primayy containment occdrs in these MODES, purge
valve leakage must be minimizéd to ensure offgite
radiological release is within Jimits. At other times whe
the purge/valves are requiréd to be capable of closing
(e.g., daring handling of Arradiated fuel)/ pressurizatign
concerns are not present /and the purge valves are not

___requiyed to meet any spgcific leakage criteria.

&) b
SR_3.6.1.3. . : _

Verifying that the isolation time of each MSIV is within the
specified limits is required to demonstrate OPERABILITY.
The isolation time test ensures that the MSIV will isolate
[/ }——(and Fransint)—__in a_time period that does not exceed the times assumed in
' the DBAlanalyses. This ensures that the calculated
radiological consequences of these events remain within

10 CFR 100 limits. The Frequency of this SR is (fjin
accordance with the requirements of the Inservice Testing
Program 6/ 18 ngnthg): Z

(continued)
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PCIVs

B 3.6.1.3
BASES
' - —le]
SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS : ) .
(continued) Automatic PCIVs close on a primary containment isolation

signal to prevent leakage of radioactive material from
primary containment following a DBA. This SR ensures that

iep 3.3.8.10," Femary i 0 A ; o
Lontasnment Tsolation each automatic PCIV will actuate to its isolation position
on a primary containment isolation signal. The LOGIC SYSTEM

TnsFrumantation,”
FUNCTIONAL TEST in overlaps this SR to provide
complete testing of the safety function. The W@
Frequency was developed considering it is prudent that this

Surveillance be performed only during a unit outage since
isolation of penetrations would eliminate cooling water flow
and disrupt the normal operation of many critical
components. Operating experience has shown that these
[2}_* _Gd components usually pass this Surveillance when performed at
=" the month Freguency. Therefore, the Frequency was
concluded to be acceptable from a reliability standpoint.

SR_3.6.1.3.00~—6 A

lactuctes 4o the iselotion This SR requires a demonstration that each reactor

o5 Fiow om an sctual instrumentation line excess flow check valve (EFCV) is
OPERABLE by verifying that the valve j{reddces ¥low Lo

iph on /4 simulated ingtrument ine break).

or Simulated mstrument
lina break condidion] .

gdtulated

evept evaldated n Referénce &. &!EP month Frequency is
basgd on thehneed t? perform this Surveillance under the Z 2]
- . ..\ conditions that apply during a plant outage and the
This 4?5f is performed potential for an unplanned transient if the Surveillance

by bh""jj down the lwere performed with the reactor at power. Operating
inskeumet bine Aunfj experience has shown that these components usually pass this
o insevvice leck. Surveillance when performed at the g!%m’month Frequency.

" Lk dest Therefore, the Frequency was concluded to be acceptable from
0:{?3=*fé23 « Tes 2 reliability standpoint.
Q verifMing o

disknc Ve 'j"dfd‘-" d L&)
when the f"f’Pd—
Velve Sedds o€
o u.n‘(Jg (edud\\m .
LA cl){lo\u.

SR_3.6.1.3.

The TIP shear isolation valves are actuated by explosive
charges. An in place functional test is not possible with
this design. The explosive squib is removed and tested to
provide assurance that the valves will actuate when

(continued)
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PCIVs
B 3.6.1.3

BASES
—{¢]

SURVE ILLANCE SB__§‘§‘1‘14f5{2%;ontinued)

REQUIREMENTS ) .
required. ~The replacement charge for the explosive squib
ofhew adwemstrative Coutrels,\ shall be from the same manufactured batch as the one fired
such as Hhose Hhat linst +ha or from another batch that has been certified by having one >
of the batch successfully fired. The Frequency of (18" months . {

Shelf life and opngMj fifes

as d‘pPhIAHL) of tha (.xp/ns:vt
Clmr_qa.s + must ba followsad.

on a STAGGERED TEST BASIS is considered adequate given the
administrative controls on replacement charges and the
frequent checks of circuit continuity (SR 3.6.1.3.9 ¥

| SR ;,5,1,i:)é
This SR ensures that the leaKage rate of second
ass leakage paths is less than

Y
containment byp e specified
leakage rate. This provigés assurance that t assumptions
in th;éradiological evaluitions of Reference// are met. The

{ Jeakagé rate of each bypass leakage path is/assumed to be
the maximum pathway legkage (leakage through the worse of
the /Awo jsolation valyes) unless the pene ration is isolate
by use of one closed and de-activated aufomatic valve,
closed manual valve/ or blind flange. An this case, the
Jeakage rate of thé isolated bypass ledkage path js assumed
/to be the actual pathway leakage throlgh the jsolation
/ device. If both isolation valves in’ the penetration a
‘ closed, the acual leakage rate is the lesser leakage/rate
of the two valves. This method o quantifying maximum
pathway leakdge is only to be usgd for this SR (i.e/,
Appendix J sraximum pathway leakdge 1imits are to
quantified’ in accordance with Appendix J). The Erequency is
required by 10 CFR 50, Appendix J, as modified approved
exemptighs (and therefore, {he frequency extenyions of SR
3.0.2 play not be applied), /since the testing ys an Appendix
J, Type C test. This SR imply imposes addi ional
acceptance criteria. Nofe 1 is added to t9i§ SR which
stafes that these valves are only required/to meet this
1gakage limit in MODES/1, 2, and 3. In the other
/anditions, the Reactdér Coolant System 4 not pressuriz
and specific primary containment leakage limits are no

/ required.

[Bypass leakage ¥s considered part/pf L,. [Reviewer/s Note:

i __Unless specificdlly exempted].] ]
{continued)
B 3.6-30 Rev 1, 04/07/95
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PCIVs

B 3.6.1.3
BASES
SR_3.6.1.3 .,. A
. (10) :
SURVEILLANCE 2 ; c ) (Is\ﬁen‘f % 2_{,-/-3@ ﬁhe Comb uﬂ—_‘:\
REQUIREMENTS

(continued)lﬂ; The analyses in References 2 and () are based/on leakage that
o TeaKase Paths is Jess than the\specified leakage rate Leakage.through

all

afired/ This ensures
ed for in determining
e rate. The Frequency

CONt A nmes aka are no p
that MSIV leakage is properly account
the overall primary containment leaka

Fha. ?’;Mary Contaivment
L'.za/uya ﬂ‘/@ Tzsting

PI‘D Qramna

Surveillance of hydrostatically tested lines provides,
assurance that the cajculation assumptions of Referesice
are mét. The combined Jeakage rate$ must be demonsfrated in
accordance with the leakage rate test Frequency of

10 CFR 50, Appendix J (Ref: 3), modified by approved
exemptions; thus SR 3.0.2 (whijy allows Frequen
extensions) does’not apply.

/[This SR has héen modified 3{ a Note that s;xies that thege
’ valves are only required to/meet the combined Teakage rafe
in MODES 1, 2, and 3, sincé this is when the Reactor Codlant
System is pressurized angfprimary containment is requifed.
In some instances, the valves are required to be cap le of
automatically closing diring MODES other than MODES A, 2,
and 3. .However, specific leakage limjts are not a plicable
in these other MODES or conditions.}//

SR_3.6.1.3.15 e A 7

/ / ;

Reviewer’s Note: This SR is opﬁy required fér those plants
with purge valves with resilient seals allowed to be open/
“'during [MODEA, 2, 3, or 4] and having blgcking devices }mat

are not pe;ﬂ:nent]y installpﬁ on the valyes.
=y ; ; /=]
(continued)
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Insert SR 3.6.1.3.10

The leakage rate of each main steam isolation valve path is assumed to be the
maximum pathway leakage (leakage through the worse of the two isolation
valves). If both isolation valves in the penetration are closed the actual
leakage rate is the lesser leakage rate of the two valves. This method of
quantifying leakage is only to be used for this SR (i.e., Appendix J maximum
pathway leakage limits are to be quantified in accordance with the Primary
Containment Leakage Rate Testing Program).

Insert Page B 3.6-31



PCIVs
B 3.6.1.3

BASES

SURVEILLANCE /[ (continugd)
REQUIREMENTS /
Verifging each [ ] inck primary contai nt purge valve/is

blocked to restric:e;;ening to < [50]¥ is required to gnsure
1

that the valves can £lose under DBA onditions within/the

Z._—‘Z:ff ) times assumed in thé analysis of References 2 and 6./ [The
o - SR is modified by A4 Note stating that this SR is oply
/required to be me in MODES 1, 2,/and 3.} 1If a LOCA occurs, A

/ the purge valves must close to maintain containmght Teakage
/ within the valyes assumed in thé accident analygis. At
other times when purge valves /Are required to pe capable of
closing (e.g/, during movemept of irradiated uel
assemblies)/ pressurization/concerns are not/present, thu
the purge yalves can be fully open. The [18] month
Frequency’is appropriate Pecause the blocking devices a
typica'l/]/y removed only t}ziring a refue]in/g outage.

/

" i Cection 15.6.S 2
REFERENCES/—@—Q. FSAR, (Phaptey [13)-
Szr.viian /5.6
‘IWJ

FSAR, (able/ ).
(O CER 50 Zspehdi :1_./<UFSAP.‘S¢A,‘M 76 4.6 —1

O/ CFR/50 X

S o—@ Grsee, Section@z]f@

-z
@_,.@_ EEAR. /Section 115.1.89)" Technical Z.q;;in.mu'f‘s MAMuAD

lo. LFSAR , Section 6.2.4.1,
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10.

11.

12.

JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS BASES: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

Changes have been made (additions, deletions, and/or changes to the NUREG) to
reflect the plant specific nomenclature, number, reference, system description, analysis
description, or licensing basis description.

The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has
been provided.

This paragraph in the Applicable Safety Analyses Section of Bases 3.6.1.3 has been
modified since it is incorrect; neither the DBA analysis nor the IST Program have a
specific assumption for closure time of PCIVs. The analysis assumes the valves will
close prior to fuel damage, which is not expected for some time. The closure times of
the principle PCIVs are currently specified in the UFSAR, and are based upon such
factors as valve size and valve operator capability. In addition, the words in SR
3.6.1.3.5 stating that the isolation times are in the IST Program have also been deleted
since these times are also located in the UFSAR.

This bracketed requirement/information has been deleted because it is not applicable to
Dresden 2 and 3.

These changes have been made for consistency with similar phrases in other parts of the
Bases and/or to be consistent with the Specification.

Changes have been made to reflect those changes made to the Specification.

Editorial change made for enhanced clarity.

Typographical/grammatical error corrected.

This change was approved to be made in NUREG-1433, Rev. 1 per change package
BWR-15, C.5, but apparently was not made. A similar change was made to NUREG-
1433, Rev. 1, Bases 3.6.4.2, Required Actions A.1 and A.2.

Some of the Bases changes for TSTF-30, Rev. 2, have not been adopted since the SRs/
information is not applicable to Dresden 2 and 3.

Changes have been made to be consistent with the Specification. These changes are
also consistent with TSTF-207, Rev. 3, and TSTF-30, Rev. 3, except where plant
specific differences apply or when typographical/consistency errors were noted.

The discussion in the LCO section about closed valves is modified. This editorial
preference is based on an incomplete and misleading discussion of the valves. This
change does not modify the requirements or the interpretation of the requirements.

Dresden 2 and 3 1



Drywell Pressure
B 3.6.1.4

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
B 3.6.1.4 Drywell Pressure

BASES

BACKGROUND

The drywell pressure is limited during normal operations to
preserve the initial conditions assumed in the accident
analysis for a Design Basis Accident (DBA) or loss of
coolant accident (LOCA).

APPLICABLE
SAFETY ANALYSES

Primary containment performance is evaluated for the entire
spectrum of break sizes for postulated LOCAs (Ref. 1).
Among the inputs to the DBA is the initial primary

5 containment internal pressure (Ref. 1). Analyses assume an
-' jnitial drywell pressure of"b psigf. This limitation

ensures that the safety analysis remains valid by
maintaining the expected initial conditions and ensures that
the peak LOCA drywell internal pressure does not exceed the
maximum allowable of [§62]} psig.

The maximum calculated drywell pressure occurs during the
reactor blowdown phase of the DBA, which assumes an
instantaneous recirculation line break. The calculated peak

drywell pressure for this limiting event is psig .

(Ref. 1). : Hg

Drywell pressure satisfies Criterion 2 of €he NRC Polity.

Stitenént). = =

(10 CFt 50.36 CeDCDCeD
LCO ] ST In the event of a DBA, with an initial drywei] pressure

psiglf, the resultant peak drywell accident pressure

will be maintained below the drywell design pressure.

APPLICABILITY

In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could cause a release of
radioactive material to primary containment. In MODES 4

and 5, the probability and consequences of these events are
reduced due to the pressure and temperature limitations of
these MODES. Therefore, maintaining drywell pressure within
limits is not required in MODE 4 or 5.

BWR/4 STS

{continued)
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Drywell Pressure
B 3.6.1.4

BASES (continued)

ACTIONS

A.l

With drywell pressure not within the limit of the LCO,
drywell pressure must be restored within 1 hour. The
Required Action is necessary to return operation to within
the bounds of the primary containment analysis. The 1 hour
Completion Time is consistent with the ACTIONS of

LCO 3.6.1.1, "Primary Containment,® which requires that
primary containment be restored to OPERABLE status within

1 hour.

B.l and B.2

If drywell pressure cannot be restored to withinvlimit
within the required Completion Time, the plant must be
brought to a MODE in which the LCO does not apply. To
achieve this status, the plant must be brought to at least
MODE 3 within 12 hours and to MODE 4 within 36 hours. The
allowed Completion Times are reasonable, based on cperating
experience, to reach the required plant conditions from full
power conditions in an orderly manner and without
challenging plant systems.

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

SR_3.6.1.4. Tho 3]

Verifying that drywell pressure is withindlimit ensures that
unit operation remains within the 1imit assumed in the
primary containment analysis, The 12 hour Frequency of this

'SR was developed, -based on operating experience related to

trending of drywell pressuré variations during the:
applicable MODES. Furthermore, the 12 hour Frequency is
considered adequate in view of other indications available
in the control room, including alarms, to alert the operator
to an abnormal drywell pressure condition.

REFERENCES

1. (FSAR, Sectief [6.2])™

BWR/4 STS

Dresden Muclear Power Station Units 2 aud 3 Plaut
Um‘qua Aualqsi: Pzpo»‘/‘z COM-02-041 Ma(/ 1983,
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS BASES: 3.6.1.4 - DRYWELL PRESSURE

1. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has
been provided.

2. Changes have been made (additions, deletions, and/or changes to the NUREG) to
reflect the plant specific nomenclature, number, reference, system description, analysis

description, or licensing basis description.

3. Typographical/grammatical error corrected.

Dresden 2 and 3 1



\ : Drywell Air Temperature

B 3.6.1.5

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

B 3.6.1.5 Drywell Air Temperature

BASES

BACKGROUND The drywell contains the reactor vessel and piping, which
add heat to the airspace. Drywell coolers remove heat and
maintain a suitable environment. The average airspace
temperature affects the calculated response to postulated
Design Basis Accidents (DBAs). The limitation on the
drywell average air temperature was developed as reasonable,
based on operating experience. The limitation on drywell
air temperature is used in the Reference 1 safety analyses.

APPLICABLE Primary containment performance is evaluated for a

SAFETY ANALYSES spectrum of break sizes for postulated loss of coolant
accidents (LOCAs) (Ref. 1). Among the inputs to the design
basis analysis is the initial drywell average air

temperature (Ref. 1). Analyses assume an initial average
drywell air temperature of {[J35)'F. This Timitation ensures
that the safety analysis remains valid by maintaining the

expected initial conditions and ensures that the peak LOCA
@ drywell temperature does not exceed the maximum allowable
temperature of {3AU)'F (Ref. 2). Exceeding this design

temperature may result in the degradation of the primary
containment structure under accident loads. Equipment
inside primary containment required to mitigate the effects
of a DBA is designed to operate and be capable of operating
under environmental conditions expected for the accident.

Dr"{wen air temperature satisfies Criterion 2 of@%
relier Statenel) (EZFE 5550 cocne) 2

LCO In the event of a DBA, with an initial drywell average air
temperature less than or equal to the LCO temperature limit,
the resultant peak accident temperature is maintained below
the drywell design temperature. As a result, the ability of
primarg containment to perform its design function is
ensured.

{continued)
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BASES (continued)

Drywell Air Temperature
B 3.6.1.5

APPLICABILITY

In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could cause a release of
radicactive material to primary containment. In MODES 4
and 5, the probability and consequences of these events are
reduced due to the pressure and temperature limitations of
these MODES. Therefore, maintaining drywell average air
temperature within the limit is not required in MODE 4 or 5.

ACTIONS

Al

With drywell average air temperature not within the limit of
the LCO, drywell average air temperature must be restored
within 8 hours. The Required Action is necessary to return
operation to within the bounds of the primary containment
analysis. The 8 hour Completion Time is acceptable,
considering the sensitivity of the analysis to variations in
this parameter, and provides sufficient time to correct
minor problems.

and

If the drywell average air temperature cannot be restored to

he.

withindlimit within the required Completion Time, the plant
must be brought to a MODE in which the LCO does not apply.
To achieve this status, the plant must be brought to at
least MODE 3 within 12 hours -and to MODE 4 within 36 hours.
The allowed Completion Times are reasorable, based on
operating experience, to reach the required plant conditions
from full power conditions in an orderly manner and without
challenging plant systems.

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

‘various elevations (referenced to mean sea level). Due to

"SR_3.6.1.5.1]

Verifying that the drywell average air temperature is within

the LCO limit ensures that operation remains within the —
limits assumed for the primary containment analyses. (Varicusy—2
Drywell air temperature is monitored inlat{ quadrants and at "~

the shape of the drywell, a volumetric average is use
determine an accurate representation of the actual average
temperature.

salectd +o
ronide a

fepresan e
Sample. of Hhe
(continued)\ oo 1t d.jm,\\

BWR/4 STS
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Drywell Air Temperature
B 3.6.1.5

BASES

SURVEILLANCE SR _3.6.1.5.1 (continued)

REQUIREMENT
The 24 hour Freguency of the SR was developed based on
operating experience related to drywell average air
temperature variations and temperature instrument drift
during the applicable MODES and the low probability of a DBA
occurring-between surveillances. Furthermore, the 24 hour
Frequency is considered adequate in view of other
jndications available in the control room, including alarms,
to alert the operator to an abnormal drywell air temperature

condition.

REFERENCES 1. AFSAR, Section [6.2§..
2. “nFSAR, Section §6.2.1(4.1).

(3. FSAR, Section [5,!.1.4.5@

BWR/4 STS 'B 3.6-37 Rev 1, 04/07/95



JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS BASES: 3.6.1.5 - DRYWELL AIR TEMPERATURE

1. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has
been provided.

2. Changes have been made (additions, deletions, and/or changes to the NUREG) to
reflect the plant specific nomenclature, number, reference, system description, analysis
description, or licensing basis description.

3. Typographical/grammatical error corrected.

Dresden 2 and 3 1



Al choavses cre m Urless othertsise cdewtifico

(To Set Relie & )——ID Valves

B8 3.6.1.6
'
B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS To addtiowsonve relicf valve i1 desisned
- to oRaw in the Safetymoce. LHoweven,
B 3.6.1.6 LowGESD Set ("!ﬂ) Valves €ir the purpesec of This LCO) cvdy the dow
Se+lelied mede pf’#h:'ﬁw

BASES Valyes (¢ required)

TN
relied .
BACKGROUND ; The atatyfrelief/valves can actuate in either the

0 mode, the /Automatic Depressurization System mode, or
w"d‘ the mdé. n_the mode (or power actuated mode of
- “operation), a pnegmaric djdphragm and siem 3 sembly
e overcopés the spring force and opens the pflot valve. Vs
(INSERT BKGD-I) dfety mode, openixg the pilot valve/allows a _ /
differential pressurg’to develop across” the main val

pen with valve inlet steam pressure as low as [lSO psig.
Below this pressure, steam pressure may not be sufficient o

hold the main valve open against the spring force of the
valveg. (The pneumdtic operator 1s/arranged SO Thd
ts mafunceion will nZT prevent the v;}/ve disk from ffjlﬁ
m : if stedm inlet pressuré exceeds the safety mode presgure
clief va Ves) etpoin (setPainFs ) low Sed relicty lz_l
F’EEED of the @ZB¥Y areJequipped to[provide the L3
function. The (LRYUEG70 cause® the ILIB) valves to be opened
C&.’_\’.’/ at a Jower pressure than thelreliefy(or Fafely mode pressare
and stay open longer, so that reopening more than
% is prevented on subsequent actuations. Therefore,

Qe
low set A,-”,-ep the ’function prevents excessive short duration

feliet valves Cycles with valve actuation at the*relief' setpoint. (oose®
Each ¥78¥ discharges steam through a discharge 1ine and
quencher to a location near the bottom of the suppression
pool, which causes a load on the suppression pool wall.
Actuation at lower reactor pressure results in a lower load. A |

yA N
: (e more thao $wo)
APPLICABLE The LD relief mode/functions to/ensure that the containment

SAFETY ANALYSES design basis of &I operating on "subsequent
actuations” is met. In other words, multiplie simultaneous
openings of §7B¥s (following the initial opening), and the

corresponding higher loads, are avoided. The safety
Usu set relief) analys%s demonstrates that the;ﬁ functions to avoid the /
induced thrust loads on the jscharge line resultin
during Design Basis
7function Jusgities

from "subsequent actuations® of the
Accidents (DBAs). (Furfhermore, the
he pyimary containmept analysis assumﬁtion that)

(continued)

BNR/4 STS B 3.6-38 Rev 1, 04/07/95
( Aéme deley jo the fow set relief 1a(ve leaic Prevents actuatios
(.4

covcurrent with ao elevated water level inthe discharae liue,




[:] INSERT BKGD-1

switch energizes the solenoid to actuate a plunger, which contacts the pilot
valve operating lever, thereby, opening the pilot valve. When the pilot valve
opens, pressure under the main valve disc is vented. This allows reactor
pressure to overcome main valve spring pressure, which forces the main valve

disc downward to open the main valve.

Insert Page B 3.6-38



(Low Set Relief ) —[BValves

8 3.6.1.6
2| P :
BASES —(Jow set relief valve )
APPLICABLE  (STmuTtaneous S/RV fopenings/occur onl
SAFETY ANALYSES L ven thoug SL 5 - y
i ifi q A Jreaunice
(continued) specified, pHY ] CEESEXS) . neau

analysis. YT o set relied valve

(Low set relief D valves satisfy/Criterion 3 ofm
S ((CcFR 50.36CdCILCe]
E3 ;{lou Set relief I — . -
Lco Two ({EourY valves are required to be OPERABLE |to satisfy the

assumptions of the safety analyses (Ref. 1). he
requirements of this LCO are applicable to thel mechanical

and electrica’l capability of the valves to

function for controlling the opening and closing of the

relief valves
. APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, and 3, an event/could cause pressurization of
the reactor and opening of . In MODES 4 and 5, the

probability and consequences of these events are reduced due
to the pressure and temperature limitations in these MODES.
Therefore, maintaining the valves OPERABLE is not
required in MODE 4 or 5. L

ACTIONS Al jeu set reln'e

With one (ﬁ valve inoperable, the remaining OPERABLE

@—.;w adequate to perform the designed function.
owever, the overall reliability is reduced. The 14 day
Completion Time takes into account the redundant capability

afforded by the remaining 19 valve® and the low probability
of an eventlin which the/remaining (E% valve capability

would be (ingdequdte.
: ,

B.l and B.2

If two g[]gdvalves are inoperable or if the
inoperablie valve cannot be restored to OPERABLE status
within the required Completion Time, the plant must be
brought to a MODE in which the LCO does not apply. To

achieve this status, the plant must be brought to at least
MODE 3 within 12 hours and to MODE 4 wii_:hin 36 hours. The

OCcUri o9

(continued)
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(2 —{Tow Sed Relief (LD VA ves

B 3.6.1.6
BASES
ACTIONS B.land B.2 {continued)
allowed Completion Times are reasonable, based on operating
experience, to reach the required plant conditions from full
power conditions in an orderly manner and without
thallenging plant systems. : :
SURVEILLANCE SR_3.6.1.6.] (Jow cet relicf )—
REQUIREMENTS '
A manual actuation of each valve is performed to verify

that the valve and solenoids are functioning properly and no
blockage exists in the valve discharge line. This can be
demonstrated by the response of the turbine contrel or
bypass valve, by a change in the measured steam fiow, or by
any other method that js suitable to verify steam flow.
Adequate reactor steam dome pressure must be available to
perform this test to avoid damaging the valve. [Ade
pressure at whic s test is to be performed is
> 14267 psig [the pressure recommended by the valv
3 - p Also, adequate steam flow must be passing
h the main turbine or turbine bypass valves to

1

helief valve ———pas

Adeguate steam flow i SR-

divert steam Tlow uponiopening.
represented by Pat least§<2® turbine b
- : 07 1b/hr}. VThe (18]
uired byfthe ASME Boiler and

pass valves opery, PD

Press el
24 g8 months €a 3

r. @ Surveillance when performed at fﬁe’q month Frequency.
Therefore, the Frequency was concluded to be acceptable from

This SRis modi €ied by
@ Note thef s tater the

Suenveillance is wet
required o he perforoed

untit 12 hours affer

Pecetor Steam Pressure
obd $low are adeanate
to per forem the tes+

Ref. 2). The Frequency of

ensures that each
soTenoid for each [3/Beis @Iiérnately)tested. Operating
experience has shown that these componenis usually pass

a reliability standpoint.

ed to pertform {ne
eam may not be vailable during
be performed durifg the

D verified by

fhe setpoints tor pverpressure proig

Reference 2 prior to valve installation. (Aftey adequat

eactor gteam dome pressure and fiow are rea ed, 12 hours
(is aIlo;ed to prepare for and pérform the test.

(continued)
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the 5~K7;f/

continue to conirol reactor\pressure when the [E8J'valves (Juset
i

SRR S




Insert SR-1

Sufficient time is therefore allowed, after the required pressure and flow are
achieved, to perform this test.

Insert Page B 3.6-40



(o Sot Relief)—JIZ)Valves |

B 3.6.1.6
BASES
SURVEILLANCE SR _3.6.1.6.2 m ‘ﬂ
REQUIREMENTS ) -
{continued) The designated FRV} are required to actuate

. automatically upon receipt of specific initiation signals.
(’ow set reheﬂ) A system functional test is performed to verify that the
' mechanical portions (i1.e., solenoids) of the LK function
LCO 3.3.6.3, operate as designed when initiated either by an actual or
Mo Set Reliel simulated automatic initiation signal. The LOGIC SYSTEM
ct hehe FUNCTIONAL TES overlaps this SR to provide
Valve Tostrumedstation”

i
complete testing of the safety function.

The [J& month Frequency is based on the need to perform this
~<urveillance under the conditions that apply during a plant
outage and the potential for an unplanned transient if the
Surveillance were performed with the reactor at power.
Operating experience has shown these components usually pass

e ance when pertormed a e U8 month Frequency.
Therefore, the Frequency was concluded to be acceptable from
a reliability standpoint.

This SR is modified by a Note that excludes valve actuation.
P—-] This prevents a reactor pressure vessel pressure blowdown.
Y

REFERENCES \@1.\1FSAR, Section [55. 70 . 2.1.3.5.3)

2. ASME, Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code, Section XI.
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS BASES: 3.6.1.6 - LOW SET RELIEF VALVES

1. Changes have been made (additions, deletions, and/or changes to the NUREG) to
reflect the plant specific nomenclature, number, reference, system description, analysis
description, or licensing basis description.

2. Changes have been made to reflect those changes made to the Specification.

3. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific value/nomenclature has
been provided.

4. Changes have been made to be consistent with other places in the Bases.

Dresden 2 and 3 ' 1



Reactor Building-to-Suppression Chamber Vacuum Breakers

B 3.6.1.7
B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
B 3.6.1.7 Reactor Building-to-Suppression Chamber Vacuum Breakers
BASES
BACKGROUND The function of the reactor building-to-suppression chamber

vacuum breakers is to relieve vacuum when primary
containment depressurizes below reactor building pressure.
If the drywell depressurizes below reactor building
pressure, the negative differential pressure is mitigated by
flow through the reactor building-to-suppression chamber
vacuum breakers and through the suppression-chamber-to-
drywell vacuum breakers. The design of the external

r (reactor building-to-suppression chamber) vacuum relief rrachanica

provisions consists of tuof{acuu? breakers (a{vacuum breaker
M and an air operated butterfly valve), located in series in /——
Tingg)’ from the reactor building{to the 2 The Fwo paralle]

; s : 25 inch vacuum breaker
<£onnac-/¢d 4o o commeny SUppression chamber airspace. The butterfly valve is o gs Comectdo &

20 inch inlet liva] __—actuate differential pressure. The«vacuum breaker is S
self actuatingyand can be femotely operated for testing 4"'2'.,“‘;'“ 20 _;; e
. (St purposes. The two vacuumfbreakers in series must be closed|\w#:<h: /m U

to maintain a leak tight/primary containment boundary. tomects

t Similar 4o a Chack

A negative differential pressure across the drywell wall is
caused by rapid depressurization of the drywell. Events
that cause this rapid depressurization are cooling cycles,
inadvertent primary containment spray actuation, and steam
condensation in the event of a primary system rupture.
Reactor building-to-suppression chamber vacuum breakers
prevent an excessive negative differential pressure across
the primary containment boundary. Cooling cycles result in
minor pressure transients in the drywell, which occur slowly
and are normally controlled by heating and ventilation
equipment. Inadvertent spray actuation results in a more
significant pressure transient and becomes important in
sizing the external (reactor building-to-suppression
chamber) vacuum breakers.

The external vacuum breakers are sized on the basis of the
air flow from the secondary containment that is required to
mitigate the depressurization transient and limit the
maximum negative containment (drywell and suppression
chamber) pressure to within design limits. The maximum
depressurization rate is a function of the primary
containment spray flow rate and temperature and the assumed
initial conditions of the primary containment atmosphere.

(continued)
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Reactor Building-to-Suppression Chamber Vacuum Breaker;
B 3.6.1.

BASES
BACKGROUND Low spray temperatures and atmospheric conditions that yield
(continued) the minimum amount of contained noncondensible gases are
assumed for conservatism.
APPLICABLE - Analytical methods and assumptions jnvolving the reactor

SAFETY ANALYSES

(Tusert 3617 ASH

0

building-to-suppression chamber vacuum breakers are
presented in Reference 1 as part of the accident response of
the containment systems. Internal (suppression-chamber-
to-drywell) and external (reactor building-to-suppression
chamber) vacuum breakers are provided as part of the primary
containment to limit the negative differential pressure
across the drywell and suppression chamber walls, which form
part of the primary containment boundary.

The safety analyses assume the external vacuum breakers to
be closed initially (and to be fully open 0.5] psid

R —AdditionaJAy, of the two reactor building
ression chamber/vacuum breakers, ope i
a closed _position to sati he sing
Zriterion.( Design Basis Accident (DBA) an
vacuum breakers to be closed initially and
and leak tight with positive primary containment pressure.

cne Vacuum/
brea m /

safety analyses/to
? termine the 4dequacy of the ekternal vacuum bw akers:
‘a. A smal)/ break loss of cgblant accident fr lowed by
actuatAon of both primgry containment spray loops;

/

b. Inadvertent actuatiof of one primary ;bntainment spray
logp during normal gperation; S -

spray loops durjng normal opera?}bn;

A postulated DBA assuming Emergéncy Core Cooling
Systems (ECCS) runout flow with a condensation
effectivenegs of 50%; and

A postulafed DBA assuming ;éfs runout flow with a
‘condens jon effectiveness of 100%.

e.

The results/of these five cases show that the gxternal
vacuum bredkers, with an opening setpoint of/[0.5] psid, ary

(continued)
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[:] Insert 3.6.1.7 ASA

, with the mechanical vacuum breakers counter balanced to open at 0.5 psid and
to be fully open in 5 seconds. The air operated butterfly valve vacuum
breakers are assumed to open concurrent with the mechanical vacuum breakers
and be full open in 30 seconds (Ref. 1). Since only one of the two parallel
20 inch vacuum breaker lines is required to protect the suppression chamber
from excessive negative differential pressure, the single active failure

criterion is satisfied.

Insert Page B 3.6-43



Reactor Building-to-Suppression Chamber Vacuum Breakers

8 35.6.1.7
BASES
APPLICABLE . [capable of maintaining the ferential pressure wi ;? _ -3
SAFETY ANALYSES sign limits. )M’ 2 .
{continued) .
The reactor building-to-suppression chamber vacuum breakers
satisfy erion 3 A0 e NRC/ PoTiCy StAtemeny.
A ] 10¢FR 50.36 ((2) (e
LCO A1l reactor building-to-suppression chamber vacuum breakers

are required to be OPERABLE to satisfy the assumptions used
in the safety analyses. The requirement ensures that the
two vacuum breakers (Facuum breaker and air operated
butterfly valve) in each of the two lines from the reactor
building to the suppression chamber airspace are closed
(except during testing or when performing their intended
function). Also, the requirement ensures both vacuum
breakers in each line will open to relieve a negative
pressure in the suppression chamber.

DBA couid caus:épressurization
In MODES 1, 2, apd 3, the Suppression
‘red -PF

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, and 3,
T primary containment.

[4] Pod] '
f

Spray System

(Excessive negative pressure inside
t could occur due to inadvertent

Suppression Pool Sprdy System is required to be OP
mifigate the effect4 of inadvertent actuation of
ppression Pool

[ fn MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could result in excessive
negative differential pressure across the drywell wall
caused by the rapid depressurization of the drywell. The
event that results in the limiting rapid depressurization of
drquel! vacuum braakers the drywell is the primary system rupture, which purges the
opest {due 4o axcassive drywell of air and fills the drywell free airspace with
dferantial pressure batuesn) steam. Subsequent condensation of the steam would result in
Hha Supprassion chamber and [ depressurization of the drywe'lﬂ. The 1imiting pressure and
drywallyy would resutt in /' temperature of the primary system prior to a DBA occur in

deprassurization of #he MODES 1, 2, and 3.
) 5u];>m55;rm chc:,.b” A {—4 a'r;(:.uall Sémgs.) m

In MODES 4 and 5, the probability and consequences of these
events are reduced due to the pressure and temperature
limitations in these MODES. Therefore, maintaining reactor

5 which, o tar Hia
Suppression shamber o~

(continued)
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Reactor Building-to-Suppression Chamber Vacuumsagegkgr;

BASES

APPLICABILITY building-to-suppression chamber vacuum breakers OPERABLE is
{continued) not required in MODE 4 or 5. .

ACTIONS A Note has been added to provide clarification that, for the

purpose of this LCO, separate Condition entry is allowed for
eaCh neyratyon L : V‘m;or' éu/./a(mg - SZD-Suler‘Lsslon a}umba.

vacuum brea na ]

Al (lives with ome. ) - @

With one or morevacuum breaker®not closed, the leak tight
primary containment boundary may be threatened. Therefore,
the inoperable vacuum breakers must be restored to OPERABLE

status or the open vacuum breaker closed within
TTme rezzyremen 3
lam

e e

: .% The Z houPrComplietion Time takes into @
account the redundancy (Cap3biliXy) afforded by the remaining
breakers, the fact that the OPERABLE breaker in each of the
lines is closed, and the low probability of an event
occurring that would require the vacuum breakers to be
OPERABLE during this period.

8.1

With one or more lines with two vacuum breakers not closed,
primary containment integrity is not maintained. Therefore,
one open vacuum breaker must be closed within 1 hour. This
Completion Time is consistent with the ACTIONS of -

LCO 3.6.1.1, “Primary Containment," which requires that
primary containment be restored to OPERABLE status within

1 hour.

c.l

With one 1ine with one or more vacuum breakers inoperable
for opening, the leak tight primary containment boundary is
intact. The ability to mitigate an event that causes a
containment depressurization is threatened, however, if both
vacuum breakers in at least one vacuum breaker penetration
are not OPERABLE. Therefore, the inoperable vacuum breaker

(continued)
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BASES

Reactor Building-to-Suppression Chamber Vacuumsagegkir;

ACTIONS

ITfa~wy Required
Action ard

astociafed
Oomoletios Time
cawdol be met

C.1 (continued)

must be restored to OPERABLE status within £
is consistent with the Completion Time for Condition A and

the fact that the leak tight primary containment boundary is

being maintained.

Dl

(Y‘

With two {Ar Morg]) lines with one or more vacuum breakers
inoperable for opening, the primary containment boundary is
jntact. However, in the event of a containment
depressurization, the function of the vacuum breakers is
lost. Therefore, all vacuum breakers in (fonef 1ine must be
restored to OPERABLE status within 1 hour. This Completion
Time is consistent with the ACTIONS of LCO 3.6.1.1, which
requires that primary containment be restored to OPERABLE
status within 1 hour.

and

T the vacuup breakers in [gre] 1ine. canng
reftored to OPERABLE status withi ipéd Co
ime) the plant must be brought to a MODE in which the LCO
does not apply. To achieve this status, the plant must be
brought to at least MODE 3 within 12 hours and to MODE 4
within 36 hours. The allowed Completion Times are
reasonable, based on operating experience, to reach the
required plant conditions from full power conditions in an
orderly manner and without challenging plant systems.

be closeg/or

SURVEILLANCE R_3.6.1.7.

REQUIREMENTS
Each vacuum breaker is verified to be closed to ensure that
a potential breach in the primary containment boundary is
not present. This Surveillance is performed by observing
local or control room indications of vacuum breaker position
or by/verifyifg a di . e v d/
hafber/, The 14 day Frequency is based on engineering

{continued)
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BASES

Reactor Building-to-Suppression Chamber VacuumBBregkfr;
3.6.1.

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

SR _3.6.1.7.] (continued)

judgment, is considered adequate in view of other .
indications of vacuum breaker status available to operations
personnel, ‘and has been shown to be acceptable through
operating experience.

Two Notes are added to this SR. The first Note allows
reactor-to-suppression chamber vacuum breakers opened in
conjunction with the performance of a Surveillance to not be
considered as failing this SR. These periods of opening
vacuum breakers are controlled by plant procedures and do
not represent inoperable vacuum breakers. The second Note
is included to clarify that vacuum breakers open due to an
actual differential pressure are not considered as failing
this SR. 4

SR _3.6.1.7.2

Each vacuum breaker must be cycied to ensure that it opens

properly to perform its design function and returns to its

fully closed position. This ensures that the safety :

analysis assumptions are valid. The {§92@ day Frequency of | 2]
this SR was developed based upon Inservice Testing Program

requirements to perform valve testing at least once every

@92} days. ]

SR_3.6.1.7.3

Demonstration of vacuum breaker opening setpoint is
necessary to ensure that the safety analysis assumption

regarding vacuum breaker full open differential pressure of
§755T3@ psid is valid. The ng?rmonth Frequency 1s based on
the need to perform this Surveillance under the conditions
that apply during a plant outage and the potential for an

(i) unplanned transient if the Surveillance were performed with
(plant} the reactor at power. For this UAyd, the {(AF) month
Frequency has been shown to be acceptable, based on
operating experience, and is further justified because of
other surveillances performed at shorter Frequencies that
convey the proper functioning status of each vacuum breaker.
T .
REFERENCES 1. JFSAR, Section {6.29.
®621!@1/-2_./ {Z]
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS BASES: 3.6.1.7 - REACTOR BUILDING-TO-SUPPRESSION CHAMBER VACUUM
BREAKERS

1. Changes have been made (additions, deletions, and/or changes to the NUREG) to
reflect the plant specific nomenclature, number, reference, system description, analysis
description, or licensing basis description.

2. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has
been provided. ‘

3. These details concerning the five cases which are considered in the safety analyses with
respect to reactor building-to-suppression chamber vacuum breakers have been deleted.
This level of detail is not necessary to be included in the Bases for understanding of the
LCO requirements.

4. Inadvertent actuation of the suppression pool spray system is not the main concern for
depressurizing the drywell, a LOCA inside the drywell is the main concern. Therefore,
this section has been reworded to place proper emphasis on the proper reason.

5. Changes have been made to reflect those changes made to the Specification.

6. The alternate method has been deleted since it is not valid for Dresden 2 and 3.

7. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity.

8. These changes have been made for consistency with similar phrases in other parts of the

Bases and/or to be consistent with the Specification.

Dresden 2 and 3 1



Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell VacuumBB;egkgrg

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

8 3.6.1.8A Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Breakers

BASES

BACKGROUND

{
The function of the suppressionséﬁamber—to-dryweli~vacuum o Ej

mstalled in & paralla,l\
Athcpgnac#n e
Suppre..ssiou 2livubev
o

. The vacuum breakses

breakers is to relieve vacuum in the drywell. There are (5
internal vacuum breakers)(bcated on the vent headerf of

® vent system between the drywell and the suppression

allow air and steam flow from the suppression

chamber to the drywell when the drywell is at a negative

pressure with respect to the suppression chamber.

Therefore, suppression chamber-to-drywell vacuum breakers

prevent an excessive negative differential pressure across /& o<cion chombor =

the @EIwel ) drywel] boundary. Each vacuum breaker is a self i

actuating valve, similar to a check valve, which can be

Fémgtery) operated for testing purposes.

A negative differential pressure across the drywell wall is
caused by rapid depressurization of the drywell. Events
that cause this rapid depressurization are cooling cycles,
inadvertent drywell spray actuation, and steam condensation
from sprays or subcooled water reflood of a break in the
event of a primary system rupture. . Cooling cycles result in
minor pressure transients in the drywell that occur slowly
and are normally controlled by heating and ventilation
equipment. Spray actuation or spill of subcooled water out.
of a break results in more significant pressure transients
and becomes important in sizing the internal vacuum
breakers.

In the event of a primary system rupture, steam condensation
within the drywell results in the most severe pressure
transient. Following a primary system rupture, air in the
drywell is purged into the suppression chamber free

" airspace, Teaving the drywell full of steam. Subsequent

condensation of the steam can be caused in two possible
ways, namely, Emergency Core Cooling Systems flow from a
recirculation line break, or drywell spray actuation
following a loss of coolant accident (LOCA). These two
cases determine the maximum depressurization rate of the
drywell.

In addition, the waterleg in the Mark 1 Vent System

downcomer is controlled by the drywell-to-suppression
chamber differential pressure. If the drywell pressure is

(continued)
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BASES

Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Bregkirg
B 3.6.1.

BACKGROUND
(continued)

Jess than the suppression chamber pressure, there will be an
jncrease in the vent waterleg. This will result in an
jncrease in the water clearing inertia in the event of a
postulated LOCA, resulting in an increase in the peak
drywell pressure. This in turn will result in an increase
in the pool swell dynamic loads. The internal vacuum '
breakers limit the height of the waterleg in the vent system
during normal operation.

nsert ASA-|

APPLICABLE
SAFETY ANALYSES

Analytical methods and assumptions involving the

suppression chamber-to-drywell vacuum breakers are presented
in Reference 1 as part of the accident response of the
primary containment systems. Internal (suppression
chamber-to-drywell) and external (reactor building-
to-suppression chamber) vacuum breakers are provided as part
of the primary containment to limit the negative
differential pressure across the drywell and suppression
chamber walls that form part of the primary containment
boundary.

The safety analyses assume that the internal vacuum breakers
are closed initially and are fully open at a differential

2

pressure of [j0.5) psid (Ref. §f. Additionally, 3 of the
12 internal vacuum breakers are assumed to fail in a closed
position (Ref. 1). The results of the analyses show that
the design pressure is not exceeded even under the worst
case accident scemario. The vacuum breaker opening
differential pressure setpoint and the requirement that (§9))
of §12§ vacuum breakers be OPERABLE are a result of the
requirement placed on the vacuum breakers to limit the vent

em waterleg height. ¢ total cross seckional ‘area o

e = es

the drywell And suppréssion chamber s ) f
ptAl main Xent sectionZl area,) with the valves set t
operate at fl0.50 psid differential pressure. Design Basis

LL\’

Accident (D analyses (Radiire the vacuum breakers to be

(EZSawa)

closed initially and to remain closed and leak tightZwith—{unt:])

the suppression (pooDYat a positive pressure relative to the
drywell. () j::)

(continued)
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Insert ASA-1

The vacuum breakers are sized on the basis of the Bodega pressure suppression
system tests. These tests were conducted by simulating a small break LOCA,
which tend to cause vent system waterleg height variations. The vacuum
breaker capacity selected is more than adequate to limit the pressure
differential between the suppression chamber and drywell post LOCA

Insert Page B 3.6-49



Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Breakeré

This LLD 8130
antures

2]

B 3.6.1.8
BASES
APPLICABLE The suppression chamber-to-drywell vacuum breakers satisfy
SAFETY ANALYSES Criterion 3 of T TR — )
{continued) o
LCO Only §9) of the P12 vacuum breakers must be OPERABLE for
openin k1T suppression cham 'y vacuum -
reakers{ Mowever, are (feqlived To PO closed (e)_(cept dqrmg
testing or when the vacuum breakers are performing their
intended design function). : T UPERAB Y
EF—— Fequivementyprovided assurance rywe
suppression chamber negative differential pressure remains
below the design value,/ The requirement that the vacuum
breakers be closed ensures that there is no excessive bypass
leakage should a LOCA occur. vacuum breakers will
L opan S0 that
APPLICABILITY [

@s8) A MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could result in excessive
negative differential pressure across the drywell wall,

y which, affer Hhe suppression) caused by the rapid depressurization of the drywell. The

cAnmbl.r - ‘fn—dn,w‘// VBLLium
breakerss {due o

betwesn +he Suppression
Chomber and drgwell ) ; would
result i deprassurization
of Hhe Suppressisn chomber

excassive differential pressure

event that results in the limiting rapid depressurization of
the drywell is the primary system rupture that purges the
drywell of air and fills the drywell free airspace with
steam. Subsequent condensation of the steam would result in

depressurization of the drywelll. The limiting pressure and
temperature of the primary system prior to a DBA occur in

MODES 1, 2, and 3. (5

. L drywall spraysy—
In MODES 4 and 5, the probability and consequences of these
events are reduced by the pressure and temperature
limitations in these MODES; therefore, maintaining
suppression chamber-to-drywell vacuum breakers OPERABLE is
not required in MODE 4 or 5.

BWR/4 STS
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Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Breakers
B 3.6.1.8

BASES (continued)

ACTIONS

A.l

With one of the required vacuum breakers inoperable for

5

() “{drywell As maintzined for A hour without makeéup. The
. (- —vequired-® hour Completion Time is considered adequate to
forny thif tesh.

@

opening (e.g., LH® vacuum breaker is not open and may be
stuck closed or not within its opening setpoint limit, so
that it would not function as designed. during an event that
depressurized the drywell), the remaining Qeight@ OPERABLE
vacuum breakers are capable of providing the vacuum relief
function. However, overall system reliability is reduced
because a single failure in one of the remaining vacuum
breakers could result in an excessive suppression chamber-
to-drywell differential pressure during a DBA. Therefore,
with one of the {ninef) required vacuum breakers inoperable,
72 hours is allowed to restore at least one of the
jnoperable vacuum breakers to OPERABLE status so that plant
conditions are consistent with those assumed for the design
basis analysis. The 72 hour Completion Time is considered
acceptable due to the low probability of an event in which
the remaining vacuum breaker capability would not be
adequate.

8.1 With one vacuum breoker viol closed ) ) . : 5
By opeR_vachum breakey 3l DwS communication between the aists

drywell and suppression chamber airspace{ and, as a result,
there is the potential for Guppréssion champep—= -
overpressurization due to this bypass leakage if a LOCA wer
to occur. Therefore, the open vacuum breaker must be
closed. A short time is allowed to close the vacuum breaker
due to the low probability of an event that would pressurize
primary containment. (IT vacuu breaker position Andication
that Ahe

PI’IMA)’L/
comzmnu Zn

atel p/am and CDMP/‘.?[" #he manual egeling necassary) |
Fo chse the vacuum breakar which may be {ocated o a
hBh raciation a.—‘aﬂ

T tHe inopgrable spppression cha er-tg-drywell | vaguum
bregker canot be f£losed restored_tg OPEﬂggLE sgatu;
ithi ivy i the plant must be
brought to a MODE in which the LCO does not apply. To

A £ any ,?:z7u.'ru/,4a‘ion aud associated Complabion @
[} ( thnnot be mat/ (continued)
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BASES

Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Breakgr;
B 3.6.1.

ACTIONS

C.] and C,2 (continued)

achieve this status, the plant must be brought to at least
MODE 3 within 12 hours and to MODE 4 within 36 hours, The
allowed Completion Times are reasonable, based on operating
experience, to reach the required plant conditions from full
power conditions in an orderly manner and without
challenging plant systems.

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

0
are)
Not?‘ added to this SR allows suppression chamber-_]

SR _3.6.1.8.1

Each vacuum breaker is verified closed to ensure that this
potential large bypass Jeakage path is not present. This

" surveillance is performed by observing the vacuum breaker

position indication /of by ¥e g thaf a difd ﬂ
gmp d be e suppressig yhber 2
gdrywe paintaiged foy r withut maKeup! The 14 day

Frequency is based on engineering judgment, is considered
adequate in view of other indications of vacuum breaker
status available to operations personnel, and has been shown
to be acceptable through operating experience. is 7
iC -

to-drywell vacuum breakers opened in conjunction with the
performance of a Surveillance to not be considered as
failing this SR. These periods of opening vacuum breakers
are controlled by plant procedures and do not represent

inoperable vacuum breakers. K [7he Second Mofe is inclucled +o alaridy tHat

vacuum breabars opas due 16 An acTua
dilterantial prassuce ave vot censidereed

SR_3.6.1.8.2 2 Jucling Jos B |

Each regquired vacuum breaker must be cycled to ensure that
it opens adequately to perform its design function and
returns to the fully closed position. This ensures that the
safety analysis assumptions are valid. The 31 day Fregquency
of this SR was developed, based on Inservice Testing Program
requirements to perform valve testing at least once every

g2 days. A 31 day Frequency was chosen to provide

{continued)
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BASES

Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Breakers
’ B 3.6.1.8

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

(<)

SR_3.6.1.8.2 (continued)
“additional assurance that the vacuum breakers are OPERABLE,
W' [Fsh_enyironmgnt {Tho -
gp mber pace). In addition, this functional
test is required within 12 hours after @ifthen a discharge of
steam to the suppression chamber from the safety/relief
B 7. gherd -

SR_3.6.1.8.3 ::I«’[Ifi«:-c/oud

Verification of the vacuum breaker opening setpointais

necessary to ensure that the safety analysis assumption

regarding vacuum breaker full open differential pressure OLM
\Z

=/

\J0.-50 psid is valid. The {IF)wonth FrequenCy is based on
the need to perform this Surveillance under the conditions
that apply during a plant outage and the potential for an

P

unplanned transient if the Surveillance were performed with
the reactor at power. (Yor /Ahif Tagility) ée @’ month
Frequency has been shown to be acceptable, based on
operating experience, and is further justified because of
other surveillances performed at shorter Frequencies that
convey the proper functioning status of each vacuum breaker.

REFERENCES

O 242 {3]
1. JFSAR, Section (§6.2. .

o
e

(2 ursae, Table &.2-1.)
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS BASES: 3.6.1.8 - SUPPRESSION CHAMBER-TO-DRYWELL VACUUM BREAKERS

1. Typographical error corrected for accuracy.

2. Changes have been made (additions, deletions, and/or changes to the NUREG) to
reflect the plant specific nomenclature, number, reference, system description, analysis
description, or licensing basis description.

3. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has
been provided.

4. The statement has been modified since it is incorrect; the pressure could be positive or
negative depending upon the situation. Also, the design basis only assumes the
pressure is within the limits, not positive. Therefore, the vacuum breakers are required
to remain closed only “until” the suppression pool is at a positive pressure relative to
the drywell. At this time, they may be open to perform their design function (i.e.,
relieve pressure).

S. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity.

6. Inadvertent actuation of a spray system is not the main concern for depressurizing the
drywell, a LOCA inside the drywell is the main concern. Therefore, this section has
been reworded to place proper emphasis on the proper reason. In addition, inadvertent
actuation of suppression pool spray is not a concern at all relative to causing an
excessive negative pressure event; drywell spray is the system that can cause this event.
Therefore, the Bases have been changed from suppression pool spray to drywell spray
when discussing this event.

7. Changes have been made to reflect those changes made to the Specification.

8. These changes have been made for consistency with similar phrases in other parts of the
Bases and/or to be consistent with the Specification.

Dresden 2 and 3 1



B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
B 3.6.1.9 Main Steam Isolation Valve ( 1V) Leakage Control System (LCS)

BASES

BACKGROURD The MSIY LCS sypplements the isolation function of the MSI¥s
by processing/the fission products that could leak throu
the closed M3IVs after a Design Basis Accident (DBA) loss of
coolant accident (LOCA). ’

The MSIV £CS consists of two independent subsystems:/ an
inboard Aubsystem, connected between the jnboard a

outboapd MSIVs, and an outboard subsystem, connec ed
immedjately downstream of the outboard MSIVs. Edch
subsystem is capable of processing leakage fro MSIVs
folYowing a DBA LOCA. Each subsystem consists/of blowers
(ofie blower for the inboard subsystem and twy’blowers for
e outboard subsystem), valves, piping, and heaters (for
he inboard subsystem only). Four electrif heaters in the
inboard subsystem are provided to boil off any condensate
prior to the gas mixture passing throug the flow limiter.

Each subsystem operates in two proces modes:
depressurization and bleedoff. The epressurization proces
reduces the steam line pressure to Within the operating
capability of equipment used for {he bleedoff mode. During
bleedoff (long term leakage contydl), the blowers maintain
negative pressure in the main sfeam lines (Ref. 1). This
ensures the leakage through thé closed MSIVs is collected
and processed by the MSIV LCY. In both process modes, the
effluent is discharged to the secondary containment and
g]timate]y filtered by the/Standby Gas Treatment (SGT)
ystem. : .

The MSIV LCS is manual)y initiated approximately 20 minut
following a DBA LOCA fRef. 2).

APPLICABLE
SAFETY ANALYSES

ultimately f¥ltered by the SGT System. The oper
MSIV LCS prgvents a release of untreated leakag for this
type of evgnt.

(continued)
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BASES /

APPLICABLE The MSIV LCS satisfies Criteyion 3 of the NRC Policy

SAFETY ANALYSES Statement.

{continued)

LCO One MSIV LCS subsystgm can proviﬁe the required processing
of the MSIV leakage/ To ensure that this capability is
available, assumipf worst case single failure, two MSIV L
subsystems must Be OPERABLE.

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1,/2, and 3, a DBA could lead to a fission/product
release tg primary containment. Therefore, MSIV (LS
OPERABILATY is required during these MODES. In MODES 4
and 5, Ahe probability and consequences of thesg events are
reduced due to the pressure and temperature ljMmitations in
thesé MODES. Therefore, maintaining the MSIY LCS OPERABLE
is /Mot required in MODE 4 or'5 to ensure MSIV leakage is
processed. :

ACTIONS Al

With one MSIV LCS subsystem inoperdble, the inoperable MSIV
LCS subsystem must be restored t¢/ OPERABLE status within

30 days. In this Condition, th¢ remaining OPERABLE MSIV LCS
subsystem is adequate to perf the required leakage
control function. However, the overall reliability is
reduced because a single fajlure in the remaining subsyste
could result in a total 1ofs of MSIV leakage control
function. The 30 day Coppletion Time is based on the
redundant capability afforded by the remaining OPERABLE/MSIV
LCS subsystem and the XYow probability of a DBA LOCA
occurring during thisy/period.

B.1

With two MSIV YCS subsystems inoperablie, at leaSt one
subsystem must be restored to OPERABLE status Aithin 7 days.
The 7 -day Cgmpletion Time is based on the loy probability of
the occurrgnce of a DBA LOCA.

(continued)

—
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ES

ACTIONS C.landC.2

{continued)
1f the MSIV LCS Aubsystem cannot be restored to OPERABLE
status within the required Completion Time, the plant must
be brought tg’a MODE in which the LCO does not apply. To
achieve thj€ status, the plant must be brought to at least
in 12 hours and to MODE 4 within 36 hours.
allowed Completion Times are reasonable, based on ope
experjénce, to reach the required plant conditions
conditions in an orderly manner and without

rating
om full

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENT.

Each MSIV LCS blower is operated for > [15] minutes to
verify OPERABILITY. The 31 day Frequency was developed
considering the known reliability of the LCS blower and
controls, the two subsystem-tredundancy, and the low -
probability of a significant degradation of the MSIV LCS
subsystems occurring bgtween surveillances and has been
shown to be acceptab}é through operating experience.

jcal continuity of each inboard MSIV LCS subsyst
heater As verified by a resistance check, by verifying

verifying that the current or wattage draw meets
pecifications. The 31 day Frequency is based om’operating
experience that has shown that these components”usually pass
this Surveillance when performed at this Frefuency.

SR_3.6.1.9.3

A system functional test is pepformed to ensure that the
MSIV LCS will operate through”its operating sequence. This
includes verifying that automatic positioning of the
valves and the operatipr” of each interlock and timer are
correct, that the blewers start and develop the required
flow rate and the siecessary vacuum, and that the upstream
heaters meet cyrfent or wattage draw reguirements (if not

i$4 electrical continuity in SR 3.6.1.9.2). The

{continued)
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BASES ///

SURVEILLANCE SR_3.6.1.8.3 ntinued)
REQUIREMENTS

[18] month Fréquency is based on the need to perform this
under the conditions that agply during a plant
d the potential for an unplapded transient if the
ance were performed with the/reactor at power.
Operating experience has shown th these components usually
p3ss the Surveillance when perf: d at the [18] month
requency. Therefore, the Frefuency was concluded to be
acceptable from a reliabili

REFERENCES 1. FSAR, Section

L ‘ Z ya
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ISTS BASES: 3.6.1.9 - MAIN STEAM ISOLATION VALVE (MSIV)
LEAKAGE CONTROL SYSTEM (LCS)

1. This Bases has been deleted since the associated Specification has been deleted.

Dresden 2 and 3 1



Suppression Pool Average Temperature
B 3.6.2.1

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
B 3.6.2.1 Suppression Pool Average Temperature

BASES

BACKGROUND

The suppression chamber is a toroidal shaped, steel pressure
vessel containing a volume of water called the suppression
pool. The suppression pool is designed to absorb the decay
heat and sensible energy released during a reactor blowdown
Tom Gafety/relief valve discharges or from Design Basis
Accidents (DBAs). The suppression pool must quench all the
steam released through the downcomer lines during a loss of
coolant accident (LOCA). This is the essential mitigative
feature of a pressure suppression containment that ensures
that the peak containment pressure is maintained below the

maximum allowable pressure for DBAs (EGZE*bSIQ). The
suppression pool must also condense steam from steam exhaust
lines in the turbine driven {fystems (1.e.,/the) High Pressure
Coolant Injection System gnd/Reactor (ore Isolatien (oolwmg
(Syetem). Suppression pool average temperature (along with

D 3.6.2.2, "Suppression Pool Water Level®) is a key
indication of the capacity of the suppression pool to
fulfill these requirements.

The technical concerns that lead to the development of
suppression pool average temperature limits are as follows:

a. Complete steam condensation ([—the origjhal limit jor
e en a OwWao as 170°F, based on th
Bodega Aay and Humboldt Bay Tests}:

b. Primary containment peak pressure and temperature(fj?}
Te As

design/pressure 1s_[6Z] pfig and design zemperatu
3401/F (Ref. 1)}~

c. Condensation oscillation loadsf[—maxifium allowable)
Onitidl temperatdre 1s {il 5 and

d. Chugging loads {[—tHese onlTy occyr at < [133]/F;
srefonk, there i no initial témperature 1Amit
becaus¢/ of chuggipg]. —

BWR/4 STS
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Suppression Pool Average Temperature
B 3.6.2.1

BASES (continued)

APPLICABLE The postulated DBA against which the primary containment
SAFETY ANALYSES performance is evaluated is the entire spectrum of
postulated pipe breaks within the primary containment.
Inputs to the safety analyses include initial suppression
pool water volume and suppression ‘pool temperature
(Reference 1 for LOCAs and Reference 2 for the pool
temperature analyses required by Reference 3). ‘An initial
ool temperature of EQHL'F is assumed for the Reference 1
and/Referemce 2/analyses. Reactor shutdown at a pool
temperature of @110 *F and vessel depressurization at a pool

temperature of §120§°F are assumed for the Reference 2
analyses. The limit of J105°F, at which testing is
terminated, is not used in the safety analyses because DBAs™
are assumed to not initiate during unit testing.

Suppression pool average temperature satisfies Criteria 2
and 3 °fwﬂ&_{. - (DCFR50.36 CICICD)

LCO A limitation on the suppression pool average temperature is
required to provide assurance that the containment
conditions assumed for the safety analyses are met. This
Timitation subsequently ensures that peak primary
containment pressures and temperatures do not exceed maximum
allowable values during a postulated DBA or any transient
TSTF resulting in heatup of the suppression pool. The LCO

-200 requirements are:

—_—

a. Average temperature < 195[°F(when any OPERABL
RM) chanfel is >
. ivisi of full scale gnh Range JJand no testing that
3dds heat to the suppression pool i3 being performed.

“This requirement ensures that licensing bases initial
conditions are met.

ST

) b. Average temperature < Q105§°F/mhen a OPERABL'I;]D

206 1$1ons of fuil scale gn
ge 7and testing that adds heat to the suppression

@Wi‘t" THERMAL ool is/being performed. This required value ensures
PoweR 217 KTI%D that the unit has testing flexibility, and was

selected to provide margin below the J110f°F 1imit at
which reactor shutdown is required. When testing
ends, temperature must be restored to < LESSQ]’F within
24 hours according to Required Action A.2. Therefore,
the time period that the temperature is > EQSE'F is

(continued)
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Suppression Pool Average Temperature

B 3.6.2.1
BASES
Lco short enough not to cause a significant increase in
(continued) unit risk.
ST c. Average tem IR
2547 1 ‘ e
T = de 7L This requirement ensures that the unit will
§ith THERMAL POWER) 'be shutidown at > J110J°F. The pool is designed to
£ % KTP@T absorb decay heat and sensible heat but could be
heated beyond design 1imits by the steam generated if
_ the reactor is not shut down.
TsTF
-20b

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could cause significant heatup
of the suppression pool. In MODES 4 and 5, the probability
and consequences of these events are reduced due to the -
pressure and temperature limitations in these MODES.
Therefore, maintaining suppression pool average temperature
within limits is not required in MODE 4 or 5.

ACTIONS A.]l and A

With the suppression pool average temperature above the
specified 1imit when not performing testing that adds heat
to.the suppression pool and when above the specified power

dication, the initial conditions exceed the conditions (7
assumed for the Reference 1, @< and 4 analyses. However,
_ primary containment cooling capability still exists, and the
primary containment pressure suppression function will occur
at temperatures well above those assumed for safety
analyses. Therefore, continued operation is allowed for a
limited time. The 24 hour Completion Time is adequate to
allow the suppression pool average temperature to be
restored below the limit. Additionally, when suppression
pool temperature is > EPSﬁPF, increased monitoring of the
suppression pool temperature is required to ensure that it
remains < [ﬂlO@'F. The once per hour Completion Time is
adequate based on past experience, which has shown that pool
temperature increases relatively slowly except when testing

{continued)
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Suppression Pool Average Temperature
g 3.6.2.1

BASES
ACTIONS Al and A,2 (continued)
that adds heat to the suppression pool is being performed.
Furthermore, the once per hour Completion Time is considered
adequate in view of other indications in the control room,
jncluding alarms, to alert the operator to an abnormal '
suppression pool average temperature condition.
B.1l
If the suppression pool average temperéture cannot be
restored to within 1imits within the required Completion
r Time, the plant must be brought to a MODE in which the LCO
T does not apply. To achieve this status, the power must be
-2.0(p reduced to §7307 d s of full scale on Kange 7 fAD) | -
@} I} ithin 12 hours. The 12 hour Completion /
@4 /9, ETPE \ ime is reasonable) based on.oper;ting experience, to reduce
bl . power from Tull power conditions in an orderly manner and )
without challenging plant systems.
TStF c.l
loi& Suppression pool average temperature 1S allowed to be
- > F95§°FEhen any RABLE IRM channel/ is > [25/40) )
@ with THEEMAL 3 ul) Acale on Range X, and when testing that

adds heat to the suppression pool/is being performed.
However, if temperature is > BIO5}F, all testing must be
immediately suspended to preserve the heat absorption
capability of the suppressicn pool. With the testing
'suspended, Condition A is entered and the Required Actions
and associated Completion Times are applicable. :

POWER > 1% RTPRD

D.] and D.2
Suppression pool average temperature > Qnom'F requires that
the reactor be shut down immediately. This is accomplished

@Hn’u 36 haur_s\ by placing the reactor mode switch in the shutdown position.
_— / Further cooldown to Mode) 4¥is required at normal cooldown
i rates (provided pool temperature remains < 1200°F) .
Additionally, when suppression pool temperature is
> f110°F, increased monitoring of pool temperature is
required to ensure that it remains < (1208°F. The once per
30 minute Completion Time is adequate, based on operating —

{continued)
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BASES

. Suppression Pool Average Temperature
’ B 3.6.2.1

ACTIONS

0.1 and D.2 (continued)

experience. ‘Given the high suppression pool average

temperature in this fondition, the monitoring Frequency is
increased to twice that of Condition A. Furthermore, the

30 minute Completion Time is considered adequate in view of

other indications available in the control room, including

alarms, to alert the operator to an abnormal suppression

pool average temperature condition.

E,I and Ez

If suppression pool average temperature cannot be maintained
at < [1200°'F, the plant must be brought to a MODE in which

the LCO does not apply. To achieve this status, the reactor @
pressure must be reduced to < ﬁ‘i(ﬂ' psig within 12 hours, .
and the plant must be brought to at least MODE 4 within

36 hours. The allowed Completion Times are reasonable,
based on operating experience, to reach the required plant
conditions from full power conditions in an orderly manner
and without challenging plant systems.

Continued addition of heat to the suppression pool with

suppression pool temperature > J120§°F could result in

exceeding the design basis maximum ailowable values for

primary containment temperature or pressure. Furthermore,
if a blowdown were to occur when the temperature was

> #1200°F, the maximum allowable bulk and local temperatures

could be exceeded very quickly.

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

SR_3.6.2.1.]

The suppression pool average temperature is regularly
monitored to ensure that the required limits are satisfied.
The average temperature is determined by taking an
arithmetic average of OPERABLE suppression pool water
temperature channels. The 24 hour Freguency has been shown,
basgd on oggrgting experience, to be acceptable. When heat
is being added to the suppression pool by testing, however,

it is necessary to monitor suppression pool temperature more
frequently. The 5 minute Frequency during testing is
Justified by the rates at which tests will heat up the
suppression pool, has been shown to be acceptable based on

{continued)
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Suppression Pool Average Temperature
B 3.6.2.1

BASES

SURVEILLANCE SR 3,6.2.1.1 (continued)

REQUIREMENTS
operating experience, and provides assurance that allowable
pool temperatures are not exceeded. The Frequencies are
further justified in view of other indications available in
the control room, including alarms, to.alert the operator to
an abnormal suppression pool average temperature condition.

FSAR, Section [6.20,
WEDC -22/70 Dresdav 2 aud 3 Nucleav,

(BAR{ Seftiop [15.47 Ganarating Plawt Supprassion Peel
’ TLMPdrc\ urae aspon.sn. ) \/u/y 1982

1
2
3. NUREG-0783.
4, ([Mark £ Containmemt ?rograﬂ.])(——]

/

"Dresden Nlerr FPower Station Umts Zaod 3

Plawt Uvique Avelyers Repont: COM-02-0Y%1
May 1983,
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS BASES: 3.6.2.1 - SUPPRESSION POOL AVERAGE TEMPERATURE

1. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has
been provided.

2. Changes have been made (additions, deletions, and/or changes to the NUREG) to
reflect the plant specific nomenclature, number, reference, system description, analysis
description, or licensing basis description.

3. The discussions of the four different concerns that lead to the development of the
suppression pool average temperature limits have been deleted. The appropriate
analysis is described in the UFSAR (References 1 and 2) and discussion in the Bases is
not needed for understanding this Specification.

4, Changes have been made to reflect those changes made to the Specification.
5. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity.
6. Typographical error corrected.
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Suppression Pool Water Level
B 3.6.2.2

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
B 3.6.2.2 Suppression Pool Water Level

BASES

BACKGROUND The suppression chamber is a toroidal shaped, steel pressure
vessel containing a volume of water called the suppression
pool. The suppression pool is designed to absorb the energy
associated with decay heat and sensible heat released during
a reactor blowdown from GafeEyfrelief valve
discharges or from a Design Basis Accident (DBA). The
suppression pool must quench all the steam released through
the downcomer lines during a loss of coolant accident
(LOCA). This is the essential mitigative feature of a
pressure suppression containment, which ensures that the
peak containment pressure js maintained below the maximum
allowable pressure for DBAs (ﬂSZ psig). e suppression
pool must alsc condense steam from the steam exhaust 1ine®
in the turbine driven h Pressure Coolant

e main emergency water supply

716,300 ((RETCY SFstepl) and provides .

2 source for the reactor vesgel. The suppression pool volume

G4 T B.S imches 5730F) ft° at the low water level Timit of
. cnehe

1eS {97,550 ) ft°> at the high water level
[TZ 7t & inghes).
M‘H‘ [10.5 cnches I /17, 800

If the suppression pool water level is too Tow, an
insufficient amount of water would be avai1;b1e to

adequately condense the steam from the (s/KV.quenchers
= owwC omer. »gents, or HPCI @naRCIO turbine exhaust line§. Low :g]
— Iines suppression pool water level could also result in an

inadequate emergency makeup water source to the Emergency
Core Cooling System. The lower volume would also absorb
less steam energy before heating up excessively. Therefore,
a minimum suppression pool water level is specified.

If the suppression pool water level is too high, it could (refiel valve)
result in excessive clearing loads from SZR{rdischarges and

excessive pool swell loads during a DBA LOCA. Therefore, a

maximum pool water level is specified. This LCO specifies

an acceptable range to prevent the suppression pool water

Jevel from being either too high or too low.

{continued)
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Suppression Pool Water Level
B 3.6.2.2

BASES (continued)

APPLICABLE
SAFETY ANALYSES

Initial suppression pool water level affects suppression
pool temperature response calculations, calculated drywell
pressure during vent clearing for a DBA, calculated pool
swell loads for a DBA LOCA, and calculated loads due to )
discharges. Suppression pool water level must be maintained
within the limits specified so that the safety analysis of
Reference 1 remains valid.

Suppression pool water level satisfies Criteria 2 and 3 of

(&he RRC Poligy Statemend™ “(I0CF2. 50.36 Cc)C-._)C[L')

LCO

[(T(73F &5 cuches

A limit that suppression pool water level be (14 £t 105 ""‘h’-‘) .

> (TZAT 7 inghes) and < (T2 J& 6 inchesDyis required 10 __ /nbove Hhe

efsure that the primary containment conditions assumed Tor | pottow of tha
the safety analyses are met. Either the high or low water { suppressou
chawmber

Jevel limits were used in the safety analyses, depending
upon which is more conservative for a particular
calculation.

APPLICABILITY

In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA would cause significant loads on
the primary containment. In MODES 4 and 5, the probability
and consequences of these events are reduced due to the
pressure and temperature limitations in these MODES. The
requirements for maintaining suppression pool water level
within limits in MODE 4 or 5 is addressed in LCO 3.5.2,
"ECCS-Shutdown.”

ACTIONS

(refic ¥ valve

Al (the dauucomehiﬂ

With suppression pool water level outside the limits, the
conditions assumed for the safety analyses are not met. If
water level is below the minimum level, the pressure
suppression function still exists as long as
covered, HPCI @R REID turbine exhaust® @Fgicovered, 2
quenchers are covered. If suppression pool water Tevel
is above the maximum level, protection against
overpressurization still exists due to the margin in the

eak containment pressure analysis and the capability of the
(Covtaivmen +}m Spray System. Therefore, continued operation for a

(continued)
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Suppression Pool Water Level
B 3.6.2.2

BASES

ACTIONS A.1 (continued)

1imited time is allowed. The 2 hour Completion Time is
sufficient to restore suppression pool water level to within
limits. Alsp, it takes into account the low probability of
an event impacting the suppression pool water level
occurring during this interval,

B.1 and B.2 .

If suppression pool water level cannot be restored to within
limits within the required Completion Time, the plant must
be brought to a MODE in which the LCO does not apply. To
achieve this status, the plant must be brought to at least
MODE 3 within 12 hours and to MODE 4 within 36 hours. The
allowed Completion Times are reasonable, based on operating
experience, to reach the required plant conditions from full
power conditions in an orderly manner and without
challenging plant systems. .

SURVEILLANCE SR_3.6.2.2.]
REQUIREMENTS

ensure that the required 1imits are satisfied.
The 24 hour Frequeocy)(Frequency of s considering operatj
3 experience rélated to trending va .
has b::‘thz:m} b: pool water evel and water level/instrument drift ddring the
accerTable Dages o applicablg¢ MODES and to assessifg the proximity to/the
orarativs experiaxce.) \specified LCO level limits.) Furthermore, the 24 hour
Frequency is considered adequate in view of other
indications available in the control room, including alarms,
to alert the operator to an abnormal suppression pool water
level condition.

-
REFERENCES 1. AFSAR, Section EE.ZL. —
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS BASES: 3.6.2.2 - SUPPRESSION POOL WATER LEVEL

1. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has
been provided.

2. Changes have been made (additions, deletions, and/or changes to the NUREG) to
reflect the plant specific nomenclature, number, reference, system description, analysis

description, or licensing basis description.

3. Changes have been made to be consistent with other places in the Bases.

Dresden 2 and 3 1



(EBE) Suppression Pool Cooling

B 3.6.2.3
B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
B 3.6.2.3 (ResiduxT Heat Removal (RAR) Suppression Pool Cooling _
BASES
BACKGROUNDV Following a Design Basis Accident (DBA), the MSuppressiorﬂ_

Pool Cooling System removes heat from the suppression pool.
The suppression pool is designed to absorb the sudden input
of heat from the primary system. In the long term, the pool
continues to absorb residual heat generated by fuel in the
reactor core. Some means must be provided to remove heat
from the suppression pool so that the temperature inside the
primary containment remains within design limits. This ;

function is provided by two redundant (EHR suppression pool ]
cooling subsystems. The purpose of this LCO is to ensure
f2ioment and is manually initiated and independently controlled. The
two subsystems perform the suppression pool cooling function—j
DO i
[KHR) heat exchangers and returning it to the suppression
Conta; wmewt? Dool. [FHR) service water, circulating through the tube side

SuPPress ron that both subsystems are OPERABLE in applicable MODES.

Pool ool i g .
Each subsystem contains two pumps and one heat exchanger
by circulating water from the suppression pool through the
of the heat exchangers, exchanges heat with the suppression

Coolivs pool water and discharges this heat to the external heat
sink.
( ’o‘“‘/p"eis.“".&{.ﬁ\- The heat removal capability of one(BHE pump in one subsystem
\ coaltuor pdection is sufficient to meet the overall DBA pool cooling —
\C LPC.L._)"' requirement for loss of coolant accidents (LOCAs) and

A . transient events such as a turbipe/Trip or stuck open ( Kelief V““@ 73
@reh‘ef vﬁw eakage and Figh pressur _
core Anjection (and Reac¥or Core Igolation Coofing System j—-rz‘_]

testing increase suppression pool temperature more siowly.
The (BHR Suppression Pool Cooling System is also used to J_[D
lower the suppression pool water bulk temperature following

such events.

APPLICABLE Reference 1 contains the results of analyses used to predict

SAFETY ANALYSES primary containment pressure and temperature following large
and small break LOCAs. The intent of the analyses is to
demonstrate that the heat removal capacity of. the f
Suppression Pool Cooling System is adequate to maintain the
primary containment conditions within design limits. The

{continued)
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BAR) Suppression Pool Coo'l;-ng .
B 3.6.2.3

BASES
APPLICABLE suppression pool temperature is calculated to remain below
SAFETY ANALYSES  the design limit.
(continued) , o e
The {BHR) Suppression Pool Cooling System satisfies}—{1]
terion 3 of &¢he RRC Policy Statepleny. = —
Criterion 3 of (e 10 CFR 50.36 (I0ICD)
Lco During a DBA, a minimum of one BB suppression pool coo]ing],__m

subsystem is required to maintain the primary containment

peak pressure and temperature below design lTimits (Ref. 1).

To ensure that these requirements are met, two 1121391 ;}—{::]
suppression pool cooling subsystems must be OPERABLE with

power from two safety related independent power supplies.
Therefore, in the event of an accident, at least one

subsystem is OPERABLE assuming the worst case single active
failure. APEHER suppression pool cooling subsystem is :}_[I]
OPERABLE when one of the pumps, the heat exchanger, and

associated piping, valves, instrumentation, and controls are

OPERABLE.

Y sma—
r/——\ﬁﬁ’)
APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could causela release of

radioactive material to primary containment and CRHED) a
heatup and pressurization of primary containment. In
MODES 4 and 5, the probability and consequences of these

events are reduced due to the pressure and temperature
Vimitations in these MODES. Therefore, the SuppressionA}-m
Poo; Cooling System is not required to be OPERABLE in MODE
or 5.

ACTIONS A.l

With one (RER) suppression pool cooling subsystem inoperable, (1)
the inoperable subsystem must be restored to OPERABLE status

within 7 days. In this gondition. the remainingm_————m
suppression pool cooling subsystem is adequate to perform
CFPERRBLE the primary containment cooling function. However, the _

overall reliability is reduced because a single failure in

the OPERABLE subsystem could result in reduced primary

containment cooling capability. The 7 day Completion Time

js acceptable in light of the redundant EBE) suppression pool }E}

{continued)
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(RBR) Suppression Pool Cool ing :»—[]

g 3.6.2.3
BASES
ACTIONS A.1 (continued)
cooling capabilities afforded by the OPERABLE subsystem and
Iusen the 1ow probability of a DBA occurring during this period.

:

ACrron B.l

)
—1-230!

, \or, _
D— ary ). i ction and associated Completion Time @f)

nhot be met il in’m ;e required om
wo WAR suppression pogl cooling subsystems A
pé o, the plant must be brought to a MODE in which the
0 does not apply. To achieve this status, the plant must —
be brought to at least MODE 3 within 12 hours and to MODE 4
within 36 hours. The allowed Completion Times are
reasonable, based on operating experience, "to reach the
required plant conditions from full power conditions in an
orderly manner and without challenging plant systems.

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.2.3.1

REQUIREMENTS :

Verifying the correct alignment for manua’lc,;power operatedy,
valves in the (R suppression pool cooling

mode flow path provides assurance that the proper fiow path

exists for system operation. This SR does not apply to

valves that are locked, sealed, or otherwise secured in

position since these valves were verified to be in the

correct position prior to locking, sealing, or securing. A

valve is also allowed to be in the nonaccident position

provided it can be aligned to the accident position within

the time assumed in the accident analysis. This is

acceptable since the (RHE) suppression pool cooling mode is 1———-‘3

manually initiated. This SR does not require any testing or

valve manipulation; rather, it involves verification that

those valves capable of being mispositioned are in the

correct position. This SR does not apply to vaives that

cannot be inadvertently misaligned, such as check valves.

The Frequency of 31 days is justified because the valves are
operated under procedural control, improper valve position
would affect only a single subsystem, the probability of an
event requiring initiation of the system is low, and the

ystem is a manually initiated system. This Frequency

{continued)
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nrF| Insert ACTION B.1
2230

B.1

With two suppression pool cooling subsystems inoperable, one subsystem must be
restored to OPERABLE status within 8 hours. In this condition, there is a
substantial loss of the primary containment pressure and temperature
mitigation function. The 8 hour Completion Time is based on this loss of
function and is considered acceptable due to the low probability of a DBA and
the potential avoidance of a plant shutdown transient that could result in the
need for the suppression pool cooling subsystems to operate.

Insert Page B 3.6-69



(@) suppression Pool Cooling I |

B 3.6.2.3

BASES

SURVEILLANCE SR_3.6.2.3.1 (continued)
REQUIREMENTS

has been shown to be acceptable based on operating
experience. :

Verifying that eachw®HR pump develops a flow rate

- >{7700) gpm while operating in the suppression pool cooling
the Primary toovta mrmewt) mode with flow through the associated heat exchanger ensures
Pec Kk Pressure awd (pump peFformance has fiol degraded dyring :

p gal pump performance
tempenature caube vequired by ASME Code, Section XI (Ref. 2). This test
mairfeamved below £he\  confirms one point on the pump design curve, and the results
desigw limirs duringa) are indicative of overall performance. Such inservice
confirm component OPERABILITY, (tre#nd) 7
incipient fallures by indicating _

5

abnormal performance. The Frequency of this SR is Bin

accordance with the Inservice Testing Program(@r/9Z do¥s)

@ 5]
REFERENCES 1. AFSAR, Section HG.Z.

2. ASME, Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code, Section XI.
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS BASES: 3.6.2.3 - SUPPRESSION POOL COOLING

1. Changes have been made to reflect those changes made to the Specification.

2. Changes have been made (additions, deletions, and/or changes to the NUREG) to
reflect the plant specific nomenclature, number, reference, system description, analysis
description, or licensing basis description.

3. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity.

4. Changes have been made for consistency with similar phrases in other parts of the
Bases.

5. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has

been provided.
6. Typographical/grammatical error corrected.

7. The IST Program at Dresden 2 and 3 is not required to provide information for trend
purposes. Therefore, these words have been deleted.

Dresden 2 and 3 ' 1



Suppression Pool Spray
B 3.6.2.4

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

B 3.6.2.4 L Suppression Pool Spray
BASES
BACKGROUND Following a Design Basis Accident (DBA), the ER suppression — |

Pool Spray System removes heat from the suppression chamber
airspace. The suppression pool is designed to absorb the

sudden input of heat from the primary system from a DBA or a
rapid depressurization of the reactor pressure vessel (BPV)
through §a¥e€tyjrelief valves. The heat addition to the
suppression pool results in increased steam in the
suppression chamber, which increases primary containment
pressure. Steam blowdown from a DBA can also bypass the
suppression pool and end up in the suppression chamber
airspace. Some means must be provided to remove heat from
the suppression chamber so that the pressure and temperature
inside primary containment remain within analyzed design
limits. This function is provided by two redundant
suppression pool spray subsystems. The purpose of this LCO
isDto ensure that both subsystems are OPERABLE in applicable
MODES. :

m———-——[Each of the two (EHE suppression pool spray subsystems
contains two pumps and one heat exchanger, which are
manually initiated and independently controiled. The two
subsystems perform the suppression pool spray function b,
;ircu]at;ng water from the suppression pool through thefﬂ“'
/ - eat exchangers and returning it to the suppression poo
! ii“:,::iff:a:i{_m/ b spray sparger®. The sparger@ only accommodate{a small o
\ 7 LPCTY portion of the total RHR)pump flow; the remainder of the
flow returns to the suppression pool through the suppression
pool cooling return line. Thus, both suppression pool
o0 miNimum glo&)) cooling and suppression pool spray functions GE® per ormed
live when the Suppression Pool Spray System is initiated. (RB®
service water, circulating through the tube side of the heat
exchangers, exchanges heat with the suppression pool water
and discharges this heat to the external heat sink. Either
suppression pool spray subsystem is sufficient to
condense the steam from small bypass leaks from the drywell
EgAthe suppression chamber airspace during the postulated

{continued)
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BASES (continued)

E}—@Suppression Pool Spray
B 3.6.2.4

APPLICABLE
SAFETY ANALYSES

Reference 1 contains the results of analyses used to predict
primary containment pressure and temperature following large

and small break loss of coolant accidents. The intent of

the analyses is to demonstrate that the pressure redgct'ion
capacity of the (BHR) Suppression Pool Spray System ip__@
adequate to maintain the primary containment conditions : .
within design limits. The time history for primary

containment pressure is calculated to demonstrate that the

maximum pressure remains below the design limit. F

[E_D’he@Suppression Pool Spray System satisfies Criterion 3

of ghe BRL Poligy Statgmen). (10 CER 50.36 (<2(:0C4<))

LCO

In the event of a DBA, a minimum of one §HR suppression pocﬂj—m
spray subsystem is required to mitigate potential bypass

Jeakage paths and maintain the primary containment peak

pressure below the design 1imits (Ref. 1). To ensure that

these requirements are met, two suppression pool spray J_m
subsystems must be OPERABLE with power from two safety -
related independent power supplies. Therefore, in the event

of an accident, at least one subsystem is OPERABLE assuming _
the worst case single active failure. AP suppression | i
pool spray subsystem is OPERABLE when one o the pumps, the

heat exchanger, and associated piping, valves,

jnstrumentation, and controls are OPERABLE.

" APPLICABILITY .

In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could cause pressurization of
primary containment. In MODES 4 and 5, the probability and
consequences of these events are reduced due to the pressure
and temperature limitations in these MODES. Therefore,
maintaining (BHR suppression pool spray subsystems OPERABLE]—E:]

" is not required in MODE 4 or 5.

ACTIONS

A.l

With one (RHR) suppression pool spray subsystem inoperable,]—m

the inoperable subsystem must be restored to OPERABLE status i

within 7 days. In this gondition, the remaining OPERABLE
suppression pool spray subsystem is adequate to perform

the primary containment bypass leakage mitigation function.

(continued)
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®uE) Suppression Pool Spray
B 3.6.2.4

BASES

ACTIONS A.1 (continued)

However, the overall reliability is reduced because a single
failure in the OPERABLE subsystem could result in reduced
primary containment bypass mitigation capability. The 7 day
Completion Time was chosen in light of the redundant :
suppression pool spray capabilities afforded by the OPERABLE
subsystem and the low probability of a DBA occurring during
this period. _

Bl

With both @HR suppression pool spray subsystems inoperable,
at least one subsystem must be restored to OPERABLE status
within 8 hours. In this fondition, there is a substantial 3
loss of the primary containment bypass leakage mitigation
function. The 8 hour Completion Time is based on this loss

7 of function and is considered acceptable due to the low
réduce Pressure) peohability of a DBA and because alternative methods to
ie the remove heat from)primary containment are available.

C.1 and c.2 /—Q,py Retuif‘tx AC*"I.uJ a.ﬂa()

If the rnoperable RHR fuppression pool s%ay subsysy¥em
cannot be) festored to/OPERABLE status within the[ associated
Completion Ti the plant must be brought to a MODE in
mer which the LCO doesinot apply. To achieve this status, the

piant must be brought to at least MODE 3 within 12 hours and

MODE 4 within 36 hours. The allowed Completion Times are

reasonable, based on operating experience, to reach the

required plant conditions from full power conditions in an

orderly manner and without challenging plant systems.

SURVEILLANCE SR_3.6.2.4.1

REQUIREMENTS — mlp :
Verifying the correct alignment for manualgipower operate
valves in the BHR suppression pool spray mode
flow path provides assurance that the proper flow pathg &Y
O exist) for system operation. This SR does not apply to
valves that are locked, sealed, or otherwise secured in

position since these valves were verified to be in the
correct position prior to locking, sealing, or securing. A

(continued)
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RHR Suppression Pool Spray
B 3.6.2.4

BASES

SURVEILLANCE R 6,2.4 (continued)

REQUIREMENTS

valve is also allowed to be in the nonaccident position

_provided it can be aligned to the accident position within _
the time assumed in the accident analysis._This js
acceptable since the [RHR suppression pool (cpol g mode 1s
manually initiated. This SR does not reguire any testing or
valve manipulation; rather, it involves verification that
those valves capable of being mispositioned are in the
correct position. This SR does not apply to valves that
cannot be inadvertently misaligned, such as check valves.

The Frequency -of 31 days is justified because the valves are
operated under procedural control, improper valve position
would affect only a single subsystem, the probability of an
event requiring initiation of the system is low, and the

ystem is a manually initiated system. This Freguency
has been shown to be acceptable based on operating
experience.
SR _3.6.2.4.2

erifying each RHR pump develops a flow rate 2 [400] gpm
while operating if the suppression pool gpray mode with f)
through the heajy/exchanger ensures thay/ pump performance Kas
not degraded ddring the cycle. Flow As a normal test o
centrifugal i

trend gerformance, and detectﬁncipient failures

indicating abnormal performance. The Frequency/

J;s([in accordance with thg/lnservice Testing Program, but
e Frequency must not exceed 92 days].\ &

\

—

2 .
) REFERENCES @ﬁFSAa. section 6.2 14

(2.~ ASME, Boiler apd” Pressure Vessel Code, Sectjom x1

This Surveillance i3 performed every 5 Yeass fo verify that thesPraY Nozles are wot
obstructed avd that seray Llow will be Previded whev reauired . The £ vean Freeuscy S
adeaucde +o detect dearadation in pesformarce due 1= the Passive wozsle decian Cawxd

has heew shews +o be accertable throush eperating experiesce. [
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS BASES: 3.6.2.4 - SUPPRESSION POOL SPRAY

1. Changes have been made to reflect those changes made to the Specification.
2. Changes have been made (additions, deletions, and/or changes to the NUREG) to
reflect the plant specific nomenclature, number, reference, system description, analysis

description, or licensing basis description.

3. These changes have been made for consistency with similar phrases in other parts of the
Bases and/or to be consistent with the Specification.

4. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has
been provided.

5. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity.

Dresden 2 and 3 1



Drywell-to-Suppression Chamber Differentia1BP§ezsgrg

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
B 3.6.2.5 Drywell-to-Suppression Chamber Differential Pressure

BASES

BACKGROUND The toroidal shaped suppression. chamber, which contains the
suppression pool, is connected to the drywell (part of the —
primary containment) by feight( main vent pipes. The main

. vent pipes exhaust into a continuous vent header, from which

ENA 960 downcomer pipes extend into the suppression pool. The
pipe exit is ft below the minimum suppression pool water
Jevel required by LCO 3.6.2.2, "Suppression Pool Water
Level.* During a loss of coolant accident (LOCA), the
increasing drywell pressure will force the waterleg in the
downcomer pipes into the suppression pool at substantial
velocities as the "blowdown* phase of the event begins. The
Jength of the waterleg has a significant effect on the
resultant primary containment pressures and loads.

APPLICABLE The purpose of maintaining the drywell at a slightly higher

SAFETY ANALYSES pressure with respect to the suppression chamber is to
minimize the drywell pressure increase necessary to clear
the downcomer pipes to commence condensation of steam in the
suppression pool and to minimize the mass of the accelerated
water leg. This reduces the hydrodynamic loads on the torus
during the LOCA blowdown. The required differential

oressure results in a downcomer waterleg of (3.0% to
EIEEI aéi!!ﬂﬂ ft. N3, 21

Initial drywell-to-suppression chamber differential pressure
affects both the dynamic pool loads on the suppression
chamber and the peak drywell pressure during downcomer pipe
clearing during a Design Basis Accident LOCA. Drywell-to-

" suppression chamber differential pressure must be maintained
within the specified limits so that the safety analysis
remains valid.

Dryweﬂ-td-.suppression chamber diffexjent'ia'l pressure

satisfies Criterion 2 of the Policy/Statement.
CER S0.2LcodCidlid))

e

LCO A dr e11-to-supbression chamber differential pressure limit

of [15]) psid is required to ensure that the containment

{continued)
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Drywell-to-Suppression Chamber Differential Pressure

8 3.6.2.5
BASES
LCo conditions assumed in the safety analyses are met. A
(continued) drywell-to-suppression chamber differential pressure of =
(T.0) TT.E) psid corresponds to a downcomer water leg of )
> 83 58 ft. Faflure to maintain the required differential
3.5Y% pressure could result in excessive forces on the suppression
chamber due to higher water clearing loads from downcomer
vents and higher pressure buildup in the drywell.
FA

* APPLICABILITY Drywell-to-suppression chamber differential pressure must be
M ot Srovided controlled when the primary containment is inert. Thg

wote s Provided to) primary containment must be inert in MODE 1, since this is
allow fur Penieds the condition with the highest probability for an event that m

could produce hydrogen. It is also the condition with the
of ue to 4 h"“"“s highest probability of an event that could impose large
Whes the LCO is loads on the primary containment. .

not resuired tobe .
met durive the lnerting.primary containment is an operational pr_-ob’lem
derformance of because it prevents primary containment access wlthgut an
. i appropriate breathing apparatus. Therefore, the primary

required Sueveillaoces| containment is inerted as late as possible in the unit
that reduce the startup and is de-inerted as soon as possible in the unit -

« CC \shutdown. As long as reactor power is < {15 RTP, the
difbenevtial presure, probability of an event that generates hydrogen or excessive
The thovr dime i

cdhovr 4ime is Yoads on primary containment occurring within the first
accertable civce [ﬂ24m hours following a startup or within the last [24( hours
the probability o§| Prior toa shutdown is low enough that these “windows,® with

~ DB LOcA the primary containment not inerted, are also justified.
oecurfivg dusive The f24f hour time period is a reasonable amount time to
. i . allow plant personnel to perform inerting or de-inerting. —
this +ime ' )s low. A vh
ACTIONS A.l

1f drywell-to-suppression chamber differential pressure is
not within the limit, the conditions assumed in the safety
analyses are not met and the differential pressure g be
restored to within the limit within(@ hours. The @& hour
Completion Time provides sufficient time to restore

differential pressure to within 1imit and takes into account
the low probability of an event that would create excessive
suppression chamber loads occurring during this time period.

(continued)
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BASES

Drywell-to-Suppression Chamber DifferentialBPreésurg
3.6.2.

ACTIONS
(continued)

B.l

If the differential pressure cannot be restored to within
limits within the associated Completion Time, the plant must
be placed in a MODE in which the LCO does not apply. This

is dope by reducing power to < (j153% RTP within d2xhours. ]—-{::]
The @2 hour Completion Time is reasonable, based on
operating experience, to reduce reactor power from fu
power conditions in an orderly manner and without
challenging plant systems.

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

SR_3.6.2.5.1

The drywell-to-suppression chamber differential pressure is
regularly monitored to ensure that the required limits are
satisfied. The 12 hour Frequency of this SR was developed
based on operating experience relative to differential
pressure variations and pressure instrument drift during
applicable MODES and by assessing the proximity to the
specified LCO differential pressure limit. Furthermore, the
12 hour Frequency is considered adequate in view of other
indications available in the control room, including alarms,
to alert the operator to an abnormal pressure condition.

REFERENCES

None.
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATtONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS BASES: 3.6.2.5 - DRYWELL-TO-SUPPRESSION CHAMBER DIFFERENTIAL

PRESSURE
1. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has
been provided.
2. Changes have been made (additions, deletions, and/or changes to the NUREG) to

reflect the plant specific nomenclature, number, reference, system description, analysis
description, or licensing basis description.

3. Changes have been made to reflect those changes made to the Specification.

4. Typographical/grammatical error corrected.

Dresden 2 and 3 1



] ‘ _ Pridary Containment H frogen Regomb1ner

3.6.3/1

B ¥.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
3.6.3.1 Primayy Containment Hydrogen Recombiners

BASES

BACKGROU’ﬂ//

e

The primapy containment hydrégen recombiner e minates the
potentia) breach of primary containment due }0 a hydrogen
oxygen yeaction and is papt of combustible gas control /
requirgd by 10 CFR 50.44/ "Standards for Cgmbustible Gas
Systems in Lighy-Water-Cooled Reactors” (Ref. 1),
and £DC 41, "Containmeft Atmosphere Cleadup” (Ref. 2). T
prifiary containment hfdrogen recombiner/is required to
reduce the hydrogen Loncentration in the primary contaipment
£611owing a loss of/ coolant accident ALOCA). The pri
ontainment hydrogen recombiner -accgmplishes this by
recombining hydrggen and oxygen to/form water vapor,
vapor remains iff the primary contdinment, thus eli
any discharge to the environment. The primary coptainment
hydrogen recgfbiner is manually initiated since ammability
1imits would/ not be reached uptil several days gfter a
Design Basjs Accident (DBA).

The primdry containment hydrogen recombiner functions to
maintaif the hydrogen gas/concentration within the
contaifiment at or below Ahe flammability 1Amit of 4.0 vol
percefit (v/o) following’ a postulated LOCA. It is fully
redyhdant and consisty of two 100% capagity subsystems.
Eagh primary containgent hydrogen reco
edclosed blower assgmbly, heater section, reaction chafber,
direct contact watér spray gas cooler, water separat
associated piping, valves, and instfuments. The primary
containment hydyogen recombiner wifl be manually igitiated
from the main gontrol room when he hydrogen- gas

When the primiary containment i
concentratién < 4.0 v/o), the/primary containment hydrogen
recombiney’ will only functiof until the oxygeA is used up
(2.0 v/o/hydrogen combines #ith 1.0 v/o oxygén). Two

recombigers are provided
redunddncy and independente. Each recombjher is powered
from £ separate Engineeyed Safety Featury bus and is
provided with separate/power panel and gontrol panel.

The process gas circdlating through tie heater, the reZction
ghamber, and the cgéler is automatically regulated to
[150] scfm by the Aise of an orifice/plate installed An the

continued)

L
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Primar} Containment Hydrogen Recombiners
/ B 3.6.3.1
BASES

L A

KGROUND oler. The procegs gas is heated to [1200)°F. The
{continued) ydrogen and oxyggh gases are recombified into water vapdr,
which is then cofdensed in the water/spray gas cooler by the

associated residual heat removal sybsystem and dischafged
with some of tKe effluent process/gas to the suppregsion
chamber. The/majority of the cogled, effluent progess gas

is mixed with the incoming procgss gas to dilute

incoming ga5 prior to the mixtdre entering the hgater

section.

7

APPLIGABLE The pFimary containment Kydrogen recombine provides

SAF ANALYSES the £apability of contrglling the bulk hygrogen
confentration in primafy containment to Yess than the low
able concentratién of 4.0 v/o follgwing a DBA. Thi
ntrol would prevenf a primary contaisiment wide hydrogen
urn, thus ensuring’ that pressure and/temperature conditions
assumed in the anzlysis are not exceéded. The 1imiting DBA
relative to hydrggen generation is /a LOCA.

4 Hydrogen may a€cumulate in primapy containment fo}lowing 2
LOCA as 2 resllt of:

a.
cladding and the react
b. jolytic decomposition of water in
olant System
To g¢valuate the potentfal for hydrogen Accumulation in

primary containment f61lowing a LOCA, the hydrogen
gfneration is calculated as a functioh of time followjng the
nitiation of the atcident. Assumpfions recommended /by
Reference 3 are used to maximize tife amount of hydrggen
calculated.

The calculation confirms that when the mitigating systems
are actuated/in accordance wiyh emergency procedures, the
peak hydroggn concentration #n the primary confainment is
< 4.0 v/o [Ref. 4).

satisfy

¢
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’ rimary Containment Hydrdgen Recombiners
. B 3.6.3.1
BASES//(continued)\ i}

\o/

Twg primary contaigment hydrogen recgmbiners must be
ERABLE. This efsures operation at least one primary

Operation with at least one primary containment 'ydrogen
recombiner subsystem ensures that the post-LOCA/hydrogen
concentratyon can be preventéd from exceeding Lhe

flammability limit.

7

APPLlceﬂ{(ITY In MODES 1 and 2, the Pwo primary contaipment hydrogen
. recombiners are requifed to control the/hydrogen
cofcentration within/primary containmedt below its
ammability 1imit 6f 4.0 v/o following a LOCA, assumi
orst case single Aailure.

In MODE 3, both/he hydrogen prodyction rate and the¢ total i
hydrogen produged after a LOCA wguld be less than that
calculated for the DBA LOCA. so, because of thé limited
time in this/MODE, the probabifity of an accidenf requiring
the primary/ containment hydrggen recombiner is Aow.

Therefore,/ the primary contzinment hydrogen retombiner is
not requjtred in MODE 3.

v nr st

RN In MODES 4 and 5, the prgbability and consgquences of a L@CA
are 14w due to the presfure and temperature limitations jn

MODES. Thereforé, the primary confainment hydroggn
recombiner is not reqUired in these M39 S.

[7

(ggTIONS

With one primafy containment hydfogen recombiner/ inoperable,
the inoperable recombiner must pe restored to QPERABLE
status withj i

control function. However, Ahe overall relj
reduced Pecause a single fgilure in the OP
could résult in reduced hydrogen control
30 day/Completion Time i probability gf

currence of a LOCA that would gengrate hydrogen in
amoynts capable of excdeding the flamm
amgunt of time available after the evgnt for operatoy action

N\__rwm"

L
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' j/j@rimary Containment Rydrogen Regogbi gri>
BASES L
- AY

ACTIONS A.l (continugd)

t, and the low pybbability of
ry containment hydrogen

Requirgd Action A.1 has been modified by a/Note indicating
that the provisions of .0.

resylt, a MODE change is allowed when o
inoberable. This allgwance is provided/because of the 1o

ReviewerYs Note: This Condition is only alloyed for units
with an/alternate hydrogen’ control system acgeptable to the
technital staff. .

With' two primary containment hydrogen re mbiners
ingperable, the abili;& to perform the hydrogen control
fdnction via alternate capabilities must be verified by
dministrative means within 1 hour. e alternate hydyogen
control capabi]it}és are provided by/the [Primary
Containment Ine;Z ng System or one gubsystem of the
Containment AtmoSphere Dilution System]. The 1 ho
Completion Time¢ allows a reasonabie period of time/to verify
that a loss of hydrogen control function does no}/exist.
[Reviewer’s Wote: The followipg is to be used ¥ a non-
Technical Specification alterpate hydrogen congrol function
is used to/justify this Condition. In additign, the
alternate/hydrogen control s&stem capability‘must be
verified/once per 12 hours/thereafter to enéhre its
continyéd availability.] /[Both] the [initial] verification
1 subsequent verifications] may bg’performed as an
examining logs gr other information
bility of the aYternate hydrogen
coptrol system. It dges not mean to pgrform the
Sufveillances needed to demonstrate MPERABILITY of th
ternate hydrogen/control system. /If the ability t
perform the hydrgden control funcjion is maintained

!
;

(continued) /

7 7 Z
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‘ rimary Containment Hydrogen Recombiner
B 3.6.3

continued ogeration is permittgd with two hydroge
inoperable for up/to 7 days. Seven days is a
reasonablé time to allow two/hydrogen recombineys to be
inoperable because the hydrdgen control functign is
maintajhed and because of Ahe low probability/of the .
occuryence of a LOCA thay/would generate hydrogen in amounts
e of exceeding thg¢ flammability limit/

If any Required Action and associated/Completion Time
be met, the plany/must be brought to/a MODE in which
does not apply./ To achieve this stdtus, the plant mySt be
brought to at Yeast MODE 3 within A2 hours. The al)owed
Completion Tigfe of 12 hours is rgasonable, based o
operating exgerience, to reach MODE 3 from full pgwer
conditions An an orderly manney and without chalfenging
plant systéms.

L

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

Performance of a systep functional test for each primary
cohtainment hydrogen yecombiner ensures/that the recombifiers
e OPERABLE and can/attain and sustaifd the temperatur
inati In particular,

increases to > [1200]°F in < [1.5] Ahours and that i
maintained > [1}50]°F and < [1300)"F for > [4] houys
thereafter to gheck the ability ¢f the recombiner/to
function propgrly (and to make gure that signifigant heater
elements are/not burned out). /Operating experignce has

r
\
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SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

mechanically passive, except for/the blower assemb)ies, they
are subject Ao only minimal meghanical failure. The only
credible f#ilures involve losy of power or blowef function,
the internal floy path, missile impdct, etc.

A visua) inspection is sufficient to determi
conditions that could cayée such failures.
experience has shown that these components sually pass the
Survéillance when perf d at the [18] mghth Frequency.
Thetefore, the Frequegty was concluded tg be acceptable fro
a reliability standpgint.

This SR requirgs performance of afesistance to ground test
of each heatey phase to make sur¢ that there are no
detectable grounds in any heatey phase. This is

accomplished by verifying that/the resistance to gyound for
any heater/phase is » [10,000] ohms.

Operatipg experience has shown that these compgrents usually
pass tie Surveillance whep’ performed at the [18] month
Frequéncy. Therefore, the Frequency was congluded to be
acceptable from a relialfility standpoint.

- |
EFERENCES . 10 CFR 50.44. }
10 CFR 50, fbpendix A, GDC 41.
" Regulatory Guide 1.7, Revisiop/[1]. /
FSAR, Séction [6.2.5]
\ YA 2L 4 J
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ISTS BASES: 3.6.3.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT HYDROGEN RECOMBINERS

1. The Bases has been deleted since the associated Specification has been deleted.

Dresden 2 and 3 1
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‘[Dryweld Cooling System/Fans]
( B X.6.3.2

3.6 CONTAINMENT/SYSTEMS
B 3.6.3.2 [Drywél1 Cooling System Fans]

BASES . . —

BACKGROQ’d/ Cooling System faps] ensure a unifoymly mixed .
post accident primary containment atmosphere, thereby

i ocal hydrogen byfns due to a

flammable conceptration.

The [Orywell Cooling Sysiem fans] are an Eggineered Safety
Featlire and are designed to withstand a 1gss of coolant
acgident (LOCA) in posY accident environ nts without loss
of function. The sysfem has two indepeddent subsystems
onsisting of fans, fan coil units, mgtors, controls, and
ducting. Each subs¥ystem is sized to irculate [500] scfg.
The [Drywell Cooljng System fans] e loy both forced
circulation and gatural circulatiop’ to ensure the propgr
mixing of hydrogen in primary confainment. The
recirculation fans provide the fdrced circulation to/mix
hydrogen whi}e the fan coils provide the natural cifculation
by increasipg the density thrgdgh the cooling of the hot
gases at tie top of the drywell causing the coolet gases to
gravitate/to the bottom of yhe drywell. The twp' subsystems
are initdated manually singe flammability 1imi¥s would not
be reaghed until several gdays after a LOCA. Fach subsystem
is pofered from a separate emergency power § pply. Since
each/subsystem can provAde 100% of the mixing requirements
the/ system will provigé its design functi ‘with a worst
c¥se single active failure.

he [Drywell Cooliffg System fans] use

System recirculating fans to mix the rywell atmosphere.

The fan coil-unifs and recirculation/fans are automatically

~ disengaged durjng a LOCA but may be/restored to service
manually by thé operator. In the évent of a loss f offsite

power, all fan coil units, recirgilating fans, a primary

containment /water chillers are transferred to the emergency

diesels. The fan coil units apd recirculating/fans are

~ started adtomatically from di sel power upon Aoss of offsite
power.

-
\
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’44_________(£g?ywe1l ooIing/}&s;eg.g2§f%)
ﬂsss (continueg)) ' ] __

APPLICABLE The [Drywell Qooling System fan provide the capa j]ity for
SAFETY ANALYSES reducing the/local hydrogen copcentration to appr, x1mgte1y
the bulk avérage concentration following a Desigh Basis
Accident (DBA). The limiting DBA relative to

generatign is a LOCA.

Hydrogeh may accumulate
a result of:

ction between the

A metal steam re
i reactor coolant;

cladding and t

potential for hygfogen accumulation in
nment following a AOCA, the hydrogen
following the inifiation of
onservative assumptAons

e used to maximize /the amount

To evaluate th
primary contaj
generation a2y a function of ti
the accident is calculated.

by Reference 1
of hydrogén calculated.

The Reférence 2 calculatjons show that hydrogen assumed to
be reYeased to the drywgll within 2 minutes/following a DBA
LOCA/raises drywell hydrogen concentration/to over
2.5/volume percent (vfo). Natural circuldtion phenomena
refult in a gradient/concentration diffefence of less th
/5 v/o in the drywél]l and less than 0/ v/o in the
uppression chamb Even though this gradient is
acceptably small/and no credit for mgchanical mixing Mas
assumed in the Znalysis, two [Drywell Cooling System/fans]
‘are [required]/to be OPERABLE (typAcally four to siX fans

NRC Poligy Statement.

Two/[Drywell Cooling Sysfem fans] must be/OPERABLE to ensyfe
opgration of at least ohe fan in the event of a worst ca
ngle active failure/ Each of these féns must be poweyed
rom ah independent gafety related buy.

7

C 7

L. L ra L. J
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. Drywell Cooling System ansj
’ ([ ™ i B :[5.3.9

0 Operation with ay least one fan pro ides_the.capa§i1 ty of
(continued) controlling the/bulk hydrogen concgntration in primiry
containment wifhout exceeding the/flammability limit.

and 2, the two [Dyywell Cooling System fans])
ensure the capability to vent localized hydrogen
concentyations above the ffammability limit/of 4.0 v/o in
, assuming a worst/case single actiye failure.

APPLICABILITY In MODES

HhO

In MODE 3, both the hydrogen production fate and the tota
hydfogen produced aftgr a LOCA would Tess than that
caliculated for the DBA LOCA. Also, betause qf the limited

are reduced dde to the pressure/and temperature
in these MODES. Therefore, thé [Drywell Cooling System
fans] are

[ /

{ﬁCTIO@S// A.l

With/one [required] [Dfywell Cooling System fan] inoperaple,
inoperable fan mysét be restored to/OPERABLE status
within 30 days. Inthis Condition, tfe remaining OPERABLE
an is adequate toperform the hydroden mixing function.
However, the overll reliability is/reduced because A single
failure in the OPERABLE fan could
mixing capabilify. The 30 day Cofipletion Time is Mbased on
the availabilify of the second fan, the low probability of
the occurrencé of a LOCA that ybuld generate hydrogen in
amounts capable of exceeding the flammability Yimit, the
amount of #ime available aftér the event for gperator action
to preveny exceeding this 1Aimit, and the avadlability of the
Primary Zontainment Hydrogén Recombiner Sygtem and the
ent Atmosphere Didution System.

Requifed Action A.1 hay been modified by a Note indicatjng
that/ the provisions of LCO 3.0.4 are ngt applicable. As a

is allowed when/one [Drywell Codli
System fan] is inopgrable. This allgwance is providgd

c
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’ Drywell Cooling System{zﬁns]>
B 346.3.2
[4

ES
ACTIONS

.//// A.l (continugfl)

because of the low probability of the occurrence/of a LOCA
that would/generate hydrogen/in amounts capabl of exceeding
the flammébility limit, the/low probability of the failure
of the QPERABLE fan, and tfe amount of.time available after
a postylated LOCA for operator action to prgvent exceeding
the ability limit.

eviewer’s Note:
with an alternat
technical staff,

With two [Dryw€1l Cooling System/fans]) inoperable,

ability to pgrform the hydrogen/control function yi
alternate cipabilities must be/verified by adminfstrative
means within 1 hour. The al
capabilities are provided by the [Primary Con
Inerting/System or one subgystem of the Contadnment
Atmosphére Dilution Systep]. The 1 hour Copfpletion Time
allows’ a reasonable perigd of time.to veri
hydrggen control functign does not exist./ [Reviewer’s Note;
The/following is to be/used if a non-Tecfnical Specificati

alfernate hydrogen coftrol function is Msed to justify thys

verifications]
by examining 1

[Dr
hydpbgen control functdon is maintained
occurrence of a

¢
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| Dryweld Cooling Sygtem Fans
I G AR R

BASES

ACTIONS
{contipued)

be met/ the plant must brought to a MODE in which the LCO
does Aot apply. To achieve this status, the plant must be
E 3 within 12 hoyfs. The allowed

operating experiencg, to reach MODE 3 Arom full power
onditions in an oyderly manner and without challengin

SURVEILLANCE SR_3.6.
REQUIREMENT;

Operating gach [required] [Driwell Cooling Systgm fan] for
> 15 minytes ensures that eath subsystem is OPERABLE and
are functioning properly. It
also efsures that blockagg, fan or motor fajlure, or
excesgive vibration can Pe detected for coprective action.
Inservice

ing Program Frequefcies, operating experience, the kno
jability of the fasd motors and contrpis, and the two

Verifying that/each [required] [Drywell Cooling Sysfem fan]
flow rate is ¥ [500) scfm ensurgs that each fan is/capable
of maintainifg localized hydrogen concentrations below the
flammability 1imit. The [18)/month Frequency is/ based on
the need perform this Sur#eillance under the/ conditions
that apply during a plant gltage and the poteptial for an
unplanngd transient if the/ Surveillance were performed with
the reactor at power. Operating experience/has shown these
compopients usually pass/the Surveillance wjien performed at
the [18] month Frequengy. Therefore, the/Frequency was
|__concluded to be accep able from a reliabdility standpoint.

REFERENCES 1. Regulatory Ruide 1.7, Revision/[1]. K
2. FSAR, Secfion [6.2.5]. j/
7 =/

/ / Vi
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ISTS BASES: 3.6.3.2 - DRYWELL COOLING SYSTEM FANS

1. This Bases has been deleted since the associated Specification has been deleted.

Dresden 2 and 3 1



Primary Containment Oxygen Concentration
B 3.6.3.8~D

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

B 3.6.3.@ Primary Containment Oxygen Concentration

0

BASES
[2}
BACKGROUND
3

(Z A/SEETBZ&D{

Tht. V:Mcr contoinment iS

D designed to withstand events

that generate hydrogen either due to the zirconium metal

water reaction in the core or due to radiolysis. The

primary method to control hydrogen is to inert the primar ed Zl
containment. With the primary containment inert¥ that 1s,

oxygen concentration < 4.0 volume percent (v/o0), 2

combustible mixture cannot be present in the primary

containment for any hydrogen concentration. The capability

to inert the primary contamment and mamtam oxygen

gether e/Hydroge m]n
"Pr’mary Cntamme t Hy
1 g System/fan C 3

SUMNG

) to prov1de mrrrrm?n'ﬁv
@ﬁm method® to untlgate events that produce hydroge
For example, an event that rapidly generates hydrogen from
Zirconium metal water reaction will result in excessive
hydrogen in primary containment, but oxygen concentration (2X¥2ex
will remain < 4.0 v/o and no combustion can occur. Long

term generation of both hydrogen and oxygen from radiolytic
decomposition of water may eventually result in a

combustlb'le mlxture in prlmary containment{ z

A ,Th1s LCO ensures that oxygen

concentratlon does not exceed 4.0 v/o durmg operation in
the applicable conditions.

APPLICABLE
SAFETY ANALYSES

will not ft.Su/?‘ n tha

Pr'mmrz/ Con B0 A LA

The Reference ﬁa]cu'&ations assume that the primary
containment is inerted when a Design Basis Accident loss of
coolant accident occurs. Thus, the hydrogen assumed to be
released to the primary containment as a result of metal
water reaction in the reactor core will not produce
combustible gas mixtures in the primary containment.

becoming deinerted | Oxygen, which is subsequently generated by radiolytic
within ‘i/, Lorst 20 decomposition of water, (is /recopibined by fhe hydrogén
dous Dollswing an racopbiners (LEU 3.673.1) /more/rapidl if 3
acticknt Primary containment oxygen concentration satisfies —
of tHe WRY Poli TemehD- (10 tcr 50.360NDUD)
(continued)
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Insert BKGD

Radiolysis is the only significant reaction mechanism whereby oxygen, the
limiting combustion reactant, is produced within the containment. The
Technical Specification requirement to inert the primary containment and
maintain oxygen < 4.0 v/o, in conjunction with the elimination of potential
sources of air and oxygen (other than by radiolysis) from entering the primary
containment provide assurance that the amount of oxygen that could be
introduced into the containment will not cause the containment to become de-
inerted within the first 30 days after an accident. This is consistent with
the requirements of Generic Letter 84-09 (Ref. 1) for plants without
recombiners.

Insert Page B 3.6-89



BASES (continued)

Primary Containment Oxygen Concentration 7
B 3.6.313}———4:}-—-—4

LCO
a Dmlf.n

The primary containment oxygen concentration is maintained
< 4.0 v/o to ensure that an event that produces any amount

of hydrogen)does not result in a combustible mixture inside
primary containment.

APPLICABILITY

The primary containment oxygen concentration must be within
the specified 1imit when primary containment is inerted,
except as allowed by the relaxations during startup and
shutdown addressed below. The primary containment must be
jnert in MODE 1, since this is the condition with the
highest probability of an event that could produce hydroge

Inerting the primary containment is an operational problem
because it prevents containment access without an
appropriate breathing apparatus. Therefore, the primary
containment is inerted as late as possible in the plant
startup and de-inerted as soon as possible in the plant
shutdown. As long as reactor power is < 15% RTP, the
potential for an event that generates significant hydrogen
is low and the primary containment need not be inert.
Furthermore, the probability of an event that generates
hydrogen occurring within the first 24@ hours of a startup,

or within the last @2 hours before a shutdown, is low
enough that these "win ows,"™ when the primary containment is

not inerted, are also justified. The &2 hour time period

is a reasonable amount of time to allow plant personnel to

perform inerting or de-inerting.

ACTIONS

A

If oxygen concentration is 2 4.0 v/o at any time while
operating in MODE 1, with the exception of the relaxations
allowed during startup and shutdown, oxygen concentration
must be restored to < 4.0 v/o within 24 hours. The 24 hour
Completion Time is allowed when oxygen concentration is
> 4.0 v/o because of the availability of other hydrogen
mitigating systems (e.g., ®Fdrgaer/ redombiners and the low
probability and long duration of an event that would

geqerate'significant amounts of hydrogenfoccurring during
this period. ind Oxqen

posT- aceiden
n.‘-f{rau Durdd

(continued)
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Primary Containment Oxygen Concentration
8 3.6.3.9~—{1)

BASES
ACTIONS B.l
(continued) ) .
If oxygen concentration cannot be restored to within limits
within the required Cox;p’l:tion Time, the plant g.xust #e
brought to a MODE in which the LCO does not apply.  To
achieve this status, power must be reduced to < 615@‘ RTP.]———@
within 8 hours. The 8 hour Completion Time is reasonable,
based on operating experience, to reduce reactor power from
full power conditions in an orderly manner and without
challenging plant systems.
1 -
SURVEILLANCE 6
REQUIREMENTS @

The primary containment must be determined to be inertiby

verifying that oxygen concentration is < 4.0 v/o. The 7 day

Frequency is based on the slow rate at which oxygen

concentration can change and on other indications of roul
abnormal conditions (which @Zuld)Ylead to more frequent

checking by operators in accordance with plant procedures).

Also, this Frequency has been shown to be acceptable through

operating experience.

. ] r -0Y9, ‘ .
@‘;EFERENCES @,@;[{%FSAR. Section (§6.2.5)- (1. Ganwric Letar 84-09, May 1984.)
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS BASES: 3.6.3.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT OXYGEN CONCENTRATION

1. The Bases has been renumbered due to the deletion of ISTS Bases 3.6.3.1 and 3.6.3.2.

2. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity.

3. Changes have been made (additions, deletions, and/or changes to the NUREG) to
reflect the plant specific nomenclature, number, reference, system description, analysis

description, or licensing basis description.

4. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has
been provided.

- 5. Typographical/grammatical error corrected.

Dresden 2 and 3 1
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—

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

B 3.6.3 Containment‘::;9éihere DiIUtiot/;S}d) Systeﬁ\\
BAS -

CKGROUND

CAD System functjons to maintain combugtible gas
ncentrations withyh the primary containglent at or below
he flammability 1imits following a postdlated loss of

coolant accident {LOCA) by diluting hydfogen and oxygen wi
nitrogen. To ensdre that a combustible/gas mixture does n
occur, oxygen goncentration is kept ¢ [5.0] volume perce
(v/o0), or hydybgen concentration is kept < 4.0 v/o.

The CAD Sysfem is manually initiafed and consists of fwo
independent, 100% capacity subsystems. Each subsystém
includes & 1iquid nitrogen suppdy tank, ambient vaporizer,
electric/ heater, and connected’ piping to supply the drywell
and suppbression chamber volumes. The nitrogen stbrage tanks
each gontain 2 [4350] gal,
CAD gubsystem operation.

CAD System operates An conjunction with gmergency
erating procedures that are used to reducg primary
ontainment pressure periodically during CAD System
operation. This comPination results in 3/feed and bleed
approach to maintaiffing hydrogen and oxygen concentrations
below combustible JYevels.

APPLICABL To evaiuate the potential for hydrpgen and oxygen
SAFETY AMALYSES accumulation/in primary containmeAt following a LOC

hydrogen and oxygey generated. The cdlculation
s that when the mitigating systems are Aactuated in
accordance with emergency gperating procedures, the peak

( /
L L L
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APPLICABLE b. Radiolyti
SAFETY ANALYSE Coolant
(continued) :

L

w /
A\
(ﬁPPLICABILITY////

/

ensures operation
of a worst case

3, both the hydrdgen and oxygen production rates and
the fotal amounts prodyced after a LOCA w 1d be less than

limitations
not required

of theseMODES. Therefore,/the CAD System i
to be OPERABLE in MODES 4 4and 5.

( L VA A

\\F_£Z§"tiHUEd)
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BASES (coptinued) | ; } , \

ACT10N§/// Al

subsystem is ingperable, it must be/restored to

OPERABLE status within 30/days. In this Condition, the

i bsystem is adequate’ to perform the
{ However, the oveyall reliability
ngle failure in th OPERABLE |
in reduced oxygen/control capability.
Time is based on Yhe low probability
f the occurrence a LOCA that would/generate hydrogen and
oxygen in amounts/capable of exceeding the flammability /
1imit, the amount of time available After the event for
operator action/to prevent exceeding this limit, and the
availability the OPERABLE CAD subsystem and other
hydrogen mitjgating systems.

is reduced because a
susystem could resu
The 30 day Completi

applicable.
CAD subdystem is inoperab] 4
becausé of the low probabj
that swould generate hydreGen and oxygen in aglounts capable

of ceeding the flammapility limit, the loW probability of

echni ] hydrogen contrgl
function is used £o justify this Cghdition: In addition,

(continued)//
1

7
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BASE%,

QSf{;NS

ability.] [Both])/the [initial] verifi

[and a]] subgequent veriflcatlo s] may be perform
ng logs.or other -

not apply. To Achieve this status, the
plant must be bnbught to at leasy/MODE 3 within 17 hours.
The allowed Completion Time of hours is reasogable, based
on operating experience,. to regch MODE 3 from fdll power
conditions ix an orderly manngr and without chdllenging
plant systepis.

¢~ ~
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BASES (continq;ﬁ)}

SURVEILLANC SR_3.63.4.1

REQUIREMENT,
nitrogen

[7] days of
of liguid

. jdent to
repleniéh the nitrogen sypply for long teph inerting. This
is verified every 31 days to ensure that the system 1s

e of performing fts intended functfion when required
The /31 day Frequency is based on opera¥ing experience, which
has’ shown 31 days to/be an acceptable/period to verify ghe

provides
system opération. This SR/does not apply to alves that are
Tocked, Aealed, or otherwise secured in position, since
these vdlves were verifiéd to be in the correct position

A vaive is also alloyed to be in the nohaccident position
prgvided it can be Aligned to the accident position within
t¥e time assumed i the accident ana)ysis. This is
cceptable becausg the CAD System i ini
This SR does not/apply to valves tfat cannot be
inadvertently misaligned, such as/check valves. 7This SR
does not requjfe any testing or ¥alve manipulatign; rather,
it involves yerification that those valves capable of being

" The 31 day Frequency is appybpriate because/the valves are
operated/under procedural gontrol, impropey valve position
would gdly affect ‘a singlg subsystem, the/probability of an
event fequiring initiatign of the system/is low, and the
tiated system.

e ————

L

REFERENCES Regulatory Guyde 1.7, Revisiog [2].

FSAR, Sectigh [ ].

7 Vi 7 /
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ISTS BASES: 3.6.3.4 - CONTAINMENT ATMOSPHERE DILUTION (CAD) SYSTEM

1. This Bases has been deleted since the associated Specification has been deleted.

Dresden 2 and 3 1



{fsecondary} Containment
B 3.6.4.1

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

B 3.6.4.1 fSecondary]} Containment

BASES

BACKGROUND

The function of the gsecondarym containment is to contain,
dilute, and hold up Fission products that may leak from
primary containment following a Design Basis Accident (DBA).
In conjunction with operation of the Standby Gas Treatment
(SGT) System and closure of certain valves whose Tines
penetrate the msecondar containment, the ibecondanyﬂ
containment is designed o reduce the activity level of the
fission products prior to release to the environment and to
jsolate and contain fission products that are released
during certain operations that take place inside primary
containment, when primary containment is not required to be
OPERABLE, or that take place outside primary containment.

S
The ﬁbecondarjj containment is :i;%ructure that completely
encloses [fR@ primary containmenti and those components that

2

may be postulated to contain primary system fluid. This
structure forms a control volume that serves to hold up and
dilute the fission products. It is possible for the
pressure in the control volume to rise relative to the
environmental pressure (e.g., due to pump and motor heat
load additions). To prevent ground level exfiltration while
allowing the msecondarym containment to be designed as a
conventional structure, the MSecondary containment requires
support systems to maintain the control volume pressure at
less than the external pressure. Requirements for these
systems are specified separately in LCO 3.6.4.2, "Secondary
Containment Isolatton Valves (SCIVs)," and LCO 3.6.4.3,
"Standby Gas Treatment (SGT) System.”

APPLICABLE
SAFETY ANALYSES

There are two principal accidents for which credit is taken
for ﬂsecondary containment OPERABILITY. These are a loss
of coolant accident (LOCA) (Ref. 1) and a fuel handling
accident de [secondary] confdinmept] (Ref. 2). The
gsecondary containment performs no active function in
response to each of these 1imiting events; however, its leak
tightness is required to ensure that the release of
radioactive materials from the primary containment is
restricted to those leakage paths and associated leakage
rates assumed in the accident analysis and that fission

{continued)
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BASES

ﬁSecondary@ Containment
’ B 3.6.4.1

APPLICABLE
SAFETY ANALYSES
(continued)

products entrapped within the secondatﬂm contginment
structure will be treated by the SGT System prior to
discharge to the environment.

ﬁ econdaryl} containment satisfies Criterion 3 of W
CoTtey/Satenety. (D CFZ 3036 C3CICD

Léo

An OPERABLE Jsecondary(} containment provides a control
volume into which fission products that bypass or leak from
primary containment, or are released from the reactor
coolant pressure boundary components located in Qsecondaryﬂ
containment, can be diluted and processed prior to release
to the environment. For the Psecondaryf] containment to be
considered OPERABLE, it must have adequate leak tightness to
ensure that the required vacuum can be established and

maintained 7, 7 LCO)— 3

APPLICABILITY

In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a LOCA could lead to a fission product
release to primary containment that leaks to ﬂsecondary@
containment. Therefore, Psecondary] containment OPERABILITY
is required during the same operating conditions that
require primary containment OPERABILITY.

In MODES 4 and 5, the probability and consequences of the
LOCA are reduced due to the pressure and temperature
Yimitations in these MODES. Therefore, maintaining
[secondaryf containment OPERABLE is not required in MODE 4
or 5 to ensure a control volume, except for other situations
for which significant releases of radioactive material can
be postulated, such as during operations with a potential
for draining the reactor vessel (OPDRVs), during CORE
ALTERATIONS, or during movement of irradiated fuel
assemblies in the gsecondaryﬂ containment.

ACTIONS

A.l

If fisecondary[} containment is inoperable, it must be
restored to OPERABLE status within 4 hours. The 4 hour
Completion Time provides a period of time to correct the
problem that is commensurate with the importance of

(continued)
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Insert LCO

. the hatches and blowout panels must be closed and sealed, the sealing
mechanisms (e.g., welds, bellows, or O-rings) associated with each secondary
containment penetration must be OPERABLE (such that secondary containment leak
tightness can be maintained), and all inner or all outer doors in each
secondary containment access opening must be closed.

Insert Page B 3.6-98



BASES

Bsecondary]} Containment
8 3.6.4.1

ACTIONS

LCO 3.0.3 15 rot

aptliceble wWhile iv
MODE ¥ or &. Houeven,
since irrad cted
fuel assembly
Mo vem ent caw
occus

MoDE

L2, 3,

A.l (continued)

‘maintaining Psecondary§ containment during MODES 1, 2,

and 3. This time period also ensures that the probability
of an accident (requiring Eﬁecondatﬂﬂ containment
OPERABILITY) occurring during periods where @secondarym
containment is inoperable is minimal.

- B.land B.2

If [isecondaryll] containment cannot be restored to OPERABLE
status within the required Completion Time, the plant must
be brought to a MODE in which the LCO does not apply. To
achieve this status, the plant must be brought to at least
MODE 3 within 12 hours and to MODE 4 within 36 hours. The
aliowed Completion Times are reasonable, based on operating
experience, to reach the required plant conditions from full
power conditions in an orderly manner and without
challenging plant systems.

C.], C.2, and C.3

Movement of irradiated fuel assemblies in the g:econdary@
containment, CORE ALTERATIONS, and OPDRVs can postulated
to cause fission product release to the [isecondary
containment. In such cases, the [[secondaryy containment is
the only barrier to release of fission products to the
environment. CORE ALTERATIONS and movement of irradiated
fuel assemblies must be immediately suspended if the
Bsecondaryl) containment is inoperable.

Suspension of .these activities shall not preclude completing
an action that involves moving a component to a safe

‘position. Also, action must be immediately initiated to

suspend OPDRVs to minimize the probability of a vessel
draindown and subsequent potential for fission product
release. Actions must continue until OPDRVs are suspended.

Required Action C.1 has been modified by a Note stating that
LCO 3.0.3 is not applicable. If moving irradiated fuel
assemblies while in MODE 4 or 5, LCO 3.0.3 would not specify
any action. If moving irradiated fuel assemblies while in
MODE 1, 2, or 3, the fuel movement is independent of reactor

" operations. (Therefore,/in either cas€, inability to guspend)

KIIJS&"" C.‘, C‘Z) avd C.3

BWR/4 STS

B 3.6-98 Rev 1, 04/07/95
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‘ Insert C.1, C.2, and C.3

Entering LCO 3.0.3 while in MODE 1, 2, or 3 would require the unit to be
shutdown, but would not require immediate suspension of movement of irradiated
fuel assemblies. The Note to the ACTIONS, “LCO 3.0.3 is not applicable,”
ensures that the actions for immediate suspension of irradiated fuel assembly
movement are not postponed due to entry into LCO 3.0.3.

Insert Page B 3.6-99



[l }—secondaryf Containment
B

3.6.4.1

BASES
ACTIONS C.1. C.2, and €,3 (continued) :

[ToV n. of irradiate assemblies woug(run be a )

ficient reason tp-require a reactor shutdbwn.,g—
= &=

SURVEILLANCE [} SR _3.6.4.1.]
REQUIREMENTS J

This SR ensures that the [[secondaryfl] containment boundary is ¢
sufficiently leak tight to preclude exfiltration under
expected wind conditions. The 24 hour Frequency of this SR

[[secondary] containment vacuum variations during the
applicable MODES and the low probability of a DBA occurring
(Bptweersurvel 1 Lancey.

=~

Furthermore, the 24 hour Frequency is considered adequate in
view of other indications available in the control room,
including alarms, to alert the operator to an abnormal

- [fsecondary[} containment vacuum condition. :
L

: 52 : .6.4. <ZE>\
T Verifying thatﬁfsecondar containmgg;] ipmeni~hatchés a __FEEJ
[(LN-galh ~——__ access door® CTosed ensures that the infiltration of
\access sRening : outside air of such a magnitude as to prevent maintaining

the desired negative pressure does not occur. Verifying
that all such openings are closed provides adequate -
assurance that exfiltration from the (fsecondary} containment
will not occur. /[An this appficatioh, thé term/~sealéd” .

0 cgnnotation of leak tighfness.) Maintaining !secondary%
containment OPERABILITY requires verifying (eachjdoor in the /(G
access opening is closed; EXTEPL wWhem Thé acgess opening
bejng used for norma entry and exit (thep A
ast one door mpust remain closed The 31 day Frequency
for these SRs has been shown to be /adequate, based on

operating experience, and is consideredjadequate in view of
the other indications of door status that are

available to the operator. (TusERT B 2 H.L20N

(continued)
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Insert B 3.6.4.1.?2

An access opening contains one inner and one outer door. In some cases
(sefondary] contéinment Zccess obeningg are shared/such tHat a @secondaryd
containment barrier fAy haye multipie inner or multiple outer doors. yThe

B

(1]

intent is to not breach the @secondary& containment at any time when 7 |
@secondary® containment is required. This is achieved by maintaining the |
inner or outer portion of the barrier closed at all times) However, all
@secondary® containment access doors are normally kept closed, except when the
access opening is being used for entry and exit or when maintenance is being
performed on an access opening.

(Containg) \
v re.r all iunav doors closed or all outarv doors closed. Thus mc—h)
acczss openiug hac ona door c/:.sa//

For these cases, the actess
opan /'ugs shave He inar

deor or Fhe outer door . ie.s

the accecs opemings have a.
Peng

Lararmen mner door or outer

dao ", 4
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All chavaes are D ulecs othertvise itdeskFi Fred

Each SéTSubsyS'fl.M is desianed o maintain the .Sqandan/ WSecondarym Containment
Containment at 2 0.25 inches ef vacuum wa*‘w_quagc for ’ B 3.6.4.1

- ! hour at a flow rete of & dooo efm. -

BASES
/.

SURVEILLANCE 4 n 3.6.4

REQUIREMENTS o
(continued) The SGT System exhausts the @secondarym containment
atmosphere to the environment through appropriate treatment

3 equipment.h To ensure that all fission productsiare treated,
SR 3.6.4.1.8 verifies that

@stablish7and mAintain a pressure in the @secondaryﬁ
When Hhe S6T Systam s containment that is less than the lowest postulated pressure (Con be”
ternal to the secondary] containment boundaryl (This -mm..#mud

OParmliug as dl.siguad, ex
+he maintanduce o cgnfirmed t
Stcondnrq comtainmau p B g
u pcond cannot be

accomplished if the Qsecondary} containment boundary is not
D @ intact. SR 3.6.4.1.00 demonstrates that @ne”SGI EEE&EB
P) a0 maxatan 2 [0.25[ inches of vacuum water gauge for
\> 1 hoursat a flow rate ¢ [B4000 cfm. The 1 hour test period

the Pressusre in +h
¢ Fressufe 1l e allows (fisecondary] containment to be in thermal equilibrium

1 Secomimr eﬁ/-'f?hl-'me"f at steady state conditions ofe, these two yests a
Caw be maivtaived ure sgcondary gent bouhdary iptegrit
usius ene S6T ,“b_,vm,v\') pSe SRs are [seco htainmgnt testf, they/need

not be performed with each SGT subsystem. The SGT subsystew\

. ere

ontain

dary] cg
[} [ 7% testen on a\STAGGERED, (ERT BASIS, AHEVET] to ensure
that in addition to the requirements of LCO 3.6.4.3, either

Sbe“‘:‘“’“’ ComtaiumesT) SGT subsystem will perform this test. pOperating experience
vuwdanry has shown theSe compoRents usually passcthe Surveillance

@ when performed at theij month Frequency) Therefore, the
requency was concludéd to be acceptable om_a reliability

standpoint.

0 |
17 \AFSAR, Section (IR 3Pk—{5. 0.5

2. )\FSAR, Section nETHY—(15.1.2)

REFERENCES.

[77-:. :'mopuaé.‘/.'vl‘/ of fha 5'67"5./:1‘@“ doas
not necassarily Conctitute afailure of Hhis

Surveillauce refativa to Sccondary cowtainment
OPLRABILITY.
{used fov +his Savveillance ) —

Tha primavy purpssa o the SR is 4o ensure Secondovy containmant bouudaw/
integrity, The Secondaviy purpose cf the SR is Fo ensure Fhat Fhe S6T subsysteum
being Yested funetions as dt:.i_quuf. There i5a Scpa«mfa 200 it Curvaillonce

ggl;irwm‘s Hhat serves Hha Drimary purpose of ansuring ODERABILITY of the

System. This S®
S - 8 3.6-101 | Rev 1, 04/07/95
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS BASES: 3.6.4.1 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT

The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has
been provided.

Changes have been made (additions, deletions, and/or changes to the NUREG) to
reflect the plant specific nomenclature, number, reference, system description, analysis
description, or licensing basis description.

Changes have been made to reflect those changes made to the Specification.

These changes have been made for consistency with similar phrases in other parts of the

Bases and/or to be consistent with the Specification.

ISTS SR 3.6.4.1.5 is a test that ensures the Secondary Containment is OPERABLE; the
leak tightness of the Secondary Containment boundary is within the assumptions of the
accident analyses. However, it is written in such a manner that it implies that if a SGT
subsystem is inoperable, the SR is failed ("Verify each standby gas treatment (SGT)
subsystem can..."). As stated above, this is not the intent of the SR. Therefore, to
ensure this misinterpretation cannot occur, the SR and this Bases description have been
rephrased to more clearly convey the original intent of the SR, to verify the Secondary
Containment is OPERABLE. With the new wording, if a SGT subsystem is
inoperable, ITS SR 3.6.4.1.3 will still be met and only the SGT System Specification,
LCO 3.6.4.3, will be required to be entered. This is clearly identified in the Bases.

The Bases have been modified to provide additional clarity when describing the design
of each access opening.

Dresden 2 and 3 ' 1



SClvs

B 3.6.4.2
B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
B 3.6.4.2 Secondary Containment Isolation Valves (SCIVs)
BASES
BACKGROUND The function of the SCIVs, in combination with other

accident mitigation systems, is to limit fission product

d Z release during and following postulated Design Basis )
3 Accidents (DBAs) (Re . Secondary containment isolation

within the time 1imits specified for those isolation valves
designed to close automatically ensures that fission
products that leak from primary containment following a DBA,
or that are released during certain operations when primary
containment is not required to be OPERABLE or take place
outside primary containment, are maintained within the
secondary containment boundary. ‘

The OPERABILITY requirements for SCIVs help ensure that an
adequate ?econdary@ containment boundary is maintained
during and after an accident by minimizing potential paths
to the environment. These isolation devices consist of
either passive devices or active (automatic) devices.
Manual valves, de-activated automatic valves secured in
their closed position (including check valves with flow
through the valve secured), and blind flanges are considered
passive devices. 7

{ie.s dompers)

Automatic SCIVslc]ose on a @;econdaryg(containment isolation
signal to establish a boundary for un reated radioactive
material within secondary@Lcontainment following a DBA or
other accidents.

clurin ateiclet € ombrhent
Other penetrations¥kare 1%
closed position or blind flanges.

APPLICABLE The SCIVs must be OPERABLE to ensure the Qsecondary@
SAFETY ANALYSES containment barrier to fission product releases is

established. The principal accidents for which the
Qbecondarj@ containment boundary is required are a loss of
coolant accident (Ref. 1) and a fuel handling accident

m ({os1de/ [setondary] contaynmefit) (Ref. 2). The Psecondaryy
containment performs no active function in response
either of these limiting events, but the boundary

(continued)
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SCIvs

B 3.6.4.2
BASES
APPLICABLE established by SCIVs is required to ensure that leakage from
SAFETY ANALYSES the primary containment is processed by the Standby Gas
{continued) Treatment (SGT) System before being released to the ,

[2}—

environment.

Maintaining SCIVs OPERABLE with isolation times within
limits ensures that fission products will remain trapped
inside Qsecondary@ containment so that they can be treated
by the SGT System prior to discharge to the environment.

SCIVs satisfy Criterion 3 of @ﬁg_ﬂgg:gflzsi StaYemeny.
70CFR S0.36 (63(23(c)— | ]

LCO

SCIVs form a part of the (fsecondary}) containment boundary. |——-
The SCIV safety function Q& re]atedEto control of offsite
radiation releases resulting from DBAs.

+ha Technical K
Mouwual (Ret 3

ﬂ mauual SCIVs
752

[

u)r‘tmu;s )

The power operatedliso]ation valves are considered OPERABLE
when their isolation times are within limits and the valves
actuate on an automatic isolation signal. The valves

covered by this LCO, along with their associated stroke -
times, are listed i. and blindflanges

are i place

ne)

The normally closéaiﬁﬁg%at16% valveg or bThd ¥lange9 are
considered U whe valves are closed(or open
@acchbrdance wity _apprbpriater admipnistrative con

Vs are dp€activated and secureB in thedir clésed

DOS @hd blind ylanges are/in plate. These passive {é]
isolation valves or devices are listed in Reference 3.

APPLICABILITY

_ T

[Z]

L

In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could lead to a fission product

release to the primary containment that leaks to the

@secondary@ containment. Therefore, the OPERABILITY of
ClVs is required.

In MODES 4 and 5, the probability and consequences of these
events are reduced due to pressure and temperature
limitations in these MODES. Therefore, maintaining SCIVs
OPERABLE is not required in MODE 4 or 5, except for other
situations under which significant radicactive releases can
be postulated, such as during operations with.a potential
for draining the reactor vessel (OPDRVs), during CORE

(continued)
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SCIVs
B 3.6.4.2

BASES

APPLICABILITY‘\\\,ALTERATIONS, or during movement of irradiated fuel
(continued) assemblies in the pisecondary] containment. oVifg
fryadiafe assémbiief in tHe [sefondary] c;ntaiﬁmEEQ

\m#y alfo ocgur in MODES I, 2, #nd 3.

ACTIONS The ACTIONS are modified by three Notes. The first Note
allows penetration flow paths to be unisolated
intermittently under administrative controls. These
controls consist of stationing a dedicated operator, who is
in continuous communication with the control room, at the
controls of the isolation device. In this way, the

[z}

é;netration can be rapidly isolated when 2 need for

{ econdary@ containment isolation is indicated.

3

5 The second Note provides c1arificatioéithat for the purpose
W™of this LCO| separate Condition entry is allowed for each
penetration flow path. This is acceptable, since the
Reguired Actions for each Condition provide appropriate
compensatory actions for each inoperable SCIV. Complying
with the Required Actions may allow for continued operation,
and subsequent inoperable SCIVs are governed by subsequent
gondition entry and application of associated Required

ctions.

The third Note ensures appropriate remedial actions are
taken, if necessary, if the affected system(s) are rendered
inoperable by an inoperable SCIV.

A.]l and A.2

In the event that there are one or more penetration flow
paths with one SCIV inoperable, the affected penetration
flow path(s) must be isolated. The method of isolation must
include the use of at least one isolation barrier that
cannot be adversely affected by a single active failure.
Isolation barriers that meet this criterion are a closed and
de-activated automatic SCIV, a closed manual valve, and a
blind flange. For penetrations isolated in accordance with
Required Action A.l, the device used to isolate the
penetration should be the closest available device to
secondarym containment. The Required Action must be
completed within the 8 hour Completion Time. The specified
time period is reasonable considering the time required to

{continued)
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SClvs
B 3.6.4.2

BASES

ACTIONS Al and A2 (continued)

isolate ‘the penetration, and the probability of 2 DBA, which
requires the SCIVs to close, occurring during this short
time is very low.

For affected penetrations that have been isolated in
accordance with Required Action A.l, the affected

penetration must be verified to be isolated on 2 periodic

basis. This is necessary to ensure that (fisecondar.
containment penetrations required to be isolated following
an accident, but no longer capable of being automatically
isolated, will b§ in the isolation position should an event
; : — occur. The Completion Time of once per 31 days is
rsolation devices) appropriate because the Yalved are operated under
administrative controls and the probability of their
misalignment is low. This Required Action does not require
any testing or device manipulation. Rather, it involves

verification that the affected penetration remains isolated.
e RS- s

Required Action A.2 is modified by @ Note¥] applies to

devices located in high radiation areas and allows them to
be verified closed by use of administrative controls.
A]]ow;ng verificati?n by administrative controls is
e S\ considered acceptable, since access to these areas is
INSEET A land R.2Y typically restricted. £ Therefore, the probability of
misalignment, once they have been verified to be in the
proper position, is Tow.

-

With two SCIVs in one or more penetration flow paths
inoperable, the affected penetration flow path must be
jsolated within 4 hours. The method of isolation must
include the use of at least one isolation barrier that
cannot be adversely affected by a single active failure.
Isolation barriers that meet this criterion are a closed and
de-activated automatic valve, a closed manual valve, and a
blind flange. The 4 hour Completion Time is reasonable
considering the time required to isolate the penetration and
the probability of a DBA, which requires the SCIVs to close,
occurring during this short time, is very low.

The Condition has been modified by a Note.stafing that
Condition B is only applicable to penetration flow paths

(continued)
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Tsre| Insert A.1 and A.2
-269

Note 2 applies to isolation devices that are locked, sealed, or otherwise
secured in position and allows these devices to be verified closed by use of

administrative means. Allowing verification by administrative
considered acceptable, since the function of locking, sealing,
components is to ensure that these devices are not inadvertentl

Insert Page B 3.6-105

means 1is
or securing

Y repositioned.



BASES

SCIVs
B 3.6.4.2

ACTIONS

B.1 (continued)

with two isolation valves. This clarifies that only
Condition A is entered if one SCIV is inoperable in each of
two penetrations.

C.l and C

If any Required Action and associated Completion Time cannot
be met, the plant must be brought to a MODE in which the LCO
does not apply. To achieve this status, the plant must be
brought to at least MODE 3 within 12 hours and to MODE 4
within 36 hours. The allowed Completion Times are
reasonable, based on operating experience, to reach the
required plant conditions from full power conditions in an
orderly manner and without challenging plant systems.

. . and D.3

1f any Required Action and associated Completion Time are
not met, the plant must be placed in a condition in which
the LCO does not apply. If applicable, CORE ALTERATIONS and
the movement of irradiated fuel assemblies in the

@secondary@ containment must be immediately suspended.

uspension of these activities shall not preclude completion
of movement of a component to a safe position. Also, if
applicable, actions must be immediately jnitiated to suspend
OPDRVs in order to minimize the probability of a vessel
draindown and the subsequent potential for fission product
release. Actions must continue until OPDRVs are suspended.

. Y Required Action D.1 has been modified by a Note stating that

LCO 3.0.3 is not applicable. If moving irradiated fuel
assemblies while in MODE 4 or 5, LCO 3.0.3 would not specify
any action. If moving fuel while in MODE 1, 2, or 3, the
fuel movement is independent of reactor operations.
heyefore, Ain eithgr case, ynabili}y to syspend mgvemeni /oT
jryadiated fuel agsemblies/would pbt be g sufficient re;égg)
requipe a reaftor shutdown./

/20 3.0.3 is not applicable in MODE % or . However ) Siuce irradiated
fuel assambly wiovement tam oetur in MODE 1) 2y or 31 ) )

BWR/4 STS
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Insert D.1, D.2, and D.3:

Entering LCO 3.0.3 while in MODE 1, 2, or 3 would require the unit to be
shutdown, but would not require immediate suspension of movement of irradiated
fuel assemblies. The Note to the ACTIONS, “LCO 3.0.3 is not applicable.,”
ensures that the actions for immediate suspension of irradiated fuel assembly
movement are not postponed due to entry into LCO 3.0.3.
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SCIVs
B 3.6.4.2

BASES (continued)

vot locked, sealedyon otherwise TSTF
SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.8.2.1  )secuced awd iS Y5 Rer L

REQUIREMENTS /

This SR verifies that each secondarylcontainment manual

jsolation valve and blind flange that is required- to be

closed during accident conditions is closed. The SR helps
to ensure that post accident leakage of radioactive fluids
or gases outside of the (isecondary containment boundary is
within design Jimits. This SR does not require any testing
or valve manipulation. Rather, it involves verification
that those SCIVs in @secondar containment that are capable
of being mispositioned are in the correct position.

.

L

This SR decs wot acvely Since these SCIVs a;e reagﬂy acces:ib]e to personnel during
normal operation and verification o their position is

‘flo \I/’al;es fhla-:(“n& relatively easy, the 31 day Frequency was chosen to

oched, Sealed., on provide added assurance that the SCIVs are in the correct

othecwise secured in positions. 4
the closed positiosn,
Siwee these were
veri§ied to be 1
+he correct Positiown
Ufow locKina; Ceuling,

Two Notes have been added to this SR. The first Note
applies to valves and blind flanges Jocated in high -
radiation areas and allows them to be verified by use of
administrative controls. Allowing verification by
administrative controls is considered acceptable, since
access to these areas is typically restricted during

gr securinaf” MODES 1, 2, and 3 for ALARA reasons. Therefore, the
l probability of misalignment of these SCIVs, once they have
e been verified to be in the proper position, is low.
=
Y S Hev. 2 A second Note has been included to clarify that SCIVs that

are open under administrative controls are not required to
meet the SR during the time the SCIVs are open.
(——(ZA/' SERT SR 3.6.4.2.1

SR_3.6.4.2.2 ’ 7770
Verifying that the isolation time of each power operated?

@adhy automatic SCIV is within limits is required to
demonstrate OPERABILITY. The isolation time test ensures
'—_T—} that the SCIV will isolate in a time period less than or

equal to that assumed in the safety analyses. The

) ime/and Frequency of this SR Qv =
(S fnsemvice TestAng program o9 52 daysf—

]

(continued)
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Insert SR 3.6.4.2.1

These controls consist of stationing a dedicated operator at the controls of
the valve, who is in continuous communication with the control room. In this
way, the penetration can be rapidly isolated when a need for secondary
containment isolation is indicated.

Insert Page B 3.6-107



SCIVs

B 3.6.4.2
BASES
: i iHamea
SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.4.2.3 Wiile Hoig Surve
REQUIREMENTS
(continued) Verifying that each automatic SCIV closes on a secondary

containment isolation signal is required to prevent leakage

Tsoletiw

Tosteumertutio "

[/ ] t@-erating expérience has shown these components usually pass
Z}i CZ‘D he Surveillance when performed at the,{@
Therefore, the Frequency was concluded !

{ of radicactive material from gbecondar containment
following a DBA or other accidents. This SR ensures that
each automatic SCIV will actuate to the isolation position
on ag@secondar containment isoclation signal. The LOGIC
SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TEST in SR F.3.6.Z.5 overlaps this SR to

[8] mo reqg
Rurveillance
outage’ and the pote

rvgillance’ were

performed with the reactor‘a

month Frequencyp
to be acceptable from
) which 15 deLc] own tha
r'd_‘ul.lln CA{C’L

a reliability standpoint.

Z

REFERENCES 1. Trsar, section (A5 738 =22 ?
2. \FSAR, Section ([¥5.7.47) /57.3
3. (FBAR, gectigh [/D;-———(Tuhnim/?ﬁuirmvls Manua/)—————
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS BASES: 3.6.4.2 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES (SCIVs)

1. Changes have been made (additions, deletions, and/or changes to the NUREG) to
reflect the plant specific nomenclature, number, reference, system description, analysis
description, or licensing basis description.

2. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has
been provided.

3. Typographical/grammatical error corrected.

4. These changes have been made for consistency with similar phrases in other parts of the
Bases and/or to be consistent with the Specification.

5. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity.
6. The words in SR 3.6.4.2.2, stating that the isolation times are in the IST Program have
been deleted. The IST Program does not include the times for the SCIVs. They are

located in the Technical Requirements Manual.

7. This statement has been deleted since it is incorrect. Automatic SCIVs that are
deactivated and secured in the closed position are not OPERABLE; they are inoperable.

8. The discussion in the LCO Section about closed valves is modified. This editorial

preference is based on an incomplete and misleading discussion of the valves. This
change does not modify the requirements or the interpretation of the requirements.

Dresden 2 and 3 1



SGT System
B 3.6.4.3

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
B 3.6.4.3 Standby Gas Treatment (SGT) System

BASES

BACKGROUND The SGT m?mmm GDC 4
("Coffta Ymosphere C}eanupy (Ref. 1). The function of

the SGT System is to ensure that radioactive materials that

Jeak from the primary containment into the Osecondary@

containment following a Design Basis Accident (DBA) are
filtered and adsorbed prior to exhausting to the
environment.

+het
b‘/{ugen Lat 2
and Lt 3

(3

The SGT System consists of two fully redundant subsystem
each with its own set of ductwork, dampers, charcoal filter
train, and controls. .

Each charcoal filter train consists of (components listed in
order of the direction of the air flow):

a. A demister @ moAist¥re fepafatsr} {Il

b. An electric heater;

rOuﬂh m

d. A high efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filter;

c. Avprefilter;

e. A charcoal adsorber; -
(after) i
A second HEPA 4i1ter; and

g. A centrifugal fan.

The sizing of the SGT System equipment and components is
based on the results of an infiltration analysis, as wellja
an exfiltration analysis of the [secondaryff) containment.

The internal pressure of the SGL/AYStem boundary redich is
mal ned at a_negative pressure of{{fP.25) inches water

gauge when the! tem is in operation, which represents the

internal pressure required to ensure zero exfiltration of

air from the building (When expgse 2 m
ing at/an _aphle of/[45]° Yo the/buildi

4

avan a.1t w:‘n[/
épmc/.s of too mp/t

EC({,L\ SGT Su-(: 5\‘541'(“
15 ra(:a(:(c_ o
Frocessinj tue

§C(om:(¢u' (o‘r\‘"ui'\r\’\e»—“' volum <

oiah inPludes  both Uajk 2 aad Unit 3.
I

BWR/4 STS B 3.6-109 Rev 1, 04/07/95

The demister is provided to remove entrained water in the
air, while the electric heater reduces the relative humidity

(continued)




SGT System

B 3.6.4.3
BASES
BACKGROUND of the airstream to less than (70f% (Ref. 2). The'prefﬂter
(continued) removes large particulate matter, while the HEPA filter

removes fine particulate matter and protects the charcoal
from fouling. The charcoal adsorber removes gaseous
elemental iodine and organic iodides, and the final HEPA
filter collects any carbon fines exhausted from the charcoal

adsorber.

The SGT System automatically starts and operates in response
to actuation signals indicative of conditions or an accident
that could require operation of the system. Following

ti

(3.and 4)
APPLICABLE The design basis for\the SGT System is to mitigate the
SAFETY ANALYSES \consequences of a loss\of coolant accident and fuel handling
G ac<:'. For @} the SGT System

oIR charcbal Tijter trgin fany stary. Upon
Jon tHat boh subsystems are opepating/ the
subfystem/is norglally s

PYPRPW P A is (Ehgwr V0 bE aptomayically initiatedYto reduce, via
” um 0 L filtration and adsorption, the radioactive material released/
anua to the environment. (after 10 mivutes)
The SGT System satisfies @Fitgriow 3 oY the/ NRC Polify)
K atAment -
atemen?. (10 tFr 50.3¢ (c)(z)(u‘D——j

LCO Following a DBA, a minimum of one SGT subsystem is required
@ —{ to maintain the @secondary@ containment at a negative
pressure with respect to the environment and to process
gaseous releases. Meeting the LCO requirements for two
OPERABLE subsystems ensures operation of at least one SGT
subsystem in the event of a single active failure.

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could Jead to a fission product
release to primary containment that leaks to secondary
containment. Therefore, SGT System OPERABILITY is required
during these MODES.

In MODES 4 and 5, the probability and consequences of these

events are reduced due to the pressure and temperature
limitations in these MODES. Therefore, maintaining the SGT

(continued)
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[:] Insert BKGD

the primary charcoal filter train iniet damper opens, the cooling damper
closes, the associated fan starts, and the fan discharge damper opens. When
sufficient flow develops, the heater turns on and the flow control damper
begins modulating to control system flow and maintain a negative pressure in
the secondary containment. If either a low flow or heater off condition
exists for the primary subsystem after 20 seconds, the primary subsystem is
tripped and the standby SGT subsystem starts.

Insert Page B 3.6-110



SGT System

B 3.6.4.3
BASES
APPLICABILITY System in OPERABLE status is not required in MODE 4 or 5,
(continued) except for other situations under which significant releases
of radioactive material can be postulated, such as during
" operations with a potential for draining the reactor vessel
(OPDRVs), during CORE ALTERATIONS, or during movement of
jrradiated fuel assemblies in the [secondary§) containment. .
ACTIONS Al

B4

With one SGT subsystem inoperable, the inoperable subsystem
must be restored to OPERABLE status in 7 days. In this
ondition, the remaining OPERABLE SGT subsystem is adequate
to perform the required radicactivity release control
function. However, the overall system reliability is
reduced because a single failure in the OPERABLE subsystem
could result in the radioactivity release control function
not being adequately performed. The 7 day Completion Time
js based on consideration of such factors as the
availability of the OPERABLE redundant SGT System and the
Tow probability of a DBA occurring during this period.

B.1 and B.2

1f the SGT subsystem cannot be restored to OPERABLE status .
within the required Completion Time in MODE 1, 2, or 3, the
plant must be brought to a MODE in which the LCO does not
apply. To achieve this status, the plant must be brought to
at least MODE 3 within 12 hours and to MODE 4 within

36 hours. The allowed Compietion Times are reasonable,
based on operating experience, to-reach the required plant
conditions from full power conditions in an orderly manner

~ and without challenging plant systems.

€.}, €.2.1, €.2.2; and C.2.3

During movement of irradiated fuel assemblies, in the
econdary@ containment, during CORE ALTERATIONS, or during
PDRVs, when Required Action A.l cannot be completed within

the required Completion Time, the OPERABLE SGT subsystem

should immediately be placed in operation. This action

ensures that the remaining subsystem is OPERABLE, that no
failures that could prevent automatic actuation Have will

(continued)
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SGT System

B 3.6.4.3
BASES
ACTIONS c.), €.2.1, €C.2.2 and €C.2.3 (continued)
E, occured, and that any other failure would be readily

detected.

An alternative to Required Action C.1 is to immediately

suspend activities that represent a potential for releasing
[Zﬂ* { radioactive material to the econdary) containment, thus

placing the plant in a condition that minimizes risk. If
applicable, CORE ALTERATIONS and movement of irradiated fuel
assemblies must immediately be suspended. Suspension of
these activities must not preciude completion of movement of
a component to a safe position. Also, if applicable,
actions must immediately be initiated to suspend OPDRVs in
order to minimize the probability of a vessel draindown and
subsequent potential for fission product release. Actions
must continue until OPDRVs are suspended.

LD 23.0.3 is not

:\fp/imb/f. in Mo
S,ﬁj:j,fﬁ’gf;"g';’, Ahe Required Actions of Condition C have been modified by a
Loual assembl Note stating that LCO 3.0.3 is not applicable. If moving
alas ":} rd irradiated fuel assemblies while in MODE 4 or 5, LCO 3.0.3
"”fz;’“d“ “8aun ocur)would not specify any action. If moving irradiated fuel
m MODE 1, 2,0r3) / assemblies while in MODE 1, 2, or 3, the fuel movement is

independent of reactor operations. (Therefore, in either
TNSERT cage, 1napility yo suspefid moveplent of jfradiated fu
AcTion C agsembli HOU]AJTOt bg’ a sufficient reason requ,
'sh :

eactor /shutdo;

D.1

If both SGTS subsystems are inoperable in MODE 1, 2, or 3,
he SGT system may not be capable of supporting the required

ot
NSERT NACTToU D) radiocactivity release control function. (}zerefore, actyons)
re requirgd to enter LCO 3.0.3 immediately)
(TuserT ACToD B -,
— =
EEZTL‘f E ), and 3 ’

When two SGT subsystems are inoperable, if applicable, CORE
ALTERATIONS and movement of irradiated fuel assemblies in

[Zj [ @secondary@ containment must immediately be suspended.
uspension of these activities shall not preclude completion
[zi} of movement of a component to a safe position.: Also, if
applicable, action® must immediately be initiated to suspend

OPDRVs in order to minimize the probability of a vessel

(continued)
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Insert ACTION C

Entering LCO 3.0.3 while in MODE 1, 2, or 3 would require the unit to be
shutdown, but would not require immediate suspension of movement of irradiated
fuel assemblies. The Note to the ACTIONS, “LCO 3.0.3 is not applicable,”
ensures that the actions for immediate suspension of irradiated fuel assembly
movement are not postponed due to entry into LCO 3.0.3.

Insert ACTION D

Therefore, one SGT subsystem must be restored to OPERABLE status within 1
hour. The 1 hour Completion Time provides a period of time to correct the
problem that is commensurate with the importance of supporting the required
radioactivity release control function in MODES 1, 2, and 3. This time period
also ensures that the probability of an accident (requiring the SGT System)
occurring during periods where the required radioactivity release control
function may not be maintained is minimal.

Insert ACTION E

E.1 and E.2

If one SGT subsystem cannot be restored to OPERABLE status within the required
Completion Time in MODE 1, 2, or 3, the plant must be brought to a MODE in
which the LCO does not apply. To achieve this status, the plant must be
brought to at least MODE 3 within 12 hours and to MODE 4 within 36 hours. The
allowed Completion Times are reasonable, based on operating experience, to
reach the required piant conditions from full power conditions in an orderly
manner and without challenging plant systems.
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BASES

SGT System
B 3.6.4.3

ACTIONS B2 and3 (continued)

LCO 3.0.3 /s ne
opplicable while in M0DE

4 or S, However, Since

irrodiated fual aSSuqu

movement Lan OCLUY in
MoDE /, Z)D?B) i

TNSERT £/,
F.Z,anc/F.3

draindown and subsequent potential for fission product

release. Actions must continue until OPDRVs are suspended.
| F =]
1

Required Action as been modified by a Note stating that
LCO 3.0.3 is not applicable. If moving irradiated fuel
assemblies while in MODE 4 or 5, LCO 3.0.3 would not specify
any action. If moving irradiated fuel assemblies while in
MODE 1, 2, or 3, the fuel movement is independent of reactor

0 . (fTherefgre, in Aither £ase, igability to gusp
rradifted fuel assemblies wguld no} be
eason/to reqyire a yeactor ghutdowg.

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

’ (( from the toutrol room using Fhe manual initration Switch )

SR_3.6.4.3.]1 / EZ]

Operating{each SGT subsystem for > @iogigontinuous hours
ensures that fboth} subsystems are OPERABLE and that all

2

| —

associated controls are functioning properly. It also
ensures that blockage, fan or motor failure, or excessive
vibration can be detected for corrective action. Operation

ith the heaters on (automatic heater cycling to maintain
temperature) for > @10@ continuous hours every 31 days
eliminates moisture on the adsorbers and HEPA filters. The
31 day Frequency was developed in consideration of the known
reliability of fan motors and controls and the redundancy
available in the system.

SR_3.6.4.3.2

This SR verifies that the required SGT filter testing is

performed in accordance with the Ventilation Filter Testing

Program (VFTP). The SGT System filter tests are in z
accordance with Regulatory Guide 1.52 (Ref. @y. The VFIP

includes testing HEPA filter performance, charcoal adsorber

efficiency, minimum system fiow rate, and the physical

properties of the activated charcoal {general use and

following specific operations). Specific test frequencies

and additional information are discussed in detail in the

- VFTP.

(continued)
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Insert F.1, F.2, and F.3

Entering LCO 3.0.3 while in MODE 1, 2, or 3 would require the unit to be
shutdown, but would not require immediate suspension of movement of irradiated
fuel assemblies. The Note to the ACTIONS, “LCO 3.0.3 is not applicable,”
ensures that the actions for immediate suspension of irradiated fuel assembly

movement are not postponed due to entry into LCO 3.0.3.

Insert Page B 3.6-113



SGT System

B 3.6.4.3
BASES
SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.4.3.3
REQUIREMENTS .
(continued) This SR verifies that each SGT subsystem starts on receipt

of an actual or simulated initiation signal. While this
Surveillance can be performed with the reactor at power,

operating experience has shown that these components usually

pass the Surveillance when performed at the [F1§]) mopth
Frequency. The LOGIC SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TEST in QR 3.3.6.2

overlaps this SR to provide complete testing of the safety

function. Therefore, the Frequency was found to be " Socond oo mert
acceptable from a reliability standpoint. : I},(iif,"f I‘,,:?Mam,:fiz‘. ay

[ sR 3.6.4.3.4 /
- Th'i SR verifies that the fi'lte/r cooler bypass damper c

opehed and the fan started. This ensures that the

ventilation mode of SGT Systém operation is available

‘power, operating experiencé has shown that these copiponents
/ usually pasé the SurveilYance when performed at th

[18] month/Frequency, which is based 6n the refueling cycle.
, the Frequen,t.‘y was found be acceptable from a
ty standpoiy..

L

: F—UFCAR, Section 3.1.2.4.12 /
REFERENCES 1. @0 CFR 50, Apfendjx A./GDC/A).

)
- . 2. C{FSAR, section EZF~——(EE3D— 7]

—————

@.O Regulatory Guide 1.52, ReQ. 62@/
) 5

1l

| (3. UFSAR , Section /s.a.sj

\4.  UFSAR, Section /5.7.3.
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS BASES: 3.6.4.3 - STANDBY GAS TREATMENT (SGT) SYSTEM

1. Changes have been made (additions, deletions, and/or changes to the NUREG) to
reflect the plant specific nomenclature, number, reference, system description, analysis
description, or licensing basis description.

2. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has
been provided.

3. These changes have been made for consistency with similar phrases in other parts of the
Bases and/or to be consistent with the Specification.

4. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity.

5. Changes have been made to reflect those changes made to the Specification.

Dresden 2 and 3 1



GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: SECTION 3.6 - CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

ADMINISTRATIVE CHANGES

("A.x" Labeled Comments/Discussions)

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has évaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

The proposed change involves reformatting, renumbering, and rewording the existing
Technical Specifications. The reformatting, renumbering, and rewording process
involves no technical changes to the existing Technical Specifications. As such, this
change is administrative in nature and does not impact initiators of analyzed events or
assumed mitigation of accident or transient events. Therefore, this change does not
involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident

- previously evaluated.

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

The proposed change does not involve a physical alteration of the plant (no new or
different type of equipment will be installed) or changes in methods governing normal
plant operation. The proposed change will not impose any new or eliminate any old
requirements. Thus, this change does not create the possibility of a new or different
kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated. '

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?
The proposed change will not reduce a margin of safety because it has no impact on any

safety analyses assumptions. This change is administrative in nature. Therefore, the
change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.

Dresden 2 and 3 1



GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: SECTION 3.6 - CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

RELOCATED SPECIFICATIONS

'R.x" Labeled Comments/Discussion

("R.x" Labeled Comments/Discussions

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

The proposed change relocates requirements and surveillances for structures, systems,
components or variables that do not meet the criteria for inclusion in Technical
Specifications as identified in the Application of Selection Criteria to the Dresden 2 and
3 Technical Specifications. The affected structures, systems, components or variables
are not assumed to be initiators of analyzed events and are not assumed to mitigate
accident or transient events. The requirements and surveillances for these affected
structures, systems, components or variables will be relocated from the Technical
Specifications to an appropriate administratively controlled document which will be
maintained pursuant to 10 CFR 50.59. In addition, the affected structures, systems,
components or variables are addressed in existing surveillance procedures which are
also controlled by 10 CFR 50.59 and subject to the change control provisions imposed
by plant administrative procedures, which endorse applicable regulations and standards.
Therefore, this change does not involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

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

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

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

The proposed change will not reduce a margin of safety because it has no impact on any
safety analysis assumptions. In addition, the relocated requirements and surveillances
for the affected structure, system, component or variable remain the same as the
existing Technical Specifications. Since any future changes to these requirements or
the surveillance procedures will be evaluated per the requirements of 10 CFR 50.59, no
reduction in a margin of safety will be permitted.

Dresden 2 and 3 2



GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: SECTION 3.6 - CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

RELOCATED SPECIFICATIONS
("R.x" Labeled Comments/Discussions

3. (continued)

The existing requirement for NRC review and approval of revisions, in accordance with
10 CFR 50.92, to these details proposed for relocation does not have a specific margin
of safety upon which to evaluate. However, since the proposed change is consistent
with the BWR ISTS, NUREG-1433, Rev. 1, approved by the NRC Staff, revising the
Technical Specifications to reflect the approved level of detail ensures no significant
reduction in the margin of safety.

Dresden 2 and 3 - 3



GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: SECTION 3.6 - CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

TECHNICAL CHANGES - MORE RESTRICTIVE
("M.x" Labeled Comments/Discussions)

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

The proposed change provides more stringent requirements for operation of the facility.
These more stringent requirements do not result in operation that will increase the
probability of initiating an analyzed event and do not alter assumptions relative to
mitigation of an accident or transient event. The more restrictive requirements continue
to ensure process variables, structures, systems, and components are maintained
consistent with the safety analyses and licensing basis. Therefore, this change does not
involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

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

The proposed change does not involve a physical alteration of the plant (no new or
different type of equipment will be installed) or changes in the methods governing
normal plant operation. The proposed change does impose different requirements.
However, these changes are consistent with the assumptions in the safety analyses and
licensing basis. Thus, this change does not create the possibility of a new or different
kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.

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

The imposition of more restrictive requirements either has no impact on or increases
the margin of plant safety. As provided in the discussion of the change, each change in
this category is by definition, providing additional restrictions to enhance plant safety.
The change maintains requirements within the safety analyses and licensing basis.
Therefore, this change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: SECTION 3.6 - CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

"GENERIC" LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES: ‘
RELOCATING DETAILS TO TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION BASES, UFSAR, TRM, OR
OTHER PLANT CONTROLLED DOCUMENTS

("LA.x" Labeled Comments/Discussions)

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

The proposed change relocates certain details from the Technical Specifications to the
Bases, UFSAR, TRM, or other plant controlled documents. The Bases, UFSAR,
TRM, and other plant controlled documents containing the relocated information will
be maintained in accordance with 10 CFR 50.59. In addition to 10 CFR 50.59
provisions, the Technical Specification Bases are subject to the change control
provisions in the Administrative Controls Chapter of the ITS. The UFSAR is subject to
the change control provisions of 10 CFR 50.71(e), and the plant procedures and other
plant controlled documents are subject to controls imposed by plant administrative
procedures, which endorse applicable regulations and standards. Since any changes to
the Bases, UFSAR, TRM, or other plant controlled documents will be evaluated per the
requirements of the Bases Control Program in Chapter 5.0 of the ITS or 10 CFR 50.59,
no increase (significant or insignificant) in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated will be allowed. Therefore, this change does not involve
a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously
evaluated.

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

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

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?
The proposed change will not reduce a margin of safety because it has no impact on any

safety analysis assumptions. In addition, the details to be transposed from the
Technical Specifications to the Bases, UFSAR, TRM, or other plant controlled
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GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: SECTION 3.6 - CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

"GENERIC" LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES:
RELOCATING DETAILS TO TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION BASES, UFSAR, TRM, OR
OTHER PLANT CONTROLLED DOCUMENTS

("LA.x" Labeled Comments/Discussions)
3. (continued)

documents are the same as the existing Technical Specifications. Since any future
changes to these details in the Bases, UFSAR, TRM, or other plant controiled
documents will be evaluated per the requirements of 10 CFR 50.59, no reduction
(significant or insignificant) in a margin of safety will be allowed. Based on 10 CFR
50.92, the existing requirement for NRC review and approval of revisions, to these
details proposed for relocation, does not have a specific margin of safety upon which to
evaluate. However, since the proposed change is consistent with the BWR ISTS,
NUREG-1433, Rev. 1, approved by the NRC Staff, revising the Technical
Specifications to reflect the approved level of detail ensures no significant reduction in
the margin of safety.
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GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: SECTION 3.6 - CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

"GENERIC" LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES:
EXTENDING SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCIES FROM 18 MONTHS TO 24 MONTHS
FOR SURVEILLANCES OTHER THAN CHANNEL CALIBRATIONS

'LD.x" Labeled Comments/Discussions

('LD.x" Labeled Comments/Discussions)

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

The proposed change involves a change in the surveillance testing intervals from 18
months to 24 months. The proposed change does not physically impact the plant nor
does it impact any design or functional requirements of the associated systems. That is,
the proposed change does not degrade the performance or increase the challenges of any
safety systems assumed to function in the accident analysis. The proposed change does
not impact the Surveillance Requirements themselves nor the way in which the
Surveillances are performed. Additionally, the proposed change does not introduce any
new accident initiators since no accidents previously evaluated have as their initiators
anything related to the frequency of surveillance testing. The proposed change does not
affect the availability of equipment or systems required to mitigate the consequences of
an accident because of the availability of redundant systems or equipment and because
other tests performed more frequently will identify potential equipment problems.
Furthermore, an historical review of surveillance test results indicated that all failures

_identified were unique, non-repetitive, and not related to any time-based failure modes,

and indicated no evidence of any failures that would invalidate the above conclusions.
Therefore, the proposed change does not increase the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated.

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

The proposed change involves a change in the surveillance testing intervals from 18
months to 24 months. The proposed change does not introduce any failure mechanisms
of a different type than those previously evaluated since there are no physical changes
being made to the facility. In addition, the Surveillance Requirements themselves and
the way Surveillances are performed will remain unchanged. Furthermore, an
historical review of surveillance test results indicated no evidence of any failures that
would invalidate the above conclusions. Therefore, the proposed change does not
create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any previously
evaluated.
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GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: SECTION 3.6 - CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

"GENERIC" LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES:
EXTENDING SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCIES FROM 18 MONTHS TO 24 MONTHS
FOR SURVEILLANCES OTHER THAN CHANNEL CALIBRATIONS

("LD.x" Labeled Comments/Discussions) (continued)

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

Although the proposed change will result in an increase in the interval between
surveillance tests, the impact on system availability is minimal based on other, more
frequent testing or redundant systems or equipment, and there is no evidence of any
failures that would impact the availability of the systems. Therefore, the assumptions
in the licensing basis are not impacted, and the proposed change does not involve a
significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT

L.1 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

This change provides an allowed outage time to restore drywell-to-suppression chamber
bypass leakage during operation in MODE 1, 2, or 3. With drywell-to-suppression
chamber bypass leakage outside of limits in MODE 1, 2, or 3, the current Technical
Specifications do not provide any actions. The proposed change provides 1 hour for
restoration of this condition prior to commencing a required shutdown. Drywell-to-
suppression chamber bypass leakage is an attribute of maintaining Primary Containment
Integrity (in ITS terminology, primary containment OPERABILITY) and is not
considered as an initiator of any previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change
does not significantly increase the probability of such accidents. The proposed change
allows temporary operation when the drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass leakage
requirement is not met. However, the consequences of an event that may occur during
the proposed allowed outage time are not any different than during the current allowed
outage time for other loss of primary containment integrity (OPERABILITY) situations.
Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the consequences of any ‘
previously analyzed accident.

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

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities or to
the operation of the plant. Further, the change impacts only the Required Action
Completion Time for restoring drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass leakage and
does not result in any change in the response of the equipment to an accident.
Therefore, the change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any accident previously evaluated.

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

This change impacts only the Required Action Completion Time for restoration of
drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass leakage during operation in MODE 1, 2, or 3.
The methodology and limits of the accident analysis are not affected, nor is the primary
containment response. This change results in an allowed outage time consistent with
other ITS ACTIONS for similar primary containment degradations. Therefore, the
change does not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT

L.2 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

This change deletes the requirement associated with CTS 4.7.K.5 to obtain an NRC
review of the test schedule for subsequent tests if any leak rate test result is not within
required limits. The subsequent test schedule has already been approved by the NRC.
If two consecutive tests have failed, then the test must be performed every 9 months
until two consecutive tests pass. The requirement to obtain NRC concurrence with the
test schedule is not assumed to be an initiator of any analyzed event and does not impact
assumptions of any design basis accident. Additionally, the concurrence is not required
or assumed for the mitigation of any accident. Therefore, this change does not
significantly increase the probability or consequences of an accident previously
evaluated.

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

The proposed change does not introduce a new mode of plant operation and does not
involve physical modification to the plant. This change deletes a requirement to obtain
NRC concurrence for a leak rate test schedule that is already approved by the NRC.
Therefore, it does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated.

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

This change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety since the
increased test schedule is already approved by the NRC and since experience has shown
that the Surveillance normally meets its acceptance criterion when performed at the
normal Frequency.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT

L.3 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

This change allows the drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass leakage to exceed the
current limit as long as leakage is less than or equal to the acceptable design A/Yk limit
assumed in the safety analysis at times other than during the first unit startup following
performance of bypass leakage testing. The change also deletes the detail of the initial
differential pressure to perform the bypass leakage test from the Technical
Specifications. Drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass leakage rate is an attribute of
maintaining Primary Containment Integrity, and consequently, of Primary Containment
OPERABILITY. Drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass leakage and testing methods
are not considered as initiators of any previously analyzed accident, and therefore, the
proposed change does not significantly increase the probability of such accidents. The
proposed change allows continued operation with drywell-to-suppression chamber
leakage that is greater than 2% of the acceptable design value, but less than or equal to
the design leakage limit. The change also deletes the detail of the initial differential
pressure to perform the bypass leakage test from the Technical Specifications.
Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the consequences of any
previously analyzed accident.

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

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities, or to
the operation of the plant. Drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass leakage is assumed
to be less than or equal to the design A/Y'k limit under accident conditions. The change
will not result in drywell-to-suppression chamber leakage in excess of this design limit,
or result in any change in the response of the equipment to an accident. Therefore, the
change does not increase the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
previously analyzed.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT

L.3 CHANGE (continued)
3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

This change only impacts the acceptance criteria for drywell-to-suppression chamber
bypass leakage rate at times other than during the first unit startup following
performance of bypass leakage testing performed in accordance with proposed ITS SR
3.6.1.1.2. The change also deletes the detail of the initial differential pressure to
perform the bypass leakage test from the Technical Specifications. The methodology
and limits of the accident analyses are not affected, nor is the primary containment
response. The change will result in an allowable drywell-to-suppression chamber
bypass leakage that is less than or equal to the design A/Yk limit at all times.
Therefore, the change does not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT

L.4 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

This change eliminates the requirement to perform testing of drywell-to-suppression
chamber bypass leakage at an increased frequency following two consecutive leak test
failures. If two consecutive tests result in a leakage that is greater than the specified
limit, the current Technical Specifications require testing at an increased frequency until
testing results in two consecutive, successful tests. The proposed change would
dispense with this provision. Drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass leakage rate is an
attribute of maintaining Primary Containment Integrity, and consequently of Primary
Containment OPERABILITY. Drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass leakage is not
considered as an initiator of any previously analyzed accident, and therefore, the
proposed change does not significantly increase the probability of such accidents. The
proposed change will not result in operation with leakage in excess of the acceptable
design value. Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the consequences
of any previously analyzed accident.

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

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities, or to
the operation of the plant. Drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass leakage is assumed
to be less than or equal to the design A/Vk limit under the accident conditions. The
change will not result in drywell-to-suppression chamber leakage in excess of this
design limit, or result in any change in the response of the equipment to an accident.
Therefore, the change does not increase the possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any previously analyzed.

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

This change only impacts the frequency of drywell-to-suppression chamber leakage
testing in the event that the results of two consecutive tests are not within the specified
limit. The effect of the change is considered minimal considering the history of
consistently successful test results since plant startup, and provisions of the maintenance
rule that would invoke remedial actions, such as increased test frequency, in the event
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT
L.4 CHANGE
3. (continued)
of an adverse trend in bypass leakage rate. Additionally, the methodology and limits of
the accident analyses are not affected by the change, nor is the primary containment
response. Further, the change will not result in an allowable drywell-to-suppression

chamber bypass leakage that is greater than the design A//k limit at any time.
Therefore, the change does not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCK

L.1 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

The proposed change would allow the temporary opening of the remaining OPERABLE

door for the purpose of making repairs to a primary containment air lock. This change

does not affect the air lock design or function, and failure of an air lock is not identified
as the initiator of any event. Therefore, this proposed change does not involve an
increase in the probability of an accident previously evaluated. The change to allow the
temporary opening of the one OPERABLE door for the purpose of making repairs
results in a potential increase in consequences should an accident occur while it is open,
but this increase is minimized through administrative controls and offset by the avoided
potential consequences of an unnecessary transient during shutdown. The potential
consequences resulting from the combination of: 1) the frequency of experiencing an
inoperable air lock door such that temporarily opening the OPERABLE door is
required for access to repair; 2) the brief period the OPERABLE door would be opened
for access (typically on the order of one minute per entry/exit); and 3) the occurrence

of an event of sufficient magnitude to cause an immediate containment pressure increase -

such that an air lock door could not be closed; are not considered to be significant.
Additionally, providing the ability to eliminate the potential consequences of extended
operation with only one OPERABLE door closed (not allowing repairs to be made to
restore the second door to OPERABLE status); further minimizes the consequences.
The allowance is proposed to have strict administrative control, which will provide
assurance that any associated potential consequences are minimized. Finally, the
allowed time for both doors to be open is not expected to exceed the currently allowed
time for required action when containment integrity is determined to not be met.
Therefore, these proposed changes do not involve a significant increase in the
consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

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

The proposed change does not involve any design changes, plant modifications, or
changes in plant operation. The primary containment air lock is designed and assumed
to be used for entry and exit. Its operation does not interface with the reactor coolant
or any controls which could impact the reactor coolant pressure boundary or its support
systems. Further, brief periods of loss of containment integrity are acknowledged in
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCK

L.1 CHANGE

2.

(continued)

the existing license; Specification 3.6.1.1 allows 1 hour to restore losses in containment
integrity prior to requiring a plant shutdown.

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

The design, function, and OPERABILITY requirements for the primary containment
air lock remains unchanged with this proposed revision. Containment leak rate limits
are unaffected. The proposed change to allow the temporary opening of the one
OPERABLE door for the purpose of repairing an inoperable door, is not considered to
be a significant reduction in the margin of safety. The combination of: 1) the
frequency of experiencing an inoperable air lock door such that containment entry is
required for access to repair; 2) the brief period the OPERABLE door would be opened
for access (typically on the order of one minute per entry/exit); and 3) the occurrence
of an event of sufficient magnitude to cause an immediate containment pressure increase
such that the air lock door could not be closed; are not representative of a significant
reduction in the margin of safety. Additionally, providing the ability to eliminate any
reduction in safety resulting from the extended operation with only one OPERABLE
door closed (not allowing repairs to be made to restore the second door to OPERABLE
status); minimizes any reduction in the margin of safety. The allowance is proposed to
have strict administrative control, which will provide assurance that any associated
safety reduction is further minimized. Therefore, these proposed changes do not
involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCK

L.2 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

I

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

This change allows time to verify an OPERABLE air lock door is closed when a
primary containment air lock is inoperable. This change does not affect the air lock
design or function and one primary containment air lock door per airlock is sufficient to
maintain primary containment integrity during a DBA. Additionally, the air lock doors
are normally closed except for entry and exit and ITS 3.6.1.2 ACTIONS continue to
provide adequate assurance that the primary containment function is maintained by
requiring one OPERABLE air lock door to be closed within 1 hour which results in the
same consequences as the primary containment being inoperable for 1 hour. Therefore,
this change does not involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of
a previously evaluated accident.

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

The change does not necessitate a physical alteration of the plant (no new or different
type of equipment will be installed) or changes in parameters governing normal plant

operation. Thus, this change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind
of accident from any accident previously evaluated.

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

This change allows time to verify an OPERABLE air lock door is closed when a
primary containment air lock is inoperable. This change does not affect the air lock
design or function and one primary containment air lock door per airlock is sufficient to
maintain primary containment integrity during a DBA. Additionally, the air lock doors
are normally closed except for entry and exit and ITS 3.6.1.2 ACTIONS require one
air lock door to be closed within 1 hour. The proposed changes provides a time period
for closing an OPERABLE air lock door that is consistent with respect to the time
period provided for the condition of primary containment inoperable. In addition, the
proposed change provides the benefit of potentially avoiding an unnecessary plant
shutdown by providing time to close an OPERABLE air lock door. As such, no
significant reduction in a margin of safety is involved with this change.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCK

L.3 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

This change would allow verification that primary containment air locks are locked
closed to be done by administrative means if the barrier is in a high radiation area or
the access to them is limited due to inerting. Neither an open nor an inoperable airlock
is considered as an initiator of any previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this
change does not significantly increase the probability of such accidents. The proposed
change provides actions with appropriate compensatory measures to maintain a level of
safety equivalent to compliance with this and similar LCOs, such as containment
OPERABILITY. These actions do not result in isolation barrier function different than
assumed in any accident. Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the
consequences of any previously analyzed accident.

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

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities, but
does allow a different method of verification. However, since the change includes
compensatory measures which maintain a level of safety equivalent to the capabilities of
the equipment, the change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any previously analyzed accident.

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

This change allows the use of administrative means to provide compensatory actions in
place of actual visual verification. The high radiation area and primary containment
inerted access control and these additional administrative controls continue to provide
adequate containment boundary should an accident occur. Therefore, the change does
not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCK

L.4 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

The proposed change replaces the cumulative time limitation on a yearly basis for
removal of personnel with an inoperable air lock door to a time period of 7 days for
any single entry into the Condition. This change does not affect the air lock design or
function, and failure of an air lock is not identified as the initiator of any event.
Therefore, this proposed change does not involve an increase in the probability of an
accident previously evaluated. The change to allow the temporary opening of the one
OPERABLE door for purposes other than making repairs in excess of current
limitations (1 hour per year) will not increase the consequences should an accident
occur while it is open since the allowance is currently permitted. Since additional
administrative controls are required, the actual time the air lock will be opened will be
minimized thereby reducing the potential of operating outside the design basis.
Additionally, providing the ability to eliminate the potential consequences of the
transient of plant shutdown to follow (due to inability to perform preventive or
corrective maintenance) further minimizes the consequences. Finally, the allowed time
for both doors to be open is not expected to exceed the currently allowed time limit.
Therefore, these proposed changes do not involve a significant increase in the
consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

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

The proposed change does not involve any design changes, plant modifications, or
changes in plant operation. The primary containment air lock is designed and assumed
to be used for entry and exit. Its operation does not interface with the reactor coolant
or any controls which could impact the reactor coolant pressure boundary or its support
systems. Further, brief periods of loss of containment integrity are acknowledged in
the current Technical Specifications prior to requiring a plant shutdown. Therefore, the
proposed change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any previously evaluated. -
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3.

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCK

L.4 CHANGE (continued)

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

The design, function, and OPERABILITY requirements for the primary containment
air lock is unchanged with this proposed revision. Containment leak rate limits are
unaffected. The proposed change replaces the cumulative time limitation on a yearly
basis for removal of personnel with an inoperable air lock door to a time period of 7
days for any single entry into the Condition. This is not considered to be a significant
reduction in the margin of safety. The combination of: 1) the frequency of
experiencing an inoperable air lock door such that containment entry is required; 2) the
brief period the OPERABLE door would be opened for access (typically on the order of
one minute per entry/exit); and 3) the occurrence of an event of sufficient magnitude to
cause an immediate containment pressure increase such that the air lock door could not
be closed; are not representative of a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
Additionally, providing the ability to eliminate any reduction in safety resulting from
the transient of plant shutdown to follow (due to inability to perform preventive or
corrective maintenance) minimizes any reduction in the margin of safety. The
allowance is proposed to have strict administrative control which will provide assurance
that any associated safety reduction is further minimized. Therefore, these proposed
changes do not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCK

L.5 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

The primary containment air lock interlock is not assumed to be an initiator of any
analyzed event. The role of the interlock is to ensure the primary containment
boundary is maintained, thereby limiting consequences. Failure of the interlock during
testing could result in a loss of primary containment OPERABILITY. Since the
proposed change reduces the frequency of challenge to the interlock, the probability of
a loss of primary containment OPERABILITY during the MODES when primary
containment is required (LCO 3.6.1.1) is reduced. The OPERABILITY of the
interlock has no effect on the consequences of an accident previously evaluated because
no credit is taken for it in the mitigation of an accident. Therefore, this change does
not involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of a previously
evaluated accident.

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

The proposed change does not necessitate a physical alteration of the plant (no new or
different type of equipment will be installed) or changes in parameters governing
normal plant operation. The proposed change will still ensure the interlocks remain
OPERABLE when required. Thus, this change does not create the possibility of a new
or different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.

Does this change involve a Signiﬁcant reduction in a margin of safety?

This change reduces the challenges to primary containment OPERABILITY during
MODES when primary containment is required to be OPERABLE. Further, proving
the OPERABILITY of the air lock interlock at more frequent intervals serves no useful
purpose since no enhancement to safety is gained by simply testing the interlock. From
the standpoint of primary containment OPERABILITY and a reduction of unnecessary
testing, the proposed change represents an enhancement to safety. As such, no
significant reduction in a margin of safety is involved with this change.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCK

L.6 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

The proposed change deletes the requirement to have one air lock door "locked" closed
at all times when an air lock is being used for entry and exit when the air lock
mechanism is found to be inoperable. This change does not affect the air lock design or
function, and failure of an air lock is not identified as the initiator of any event.
Therefore, this proposed change does not involve an increase in the probability of an
accident previously evaluated. In the proposed Specifications, with an air lock
mechanism inoperable entry into and exit from primary containment is permissible only
under the control of a dedicated individual. The duties of this individual are to perform
the function of the interlock; to ensure both air lock doors are not opened
simultaneously. That is, one door will be closed at all times. The requirement to have
one door "locked" closed is not necessary. As long as one door is closed the
containment integrity function will be maintained, and therefore, the requirement is not
necessary during entry and exit into the containment. Locking an air lock door does
not allow normal operation of the air lock. More time is required for locking therefore
personnel will spend more time in the air lock instead of performing safety related
activities. When entry and exit is no longer required, the proposed Specifications will
continue to require at least one door to be "locked" closed. With the door locked, the
dedicated individual is no longer required, and entry into the containment is prevented.
The proposed requirements are considered adequate for ensuring primary containment
integrity and at the same time control entry into the primary containment when the air
lock mechanism is found to be inoperable. Therefore, the proposed change does not
involve a significant increase in the consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

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

The proposed change does not involve any design changes, plant modifications, or
change in plant operation. The primary containment air lock is designed and assumed
to function when it is closed vice "locked" closed. Its operation does not interface with
the reactor coolant or any controls which could impact the reactor coolant pressure
boundary or its support systems. Therefore, the proposed change does not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any previously evaluated.
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3.

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCK

L.6 CHANGE (continued)

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

The design, function, and OPERABILITY requirements for the primary containment
air lock remains unchanged with this proposed revision. Containment leak rate limits
are unaffected. In the proposed Specifications, with an air lock interlock mechanism
inoperable entry into and exit from primary containment is permissible only under the
control of a dedicated individual. The duties of this individual are to perform the
function of the interlock; to ensure both air lock doors are not opened simultaneously.
That is, one door will be closed at all times. The requirement to have one door
"locked" closed is not necessary. As long as one door is closed the containment
integrity function will be maintained during entry and exit into the containment.
Locking an air lock door does not allow normal operation of the air lock. More time is
required for locking, therefore, personnel will spend more time in the air lock instead
of performing safety related activities. When entry and exit is no longer required, the
proposed Specifications will continue to require at least one door to be "locked" closed.
With the door locked, the dedicated individual is no longer required and entry into the
containment is prevented. The proposed requirements are considered adequate for
ensuring primary containment integrity, and at the same time, control entry into the
primary containment when the air lock interlock mechanism is found to be inoperable.
The proposed requirements will ensure the function of the interlock is met. Therefore,
the proposed change does not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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o

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

L.1 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

This change relaxes the allowed restoration times to isolate the affected penetration(s) if
one valve is inoperable from 4 hours to 72 hours for PCIVs in penetrations with a
closed system and only one PCIV. The proposed change does not increase the
probability of an accident. The time allowed to isolate the penetration by use of de-
activated automatic valve, blind flange, etc. is not assumed to be an initiator of any
analyzed event. The PCIVs isolate to control leakage from the primary containment
during accidents. Allowing the additional time to isolate the PCIVs will not
significantly increase the consequences of an accident. The consequences will be the
same for the proposed times as for the current time. The additional time, however, will
allow more time to repair the inoperable PCIV and possibly avoid a shutdown.

Shutting down the plant is a transient which puts thermal stress on components which
could increase the chances of challenging safety systems. In addition, the closed system
piping or water seal will ensure primary containment integrity is maintained. This
change will not alter assumptions relative to the mitigation of an accident or transient
event. Therefore, this change will not involve a significant increase in the probability
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

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

This change will not result in any changes to equipment design or capabilities or the
operation of the plant. The proposed change will still require the PCIVs to be restored
to OPERABLE status. Therefore, this change will not create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.

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

This change relaxes the allowed restoration time for isolating the affected penetration(s)
if one valve is inoperable from 4 hours to 72 hours for PCIVs in penetrations with a
closed system and only one PCIV. The margin of safety is not significantly reduced
because the closed system piping or the water seal acts as a primary containment
isolation barrier. Also, the time allowed to isolate penetrations is not assumed in any
safety analysis and current safety analysis assumptions will be maintained. The added
time also allows more time to isolate the PCIVs.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

L.2 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

Check valves that serve as containment isolation valves are not assumed to be initiators
of any analyzed event. The role of these valves is to isolate containment during
analyzed events, thereby limiting consequences. The change establishes compensatory
measures using a check valve as an isolation barrier which are equivalent to those
already included in Technical Specifications. The proposed actions will not allow
continuous operation such that a single failure could allow a containment release
through an unisolated path. Therefore, this proposed change will not involve a
significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously
evaluated.

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

This change does not result in any changes to-equipment design or capabilities or the
operation of the plant. The proposed change will still ensure the containment boundary
is maintained. Thus, this change does not create the possibility of a new or dlfferent
kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.

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

The check valves which would be used for this proposed compensatory measure are
containment isolation valves and leak tested per 10 CFR 50, Appendix J. In addition,
the proposed action established the check valve as an isolation barrier that cannot be
adversely affected by a single active failure. As a result, any reduction in a margin of
safety will be insignificant and offset by the benefit gained by reducing unnecessary
plant shutdown transients when equivalent compensatory measures exist to ensure the
containment boundary is maintained.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

L.3 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

This change would allow additional time to isolate a primary containment penetration if
two or more isolation devices are inoperable. Primary containment isolation is not
considered as an initiator of any previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change
does not significantly increase the probability of such accidents. The proposed change
allows additional temporary operation with less than the required isolation capability.
However, the consequences of an event that may occur during the extended outage time
would not be any different than during the currently allowed outage time for other loss
of containment integrity situations. Therefore, this change does not significantly
increase the consequences of any previously analyzed accident.

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

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities or to
the operation of the plant. Further, since the change impacts only the Required Action
Completion Time for the system and does not result in any change in the response of
the equipment to an accident, the change does not create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any previously analyzed accident.

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

This change impacts only the Required Action Completion Time for inoperable valves
that provide primary containment isolation. The methodology and limits of the accident
analysis are not affected, nor is the primary containment response. Therefore, the
change does not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

L.4 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

This change would allow an isolated primary containment penetration to be opened
under administrative controls. Primary containment isolation is not considered as an
initiator of any previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change does not
significantly increase the probability of such accidents. The proposed administrative
controls provide an acceptable compensatory action to assure the penetration is isolated
in the event of an accident. Therefore, the consequences of a previously analyzed event
that may occur during the opening of the isolated line would not be significantly
increased.

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

This change provides an additional acceptable compensatory action following failure of
other equipment. The current requirements are based on providing a single active
failure proof boundary to compensate for the loss of one of the two active boundaries.
The proposed change provides an alternative which essentially returns the system to its
original configuration (i.e., configuration which can provide a single active failure
proof boundary.) Therefore, this change does not create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any previously analyzed accident.

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

The margin of safety considered in determining the required compensatory action is
also based on providing the single active failure proof boundary. Since the proposed
compensatory boundary essentially meets the original criteria and provides leakage
characteristics essentially similar to currently approved compensatory boundaries, the
change does not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

L.5 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

The requirement to verify primary containment isolation valve isolation times are
within limits to verify the restoration of a primary containment isolation valve is not
assumed in the initiation of any analyzed event. This requirement was specified in the
Technical Specifications to ensure the OPERABILITY of a primary containment
isolation valve was positively verified following repair, maintenance, or replacement.
The proposed deletion of this explicit requirement is considered acceptable since

SR 3.0.1 requires the appropriate SRs to be performed to demonstrate OPERABILITY
after restoration of a component that cause the SR to be failed. In this case, SR 3.0.1
would require SR 3.6.1.3.5 (for PCIVs other than MSIVs) and SR 3.6.1.3.6 (for
MSIVs), as applicable, to be performed, which require verification that isolation times
of the affected primary containment isolation valves are within limits. As a result, the
accident consequences are unaffected by this change. Therefore, this change will not
involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

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

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated is not created because the proposed change does not introduce a new mode of
plant operation and does not involve physical modification to the plant.

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

The proposed deletion of the explicit requirement to verify primary containment
isolation valve isolation times are within limits following repair, maintenance, or
replacement is considered acceptable since SR 3.0.1 requires the appropriate SRs to be
performed to demonstrate OPERABILITY after restoration of a component that cause
the SR to be failed. In this case, SR 3.0.1 would require SR 3.6.1.3.5 (for PCIVs
other than MSIVs) and SR 3.6.1.3.6 (for MSIVs), as applicable, to be performed,
which require verification that isolation times of the affected primary containment
isolation valves are within limits. As a result, the existing requirement to verify
primary containment isolation valve isolation times are within limits following repair,
maintenance, or replacement is maintained. Therefore, this change does not involve a
significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

L.6 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

The phrase "actual or," in reference to the isolation test signal, has been added to the
system functional test surveillance test description. This does not impose a requirement
to create an "actual” signal, and does not eliminate any restriction on producing an
"actual” signal. While creating an "actual” signal could increase the probability of an
event, existing procedures and 10 CFR 50.59 control of revisions to them, dictate the
acceptability of generating this signal. The proposed change does not affect the
procedures governing plant operations and the acceptability of creating these signals; it
simply would allow such a signal to be utilized in evaluating the acceptance criteria for
the system functional test requirements. Therefore, the change does not involve a
significant increase in the probability of an accident previously evaluated. Since the
method of initiation will not affect the acceptance criteria of the system functional test,
the change does not involve a significant increase in the consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

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

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

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

Use of an actual signal instead of the existing requirement, which limits use to a test
signal, will not affect the performance or acceptance criteria of the Surveillance.
OPERABILITY is adequately demonstrated in either case since the system itself can not
discriminate between "actual” or "test" signals. Therefore, the change does not involve
a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

L.7 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

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

The proposed change removes the requirement that the EFCVs must check flow and
replaces it with a requirement to isolate to their isolation position. The EFCVs are
designed to automatically go to the isolation position in the event of an instrument line
break during normal reactor operation, or under accident conditions. The EFCVs are
not credited to isolate in the instrument line break accident and are not the initiators of
any accidents. Therefore, the change does not involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of any accident previously evaluated.

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

The proposed change will not impact the method of testing the EFCVs. Accident
analysis for the instrument line break assumes the line breaks at containment and that
neither the EFCV nor the manual block valve are available to isolate the instrument
line. (The accident is terminated by cooling down the plant and closing the manual
valve after the plant is shutdown and depressurized.) Since the testing method is not
being changed and no credit is taken for the EFCV to isolate on an instrument line
break, the change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any accident evaluated previously.

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

EFCVs are installed in instrument lines to automatically act to check flow within the
first few seconds of the instrument line break. The proposed surveillance will not
change the method by which the valves are tested, since the requirement to verify the
EFCVs isolate to their isolation position remains. Neither GDC 55, GDC 56,
Regulatory Guide 1.11, nor the Dresden 2 and 3 design basis analysis require leakage
measurements be performed for the EFCVs. None of the EFCVs are required to be
leak checked to meet the 10 CFR 50 Appendix J requirements. The instrument lines
are designed such that in the event of an instrument line break between containment and
the EFCV, the leakage is reduced to the maximum extent practical consistent with other
safety requirements. Accident analysis does not credit the EFCVs or the manual block
valve for the instrument line break. Therefore, this change does not involve a
significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

L.8 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

This change would allow additional time to isolate an excess flow check valve
penetration. Excess flow check valve isolation is not considered an initiator of any
previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the
probability of such accidents. The proposed change allows additional temporary
operation with less than the required isolation capability. However, the consequences
of an event that may occur during the extended outage time would not be any different
than during the currently allowed outage time. Therefore, this change does not
significantly increase the consequences of any previously analyzed accident.

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

This change does not result in any changes to equipment design or capabilities, but does
allow an extended period of operation with equipment not capable of performing its
safety function. However, the leakage that may occur in the event of an additional
single failure would be less than the previously analyzed leakage, thus, the additional
time provided for isolation of the penetration does not impact the reactor coolant
pressure boundary or its support systems. Therefore, this change does not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any previously analyzed
accident.

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

The margin of safety considered in determining the allowed outage time is based on
engineering judgement, and the probability of occurrence of an event requiring the
unavailable capabilities. The proposed extension is based on the minimal impact of an
excess flow valve being out of service, and the need to avoid an unnecessary plant
transient caused by the forced shutdown. Therefore, the change does not involve a
significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

L.9 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

The proposed change excludes the position verification of manual valves and blind
flanges when the manual valves and blind flanges are locked, sealed or secured in the
correct position. Primary containment isolation is not considered an initiator of any
previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change will not involve an increase in the
probability of an accident previously evaluated. This change only alters the method of
verifying the position of manual valves and blind flanges that are locked, sealed, or
otherwise secured in the correct position. This allowance is acceptable since the
probability of misalignment of a locked, sealed, or secured manual valve or blind
flange, once it has been verified to be in the proper position, is small. The position
verification of these manual valves and blind flanges is still maintained (the verification
is performed upon locking, sealing, or securing the manual isolation device in
position). As a result, the accident consequences are unaffected by this change.
Therefore, this change will not involve an increase in the consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

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

This change does not introduce a new mode of plant operation and does not involve
physical modification to the plant. The position verification of these manual valves and
blind flanges is still maintained (the verification is performed upon locking, sealing, or
securing the manual isolation device in position). Therefore, it does not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated.

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

The proposed change excludes the position verification of manual valves and blind
flanges when the manual valves and blind flanges are locked, sealed or secured in the
correct position. This change only alters the method of verifying the position of
manual valves and blind flanges that are locked, sealed, or otherwise secured in the
correct position. This allowance is acceptable since the probability of misalignment of
a locked, sealed, or secured manual valve or blind flange, once it has been verified to
be in the proper position, is small. The position verification of these manual valves
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

L.9 CHANGE
3. (continued)

and blind flanges is still maintained (the verification is performed upon locking,
sealing, or securing the manual isolation device in position). Eliminating the position
verification of these manual valves and blind flanges in radiation areas increases safety
to plant personnel and reduces exposure to plant personnel which is consistent with the
As-Low-As-Reasonably-Achievable (ALARA) concept. Since the position verification
of these manual valves and blind flanges is still maintained and the probability of
‘misalignment of these manual valves and blind flanges is small due to the affected
manual valves and blind flanges being locked, sealed, or secured in the correct
position, this change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

L.10 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

This change will allow the verification of closure of isolation devices such as valves and
blind flanges located in high radiation areas (whether or not the isolation device is
located inside the containment) or that are locked, sealed, or otherwise secured, to be
performed by the use of administrative means. The entry into high radiation areas is
restricted by plant procedures, therefore, any inadvertent opening of these devices is
very low. If a procedure or maintenance is performed and these valves are opened,
their closure would be required upon completion of the associated procedure or
maintenance. Therefore, adequate measures are in place to ensure these valves remain
closed. The Required Action or Surveillance may be verified by reviewing that no
work was performed in the radiation area since it was closed or if work was performed
in the area that closure was verified upon completion of the work if the valve was
opened. Plant procedures control the operation of locked, sealed, or otherwise secured
isolation devices; thus the potential for inadvertent misalignment of these devices after
locking, sealing, or otherwise securing is low. In addition, the isolation devices were
verified to be in the correct position prior to locking, sealing, or otherwise securing.
This change does not cause a significant increase in the probability or consequences of
any previously analyzed accident since administrative methods are in place to ensure the
penetration is closed when required.

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

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities or to
the operation of the plant. Further, since the change impacts only the method of
verification and does not result in any change in the response of the equipment to an
accident, the change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any previously analyzed accident.

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

This change allows the use of administrative means to provide compensatory actions in
place of actual visual verification. The high radiation area access control, locked valve
controls, and these additional administrative controls continue to provide adequate
containment should an accident occur. Therefore, this change does not involve a
significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.4 - DRYWELL PRESSURE

There were no plant specific less restrictive changes identified for this Specification.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.5 - DRYWELL AIR TEMPERATURE

‘There were no plant specific less restrictive changes identified for this Specification.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.6 - LOW SET RELIEF VALVES

L.1 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

The requirement to place the reactor mode switch in Shutdown in the event of an open
relief valve is not assumed in the initiation of any analyzed event. The requirement of
Action 1 of CTS 3.6.F was provided to ensure that, in the event of an open relief valve
which could not be closed in a timely manner, the reactor mode switch would be placed
in the Shutdown position in anticipation of exceeding a suppression pool average
temperature of 110°F. However, Required Action D.1 of ITS 3.6.2.1 will still require
that the reactor mode switch be immediately placed in Shutdown if the suppression pool
average temperature is >110°F. As such, the Required Actions of ITS 3.6.2.1 are
adequate to ensure that the reactor mode switch will immediately be placed in the
Shutdown position if the suppression pool average temperature exceeds 110°F. Asa
result, accident consequences are unaffected by the deletion of the requirement to place
the reactor mode switch in the Shutdown position if an open relief valve is unable to be
closed. Therefore, this change will not involve a significant increase in the probability
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

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

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated is not created because the proposed change does not introduce a new mode of
plant operation and does not involve physical modification to the plant.

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

This change deletes the requirement to place the reactor mode switch in the Shutdown
position if an open relief valve is unable to be closed. This requirement of Action 1 of
CTS 3.6.F was provided to ensure that, in the event of an open relief valve which could
not be closed in a timely manner, the reactor mode switch would be placed in the
Shutdown position in anticipation of exceeding a suppression pool average temperature
of 110°F. However, Required Action D.1 of ITS 3.6.2.1 will still require that the
reactor mode switch be immediately placed in Shutdown if the suppression pool average
temperature is >110°F. As such, the Required Action of ITS 3.6.2.1 are adequate to
ensure that the reactor mode switch will immediately be placed in the Shutdown
position if the suppression pool average temperature exceeds 110°F. In
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.6 - LOW SET RELIEF VALVES

L.1 CHANGE
3. (continued)

addition, Emergency Operating Procedures and Special Operating Procedures address
the appropriate actions to take in response to an open relief valve. As a result,
continued assurance is provided that plant operation will be maintained with safety
analysis assumptions. Therefore, this change does not involve a significant reduction in
a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION

ITS: 3.6.1.7 - REACTOR BUILDING-TO-SUPPRESSION CHAMBER VACUUM

BREAKER

L.1 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

This change would allow 1 hour of operation with one or both vacuum breakers in both
lines inoperable for opening. The vacuum breakers are not initiators of any previously
analyzed accident. Therefore, the change does not significantly increase the frequency
of such accidents. The change will not increase the consequences of an accident
previously analyzed since continued operation is not allowed with both lines inoperable,
thus the consequences are the same during the additional 1 hour as it is during the
current shutdown times.

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

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

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

The change is acceptable based on the small probability of an event requiring the
vacuum breakers and the desire to minimize plant transients. This 1 hour Completion
Time is also consistent with the allowed times for other containment inoperabilities
(i.e., leakage). As such, any reduction in a margin of safety will be insignificant and
offset by the benefit gained from providing some time to restore the vacuum breakers.

Dresden 2 and 3 ' 1



NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION

ITS: 3.6.1.7 - REACTOR BUILDING-TO-SUPPRESSION CHAMBER VACUUM

BREAKER

L.2 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

The reactor building-to-suppression chamber vacuum breaker position indication
instrumentation is not assumed in the initiation of any analyzed event. The
requirements for the vacuum breaker position indication instrumentation do not need to
be explicitly stated in the Technical Specifications. To perform the verifications and
tests required for the Surveillance Requirements of ITS 3.6.1.7, the capability to
determine vacuum breaker position must be available. If the capability to determine
vacuum breaker position is not available, these verifications and tests cannot be
satisfied and the appropriate actions must be taken for inoperable vacuum breakers in
accordance with the ACTIONS of ITS 3.6.1.7. As a result, accident consequences are
unaffected by this change. Therefore, this change will not involve a significant increase
in the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

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

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated is not created because the proposed change does not introduce a new mode of
plant operation and does not involve physical modification to the plant.

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

The proposed deletion of the vacuum breaker position indication instrumentation
requirements from Technical Specifications does not impact any margin of safety. The
requirements for the vacuum breaker position indication instrumentation do not need to
be explicitly stated in the Technical Specifications. To perform the verifications and
tests required for the Surveillance Requirements of ITS 3.6.1.7, the capability to
determine vacuum breaker position must be available. If the capability to determine
vacuum breaker position is not available, these verifications and tests cannot be
satisfied and the appropriate actions must be taken for inoperable vacuum breakers in
accordance with the ACTIONS of ITS 3.6.1.7. As a result, the capability to determine
vacuum breaker position will be maintained to satisfy the associated SRs of ITS 3.6.1.7
without the need for explicit instrumentation requirements in the Technical
Specifications. Therefore, this change does not-involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety.

Dresden 2 and 3 2



NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION

ITS: 3.6.1.7 - REACTOR BUILDING-TO-SUPPRESSION CHAMBER VACUUM

BREAKER

L.3 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

This change extends the frequency of vacuum breaker position verification from 7 days
to every 14 days. The vacuum breakers are not assumed to be an initiator of any
previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change does not involve a significant
increase in the probability of an accident previously evaluated. Since the vacuum
breakers are normally closed and indication is provided in the control room of position,
extending the Surveillance Frequency does not involve a significant increase in the
consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

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

The proposed change does not introduce a new mode of plant operation and does not
involve physical modification to the plant. Therefore, this change does not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated.

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

The change will not result in a reduction in a margin of safety since the vacuum
breakers are still required to be closed. The change extends the frequency to verify the
vacuum breakers are closed. Operational history has shown these vacuum breakers are
normally closed. In addition, the vacuum breakers are single failure proof, in that, two
vacuum breakers are available to ensure the penetration is closed, but only one vacuum
breaker is needed to effect isolation.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION

ITS: 3.6.1.8 - SUPPRESSION CHAMBER-TO-DRYWELL VACUUM BREAKERS

L.1 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

The suppression chamber-to-drywell vacuum breaker position indication
instrumentation is not assumed in the initiation of any analyzed event. The
requirements for the vacuum breaker position indication instrumentation do not need to
be explicitly stated in the Technical Specifications. To perform the verifications and
tests required for the Surveillance Requirements of ITS 3.6.1.8, the capability to
determine vacuum breaker position must be available. If the capability to determine
vacuum breaker position is not available, these verifications and tests cannot be
satisfied and the appropriate actions must be taken for inoperable vacuum breakers in
accordance with the ACTIONS of ITS 3.6.1.8. As a result, accident consequences are
unaffected by this change. Therefore, this change will not involve a significant increase
in the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

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

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated is not created because the proposed change does not introduce a new mode of
plant operation and does not involve physical modification to the plant.

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

The proposed deletion of the vacuum breaker position indication instrumentation
requirements from Technical Specifications does not impact any margin of safety. The
requirements for the vacuum breaker position indication instrumentation do not need to
explicitly stated in the Technical Specifications. To perform the verifications and tests
required for the Surveillance Requirements of ITS 3.6.1.8, the capability to determine
vacuum breaker position must be available. If the capability to determine vacuum
breaker position is not available, these verifications and tests cannot be satisfied and the
appropriate actions must be taken for inoperable vacuum breakers in accordance with
the ACTIONS of ITS 3.6.1.8. As a result, the capability to determine vacuum breaker
position will be maintained to satisfy the associated SRs of ITS 3.6.1.8 without the need
for explicit instrumentation requirements in the Technical Specifications. Therefore,
this change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION

ITS: 3.6.1.8 - SUPPRESSION CHAMBER-TO-DRYWELL VACUUM BREAKERS

L.2 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

This change extends the frequency of vacuum breaker position verification from 7 days
to every 14 days. The vacuum breakers are not assumed to be an initiator of any
previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change does not involve a significant
increase in the probability of an accident previously evaluated. Since the vacuum
breakers are normally closed and indication is provided in the control room of position,
extending the Surveillance Frequency does not involve a significant increase in the
consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

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

The proposed change does not introduce a new mode of plant operation and does not
involve physical modification to the plant. Therefore, this change does not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated.

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

The change will not result in a reduction in a margin of safety since the vacuum
breakers are still required to be closed. The change extends the frequency to verify the
vacuum breakers are closed. Operational history has shown these vacuum breakers are
normally closed. In addition, local position indication and redundant control room
alarms are provided for each vacuum breaker to ensure that the vacuum breakers are
maintained closed.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION

ITS: 3.6.1.8 - SUPPRESSION CHAMBER-TO-DRYWELL VACUUM BREAKERS

L.3 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

This change provides an exception allowing the vacuum breakers to be open when
performing required Surveillances (the exception is to the Surveillance that would
otherwise require the vacuum breakers to be closed at all times). The vacuum breakers
are not assumed to be an initiator of any previously analyzed accident. Therefore, the
change does not involve a significant increase in the probability of an accident
previously evaluated. The Surveillance exception is made only for circumstances where
the vacuum breaker is under the immediate control of an operator (manually opening to
confirm Operability). As such, the vacuum breaker is expected to continue to perform
its intended and assumed safety function, and therefore this change does not
significantly increase the consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

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

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

Does the change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

This change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety since the
vacuum breakers are still required to be Operable. The exception is made only for
circumstances where the vacuum breaker is under the immediate control of an operator
(manually opening to confirm Operability). As such, the vacuum breaker is expected to
continue to perform its intended and assumed safety function, and therefore this change
does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.2.1 - SUPPRESSION POOL AVERAGE TEMPERATURE

L.1 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

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

The change proposes to remove the explicit details of methods for reducing suppression
_pool temperature to within limits. The method used to reduce suppression pool
temperature to within limits is not assumed in the initiation of any analyzed event. The
proposed change does not affect the probability of an accident. Also, the consequences
of an accident are not affected by this change since the Required Actions of Condition
D of ITS 3.6.2.1 ensure the unit is placed in a non-applicable MODE if the suppression
pool temperature is not reduced to within limits. With the unit in a non-applicable
MODE, the requirements of ITS LCO 3.0.4 ensure that suppression pool temperature is
reduced to within limits prior to entering an applicable MODE. In addition, methods
for reducing suppression pool temperature to within limits are part of a coordinated
response to an unplanned event governed by plant procedures. Since restoration of
suppression pool temperature will still be required as part of the coordinated response
to the event, consequences of previously analyzed accidents are not impacted by the
removal of the explicit method for reducing suppression pool temperature to within
limits. Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the consequences of any
previously analyzed accident.

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

The proposed change will not create the possibility of an accident. This change will not
physically alter the plant (no new or different type of equipment will be installed). The
change does not affect methods governing normal plant operation or the planned
response to off-normal conditions. Therefore, this change will not create the possibility
of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.

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

This change proposes to remove the explicit details of methods for reducing
suppression pool temperature to within limits. If the suppression pool temperature is
not reduced to within limits, the Required Actions of Condition D of ITS 3.6.2.1
ensure the unit is placed in a non-applicable MODE. With the unit in a non-applicable
MODE, the requirements of ITS LCO 3.0.4 ensure that suppression pool temperature is
reduced to within limits prior to entering an applicable MODE. In addition, methods
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.2.1 - SUPPRESSION POOL AVERAGE TEMPERATURE

L.1 CHANGE
3. (continued)

for reducing suppression pool temperature to within limits are part of a coordinated
response to an unplanned event governed by plant procedures. The requirements of
ITS 3.6.2.1 are considered to be adequate to ensure the suppression pool temperature is
reduced to within required limits. Since restoration of suppression pool temperature
will still be required by both Technical Specifications and as part of the coordinated
response to the event, the margin of safety is not impacted by this change. Therefore,
this change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.2.1 - SUPPRESSION POOL AVERAGE TEMPERATURE

L.2 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

This change would delete a surveillance frequency increase based on suppression pool
temperature that is within the LCO limits. The suppression pool is not considered an
initiator of any previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change does not
significantly increase the frequency of such accidents. The proposed change in
surveillance frequency does not impact the ability of systems to reduce the temperature
of the suppression pool or the suppression pool capabilities to respond to an accident.
Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the consequences of any
previously analyzed accident.

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

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities, but
simply maintains the acceptable surveillance frequency as long as the LCO is being
met. Therefore, the change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any previously analyzed accident.

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

The change removes an unnecessary surveillance frequency increase when conditions
do not warrant such an increase. The frequency continues to increase when the LCO is
not being met. Therefore, the change does not involve a significant reduction in the
margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.2.2 - SUPPRESSION POOL WATER LEVEL

L.1 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

This change would allow an additional hour to restore suppression pool level when it is
found outside the limits. The suppression pool is not considered an initiator of any
previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the
probability of such accidents. The proposed change would allow additional temporary
operation with the required suppression pool level not met. However, since the change
is in the allowed outage time, the consequences of an event that may occur during the
extended outage time would not be any different than during the currently allowed
outage time. Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the consequences of
any previously analyzed accident.

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

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities, but
does allow operation of the plant with equipment not capable of performing its safety
function. However, loss of the pressure suppression function does not impact the
reactor coolant pressure boundary or its support systems, and therefore, does not create
the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any previously analyzed
accident.

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

The change increases the allowed outage time by one hour. The margin of safety
considered in determining the allowed outage time is based on engineering judgement
and probability of occurrence of an event requiring the unavailable capabilities. An
extension of one hour is based on the minimal impact to the margin of safety and allows
appropriate actions to be taken without undo haste and potentially prevents a shutdown.
Therefore, the change does not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.2.3 - SUPPRESSION POOL COOLING

L.1 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards

consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

This change would allow an additional 8 hours to restore one loop when both are found
to be inoperable. Suppression pool cooling is not considered an initiator of any
previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the
frequency of such accidents. The proposed change would allow additional temporary
operation with less than the required suppression pool cooling capability. However,
since the only change is in the allowed outage time, the consequences of an event that
may occur during the extended outage time would not be any different than during the
currently allowed outage time. Therefore, this change does not significantly increase
the consequences of any previously analyzed accident.

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

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities, but
does allow operation of the plant with equipment not capable of performing its safety
function. However, loss of the suppression pool cooling function does not impact the
reactor coolant pressure boundary or its support systems, and therefore, does not create
the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any previously analyzed
accident.

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

The change increases the allowed outage time. The margin of safety considered in
determining the allowed outage time is based on engineering judgement and probability
of occurrence of an event requiring the unavailable capabilities. The proposed 8 hour
extension is based on similar allowed outage times for the drywell spray system and the
suppression pool spray system. Therefore, the change does not involve a significant
reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.2.4 - SUPPRESSION POOL SPRAY

There were no plant specific less restrictive changes identified for this Specification.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION

ITS: 3.6.2.5 - DRYWELL-TO-SUPPRESSION CHAMBER DIFFERENTIAL PRESSURE

L.1 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

The drywell-suppression chamber differential pressure instrumentation is not assumed
in the initiation of any analyzed event. The requirements for the drywell-suppression
chamber differential pressure instrumentation do not need to be explicitly stated in the
Technical Specifications. To perform the verifications required for the Surveillance
Requirements of ITS 3.6.2.5, the drywell-suppression chamber differential pressure
instrumentation must be OPERABLE. If the drywell-suppression chamber pressure
instrumentation is inoperable, these verifications cannot be satisfied and the appropriate
actions must be taken for drywell-suppression chamber differential pressure not within
limits in accordance with the ACTIONS of ITS 3.6.2.5. As a result, accident
consequences are unaffected by this change. Therefore, this change will not involve a
significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously
evaluated.

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

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated is not created because the proposed change does not introduce a new mode of
plant operation and does not involve physical modification to the plant.

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

The proposed deletion of the drywell-suppression chamber differential pressure
instrumentation requirements from Technical Specifications does not impact any margin
of safety. The requirements for drywell-suppression chamber differential pressure
instrumentation do not need to be explicitly stated in the Technical Specifications. To
perform the verifications required for the Surveillance Requirement of ITS 3.6.2.5, the
drywell-suppression chamber differential pressure instrumentation must be
OPERABLE. If the drywell-suppression chamber differential pressure instrumentation
is inoperable, these verifications cannot be satisfied and the appropriate actions must be
taken for drywell-suppression chamber differential pressure not within limits in
accordance with the ACTIONS of ITS 3.6.2.5. As a result, the OPERABILITY of the
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.2.5 - DRYWELL-TO-SUPPRESSION CHAMBER DIFFERENTIAL PRESSURE

L.1 CHANGE

3. (continued)
drywell-suppression chamber differential pressure instrumentation will be maintained to
satisfy the associated SR of ITS 3.6.2.5 without the need for explicit instrumentation

requirements in the Technical Specifications. Therefore, this change does not involve a
significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.3.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT OXYGEN CONCENTRATION

There were no plant specific less restrictive changes identified for this Specification.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.4.1 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT

There were no plant specific less restrictive changes identified for this Specification.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION

ITS: 3.6.4.2 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES (SCIVs)

L.1 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

This change would allow an isolated secondary containment penetration to be opened
under administrative controls similar to most other primary containment penetrations.
Secondary containment isolation is not considered as an initiator of any previously
analyzed accident. Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the
probability of such accidents. The proposed administrative controls provide an
acceptable compensatory action to assure the penetration is isolated in the event of an
accident. Therefore, the consequences of a previously analyzed event that may occur
during the opening of the isolated line would not be significantly increased.

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

This change provides an additional acceptable compensatory action following failure of
other equipment. The current requirements are based on providing a single active
failure proof boundary to compensate for the loss of one of the two active boundaries.
The proposed change provides an alternative which essentially returns the system to its
original configuration (i.e., configuration which can provide a single active failure
proof boundary.) Therefore, this change does not create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any previously analyzed accident.

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

The margin of safety considered in determining the required compensatory action is
also based on providing the single active failure proof boundary. Since the proposed
compensatory boundary essentially meets the original criteria and provides leakage
characteristics essentially similar to currently approved compensatory boundaries, the
change does not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION

ITS: 3.6.4.2 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES (SCIVs)

L.2 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

This change would allow additional time to isolate a secondary containment penetration
if both isolation devices are inoperable. Secondary containment isolation is not
considered as an initiator of any previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change
does not significantly increase the probability of such accidents. The proposed change
allows additional temporary operation with less than the required isolation capability.
However, the consequences of an event that may occur during the extended outage time
would not be any different than during the currently allowed outage time for other loss
of secondary containment integrity situations. Therefore, this change does not
significantly increase the consequences of any previously analyzed accident.

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

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities or to
the operation of the plant. Further, since the change impacts only the Required Action
Completion Time for the system and does not result in any change in the response of
the equipment to an accident, the change does not create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any previously analyzed accident.

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

This change impacts only the Required Action Completion Time for inoperable valves
that provide secondary containment isolation. The methodology and limits of the
accident analysis are not affected, and the secondary containment response in
unaffected. Therefore, the change does not involve a significant reduction in the
margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION

ITS: 3.6.4.2 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES (SCIVs)

L.3 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

The requirement to verify secondary containment isolation valve isolation times are

within limits to verify the restoration of a secondary containment isolation valve is not

assumed in the initiation of any analyzed event. This requirement was specified in the
Technical Specifications to ensure the OPERABILITY of a secondary containment
isolation valve was positively verified following repair, maintenance, or replacement.
The proposed deletion of this explicit requirement is considered acceptable since

SR 3.0.1 requires the appropriate SRs to be performed to demonstrate OPERABILITY
after restoration of a component that caused the SR to be failed. In this case, SR 3.0.1
would require SR 3.6.4.2.2 to be performed, which requires verification that isolation
times of the affected secondary containment isolation valves are within limits. As a
result, the accident consequences are unaffected by this change. Therefore, this change
will not involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

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

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated is not created because the proposed change does not introduce a new mode of
plant operation and does not involve physical modification to the plant.

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

The proposed deletion of the explicit requirement to verify secondary containment
isolation valve isolation times are within limits following repair, maintenance, or
replacement is considered acceptable since SR 3.0.1 requires the appropriate SRs to be
performed to demonstrate OPERABILITY after restoration of a component that cause
the SR to be failed. In this case, SR 3.0.1 would require SR 3.6.4.2.2 to be
performed, which requires verification that isolation times of the affected secondary
containment isolation valves are within limits. As a result, the existing requirement to
verify secondary containment isolation valve isolation times are within limits following
repair, maintenance, or replacement is maintained. Therefore, this change does not
involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION

ITS: 3.6.4.2 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES (SCIVs)

L.4 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

The phrase "actual or," in reference to the isolation test signal, has been added to the
system functional test surveillance test description. This does not impose a requirement
to create an "actual” signal, nor does it eliminate any restriction on producing an
"actual” signal. While creating an "actual” signal could increase the probability of an
event, existing procedures and 10 CFR 50.59 control of revisions to them, dictate the
acceptability of generating this signal. The proposed change does not affect the
procedures governing plant operations and the acceptability of creating these signals; it
simply would allow such a signal to be utilized in evaluating the acceptance criteria for
the system functional test requirements. Therefore, the change does not involve a
significant increase in the probability of an accident previously evaluated. Since the
method of initiation will not affect the acceptance criteria of the system functional test,
the change does not involve a significant increase in the consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

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

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

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

Use of an actual signal instead of the existing requirement, which limits use to a test
signal, will not affect the performance or acceptance criteria of the Surveillance.
OPERABILITY is adequately demonstrated in either case since the system itself can not
discriminate between "actual” or "test" signals. Therefore, the change does not involve
a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION

ITS: 3.6.4.2 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES (SCIVs)

L.5 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

The proposed change excludes the position verification of manual valves and blind
flanges when the manual valves and blind flanges are locked, sealed or secured in the
correct position. Secondary containment isolation is not considered an initiator of any
previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change will not involve an increase in the
probability of an accident previously evaluated. This change only alters the method of
verifying the position of the manual valves and blind flanges that are locked, sealed or
otherwise secured in the correct position. This allowance is acceptable since the
probability of misalignment of a locked, sealed or secured manual valve or blind flange,
once it has been verified to be in the proper position, is small. The position verification
of these manual valves and blind flanges is still maintained (the verification is
performed upon locking, sealing, or securing the manual isolation device in position).
As a result, the accident consequences are unaffected by this change. Therefore, this
change will not involve an increase in the consequence of an accident previously
evaluated.

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

The change does not introduce a new mode of plant operation and does not involve
physical modification to the plant. The position verification of these manual valves and
blind flanges is still maintained (the verification is performed upon locking, sealing, or
securing the manual isolation device in position). Therefore, it does not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated.

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

The proposed change excludes the position verification of manual valves and blind
flanges when the manual valves and blind flanges are locked, sealed or secured in the
correct position. This change only alters the method of verifying the position of
manual valves and blind flanges that are locked, sealed, or otherwise secured in the
correct position. This allowance is acceptable since the probability of misalignment of
a locked, sealed, or secured manual valve or blind flange, once it has been verified to
be in the proper position, is small. The position verification of these manual valves and
blind flanges is still maintained (the verification is performed upon locking, sealing
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.4.2 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES (SCIVs)

L.5 CHANGE
3. (continued)

or securing the manual isolation device in position). Eliminating the position
verification of these manual valves and blind flanges in radiation areas increases safety
to plant personnel and reduces exposure to plant personnel which is consistent with the
As-Low-As-Reasonably-Achievable (ALARA) concept. Since the position verification
of these valves and blind flanges is still maintained and the probability of misalignment
of these manual valve and blind flanges is small due to the affected manual valves and
blind flanges being locked, sealed, or secured in the correct position, this change does
not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.4.3 - STANDBY GAS TREATMENT (SGT) SYSTEM

L.1 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not involve a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

An alternative is proposed to suspending operations if a standby gas treatment
subsystem cannot be returned to OPERABLE status that would allow continued
movement of irradiated fuel assemblies, core alterations, or operations with the
potential for draining the reactor vessel. The alternative is to place the OPERABLE
Standby Gas Treatment (SGT) subsystem in operation and continue to conduct
operations (e.g., OPDRVs). Operation of the SGT System is not considered as an
initiator of a previously analyzed accident. Therefore, the operation does not
significantly increase the probability of an accident previously identified. Since one
subsystem is sufficient to mitigate the consequences of previously evaluated accidents,
the consequences of any previously evaluated accidents are not significantly increased.

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

This change provides for continued performance of previously evaluated operations.
Since these operations have been previously considered, their continued performance
does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
previously analyzed accident.

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

The margin of safety considered in performance of these operations is maintained by
starting and running the system that would be required to initiate should an accident
occur. Operation of the system significantly reduces the risk that the system may not
perform its intended function initiate when required. Therefore, the change does not
involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.4.3 - STANDBY GAS TREATMENT (SGT) SYSTEM

L.2 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not involve a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

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

The phrase "actual or," in reference to the initiation test signal, has been added to the
system functional test surveillance test description. This does not impose a requirement
to create an "actual” signal, nor does it eliminate any restriction on producing an
"actual" signal. Creating an "actual” signal could increase the probability of an event,
existing procedures and 10 CFR 50.59 control of revisions to them, dictate the
acceptability of generating this signal. The proposed change does not affect the
procedures governing plant operations and the acceptability of creating these signals; it
simply would allow such a signal to be utilized in evaluating the acceptance criteria for
the system functional test requirements. Therefore, the change does not involve a
significant increase in the probability of an accident previously evaluated. Since the
method of initiation will not affect the acceptance criteria of the system functional test,
the change does not involve a significant increase in the consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

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

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated is not created because the proposed change does not introduce a new mode of
plant operation and does not involve physical modification to the plant.

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

Use of an actual signal instead of the existing requirement, which limits use to a test
signal, will not affect the performance or acceptance criteria of the Surveillance test.
OPERABILITY is adequately demonstrated in either case since the system itself can not
discriminate between "actual" or "test" signals. Therefore, the change does not involve
a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
ITS: SECTION 3.6 - CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.21, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specification change for identification of licensing and regulatory actions requiring
environmental assessment, determined it meets the criteria for a categorical exclusion set forth
in 10 CFR 51.22(c)(9) and as such, has determined that no irreversible consequences exist in
accordance with 10 CFR 50.92(b). This determination is based on the fact that this change is
being proposed as an amendment to a license issued pursuant to 10 CFR which changes a
requirement with respect to installation or use of a facility component located within the
restricted area, as defined in 10 CFR 20, or which changes an inspection or a surveillance
requirement, and the amendment meets the following specific criteria:

1.

The amendment involves no significant hazards consideration.

As demonstrated in the No Significant Hazards Consideration, this proposed
amendment does not involve any significant hazards consideration.

There is no significant change in the type or significant increase in the amounts of any
effluents that may be released offsite.

The proposed change will not result in changes in the operation or configuration of the
facility. There will be no change in the level of controls or methodology used for
processing of radioactive effluents or handling of solid radioactive waste, nor will the
proposal result in any change in the normal radiation levels within the plant.

Therefore, there will be no change in the types or significant increase in the amounts of
any effluents released offsite resulting from this change.

There is no significant increase in individual or cumulative occupational radiation
exposure.

The proposed change will not result in changes in the operation or configuration of the
facility which impact radiation exposure. There will be no change in the level of
controls or methodology used for processing of radioactive effluents or handling of
solid radioactive waste, nor will the proposal result in any change in the normal
radiation levels within the plant. Therefore, there will be no increase in individual or
cumulative occupational radiation exposure resulting from this change.

Therefore, based upon the above evaluation, ComEd has concluded that no irreversible
consequences exist with the proposed change.
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