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Primary Containment 
3.6.1.1

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.1.1 Primary Containment

"•3.7"A) LCO 3.6.1.1

APPLICABILITY:
(3,7.K-.3>

Primary containment shall be OPERABLE.

MODES 1, 2, and 3.

•3.7.A Ac+ > 

tDoc L,/I 

<3.7.A Ar4>

BWR/4 STS
Rev 1, 04/07/953.6-1



Primary Containment 

3.6.1.1 <CTS> 

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

4,7.A> SR 3.6.1.1.1 Perform required visual examinations and -- -NN E---leakage rate testing except for primary . 3.4 is ot containment air lock testing, in rappl1* able/ accordance wit pp 50 Ae dix -, 

Z' T leakage rate ceptanccriteri In accordance epan riewii i sCR-1' 
1.0 L, Howev &, durin the fir unit A pend x j,/as /v-tartupfollowiy(g testin perfo d in odif ed b accor4nce witX 10 CFR , Appe ix J, ppr ved modif/ied by proved e emption , the ex tio s Slea. ge rateacceptan e criter/a are ! ff 

S.6 L, ofo the Typ B and Tp e Ct ts, .  
a d 0.75 L, for t e Type test.  

<(4 7 Ay.S- > SR 3.6.1.1.2 Verify drvwaiI trn elm--4..

BWR/4 STS
Rev 1, 04/07/953.6-2



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 I



Primary Containment Air Lock 
3.6.1.2

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.1.2 Primary Containment Air Lock

', 3.7. C > LCO 3.6.1.2 The primary containment air lock shall be OPERABLE.

(A•i -,7.r > APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, and 3.  

ACTIONS

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.  

---------------------------------------------------------------------------

REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

"<3.7e A•L*f•.> A. One primary NOTES---------
containment air lock I. 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.  

---------------------------

A.1 Verify the OPERABLE 1 hour 
door is closed.  

AND 

(continued)

BWR/4 STS
Rev 1, 04/07/95

CONDITION

I COMPLETION 
TIME

I
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Primary Containment Air Lock 
3.6.1.2

("

BWR/4 STS
Rev 1, 04/07/95

ACTIONS 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME-

3.7C Ar 1d> A. (continued), A.2 Lock the OPERABLE 24 hours 
3•7. C .13 door closed.  

AND 

A.3 --------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 Once per 31 days 
door is locked 
closed.  

f Dcc- a B. Primary containment -------------NOTES---------
air lock interlock 1. Required Actions B.1, mechanism inoperable. B.2, and B.3 are not 

applicable if both doors 
in the air lock are 
inoperable and 
Condition C is entered.  

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

------------ ----------------------------

B.1 Verify an OPERABLE I hour 
door is closed.  

AND 

(continued)

3.6-4



Primary Containment Air Lock 
3.6.1.2

ACTIONS 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION jCOMPLETION TIME

B. (continued)

<3,7.C A_ 3 
(DrcA 3>

Lock an 
closed.

OPERABLE door 24 hours

Once per 31 days

>C. Primary containment C.1 Initiate action to Immediately 
air lock inoperable evaluate primary 
for reasons other than containment overall 
Condition A or B. leakage rate per LCO 3.6.1.1, using 

current air lock test 
results.  

AND 

C.2 Verify a door is 1 hour 

closed.  

AND 

C.3 Restore air lock to 24 hours 
OPERABLE status.  

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95

B.2 

AND 

B.3

BWR/4 STS 3.6-5

-------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.



Primary Containment Air Lock 
3.6.1.2

<CTS 1>

(Do_.7 A. 3) 
<3."7.(_ &4_. 3

ACTIONS (continued) 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

D. Required Action and D.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours 
associated Completion 
Time not met. AND 

D.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours

Rev 1, 04/07/95BWR/4 STS 3.6-6



Primary Containment Air Lock 

K CTS •3.6.1.2

SURVEILLANCE

ro 
<4. 7.I> SR 3.6.1.2.1 ------------------NOT-

S- An inoperable air lock door does not 
- invalidate the previous successful 

2. &s.As J-e• bLperformance of the overall air lock 
"-7al•:•_•,•leakage test.  

nI -A. -~r1b Se ---------------------------------------- - -----

Perform required primary containment air 
, lock leakage rate testing in accordance 

F[e acceptan ce cr.Tteria tor/air Iock.  

esting are: 

a. erall a' lock le age rat is 
- [0.05 .] when t sted at > P, .  

b For ea door, I akage ra/e is 
5 [0. 1 L•] whe the gap etween he 
door sea s is ressuriz d.to 
[Ž 0Opsig f at leas 15min es 

<4. 7.e. Z > SR 3.6.1 .2.2 ----/ -,L-------NOTF--,1/---------/--

Verify only one door in the primary 
containment air lock can be opened at a 
time.

-J

BWR/4 STS Rev 1, 04/07/953.6-7



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 I



PCIVs 
3.6.1.3( elrs>ý

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.1.3 Primary Containment Isolation Valves (PCIVs)

LCO 3.6.1.3

SAppi -3.-7. D 
'( Z)Df A4./)

APPLICABILITY:

Each PCIV, except reactor building-to-suppression chamber 
vacuum breakers, shall be OPERABLE.  

MODES 1, 2, and 3, 
When associated instrumentation is required to be OPERABLE 

per LCO 3.3.6.1, "Primary Containment Isolation 
Instrumentation.-

ACTIONS

--- --- --- -- -- --- --- --- --- -- NOTES - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - -1. Penetration flow paths excopt foF purgeiValve ene r ion ow a s 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 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 a 

- -- -------------------------------------------------------

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION

A. --- NOTE --------- A.1 Isolate the affected 4 hours except 
Only applicable to penetration flow path for main steam Penetration flow paths by use of at least line with two4PCIVs. one closed and 

7VAC /-> -de-activated AND L. A At > Oe ormoreautomatic valve, g.A4Ad > One or more closed manual valve, 8 hours for main 
penetration flow paths blind flange, .. with one PCIV lid lngor steam line 
with i noeae Pc check valve with flow M(a;. S z)inoperable &except (r through the valve 

valve leakage se hervae 
n imit . se ur id.  

(cnine AND 

(conti nued)

BWR/4 STS
Rev 1, 04/07/95

(3.;

I COMPLETION 
TIME

3.6-8



PCIVs 
3.6.1.3

ACTIONS 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
-!

4'.7. A. 2>, A. (continued) / IA.2 high radietion'NOTE 7-fS7r-209] " . Isolation devices in 
high radiation areas 

2. /T7.o 6 &1 r&, V , may be verified by .  
41 7.Adr4L/Kkadl,. d'r use of administrative 

F66¶•NS& (b)/h WA-•tw; -C4CUr•I.Y means.  
,Ldmg vt'-44 bva -------------

Verify the affected 
penetration flow path 
is isolated.

Once per 31 day.  
for isolation 
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

S

(continued)

BWR/4 STS
Rev 1, 04/07/95

<
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PCIVs 
3.6.1.3

< rT5>

ACTIONS (continued)

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

(f 1cL.3 > B. ---------NOTE --------
Only applicable to 
penetration flow paths 
with two PCIVs.  

ror (moie& 

One or more 
penetration flow paths 
with two PCIVs 

,/ inoperable 6except (f 
ArJ-I V r leakagey 

[•J not within limit./

C. --------- NOTE------
Only applicable to 
penetration flow paths 
with only one PCIV.  

One or more 
penetration flow paths 
with one PCIV

B.1

C.1

Isolate the affected 
penetration flow path 
by use of at least 
one closed and 
de-activated 
automatic valve, 
closed manual valve, 
or blind flange.

Isolate the affected 
penetration flow path 
by use of at least 
one closed and 
de-activated 
automatic valve, 
closed manual valve, 
or blind flange.

AND

C .NOTE--------
Isolation devices in 
high radiation areas 
may be verified by 
use of administrative 
means.

Verify the affected 
penetration flow path 
is isolated.

1 hour 

AvJD 

142 hours except; 4j 

for excess flow • 

check val ye "j 
(EFCVs)-i,, p ÷+,•_'-

7z 4'g4va 
Sy1~-,r. J±.4~ 

2 r

(continued)

BWR/4 STS

<' 3.7. Z) A,4 i ( 3.7. D A-4 2> 
<.7. A.2 > 

/47. A 2

+ +'-/

ýj

i I

2., Iwi• Ad7'. v, ,,

3.6-10 Rev 1, 04/07/95



PCIVs 
3.6.1.3

Rev 1, 04/07/95BWR/4 STS 3.6-11



PCIVs 
3.6.1.3 

• CrS 
ACTIONS 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

E (continued) E.3 P form SR 3.6 1.3.7 On e per 

/f r the resil ent [ ]days' 
/eal purge v Ives 
closed to imply with 

/ Required tion E.1.  

(3.7T Z g f 
A , . Required Action and I Be in MODE 3. 12 hours 

associated Completion 
Time of Condition A, AND 

3.7. z, f) not met 
<A+2 in MODE 1, 2, or 3. 2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours

(continued)

BWR/4 STS
Rev 1, 04/07/953.6-12



PCIVs 
3.6.1.3

( Cfs A

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95BWR/4 STS 3.6-13



SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued)

SURVEILLANCE

D ,,A4.2 SR 3.6.1.3.4 

SR 3.6.1.3.
<.7. A. 2 >

45.c

HzS------ ---- NOTE& --------------

1- 0 y req red to e met in 
DES 1 2, and'.  

-f Not required to be met when the 
I inch primary containment purge 

"vaves are open for inerting, 
de-inerting, pressure control, ALARA 
or air quality considerations for 
personnel entry, or Surveillances 
that require the valves to be ope 

--------------------------

Verify each 184 inch primary containment 31 days 
purge valv(4is closed.  
ýex + 10 t ~~ ~V~

- - - --I----------------1L~ 1. Valves and blind flanges in high radiation areas may be verified by U,- 'LS.,i/A,,,s use of administrative means. it Va/vas ar 

2. Not required to be met for PCIVs that S tL/ 
are open under administrative 
controls.  

----------------------------------

Verify each primary containment isolation. 31 days S IOLk-LA,) manual valve and blind flange that is -/lA, -k--k-' located outside primary containmentland S.is required to be closed during accident 
conditions is closed.

BWR/4 STS
Rev 1, 04/07/95

(CTS>

PCIVs 3.6.1.3

FREQUENCY

2mba.r Vdti7(d.401 

� �i�iLtp�

(continued)

I

6 pr'nV&12-M1.2---------------- un,

3.6-14



PCIVs 
3.6.1.3

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued) 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

ý/ 4:7.\ 
SR 3.6.1.3 i--- ----- 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.

737r Verify each primary containment manual 
d isolation valve and blind flange that is 

located inside primary containment and is 
srequired to be closed during accident 

conditions is closed.

< 4.7. D > SR 3.6.1.3. Verify continuity of the traversing 
incore probe (TIP) shear isolation valve 
explosive charge.  

<47,D.• SR 3.6.1.3. Verify the isolation time of each power 

operated~aZ•-•--automatic PCIVR except 
M I .$ swihin limits.

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

31 days

In 

aIcncordance• 
ith the 

Inservice 
Iesting 
Pro ram r 
2 ys

(continued)

BWR/4 STS

---------------------------------------

3.6-15 Rev 1, 04/07/95



PCIVs 
3.6.1.3 

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued) 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.6.1.3. ----- ---NOTE ------------

[/3 Only requi'd to be met in MO S 1,2 ] 
Perfo leakage rate te ing for each 184 days 
prim-y containment pu e valve with 
res ient seals.. AND 

m/ Once withi 
92 days a er 
opening e 
valve 

""3.,M SR 3.6.1.3. Verify the isolation time of each MSIV s In accordance 
seconds and seconds. ith the 

Inservice 
Lesting" 

ro ram 
1 on 

n7 
(V7.D.2 > SR 3.6.1.3. Verify each automatic PCIV actuates to 

the isolation position on an actual or 
simulated isolation signal.  

SR 3.6.1.3.j Verify each reactor instrumentation line 
EFCV actuate ( ron A/simu lte I iIstrum 4 Lni Cline blla ) restAict fyow to/_< I lh) •••,•••/•'

(continued)

BWR/4 STS Rev 1, 04/07/953.6-16



PCIVs 
3.6.1.3

SURVEILLANCE

[1. Only requir d to be met in MODES 1, 
2, and 3./ 

2. Results ,hall be evaluated a inst 
acceptanýce criteria of SR 3, .1.1.1 
in accordance with I0 CFR / 
Appendix J, as modified b approved 
exemptions. 

/ 

---- --------- --

Verify the combined leak@4e rate for all 
secondary containment bypass leakage 
paths is < [ Llj when ,ressurized to 
ý'[ psig]. /

(continued)

BWR/4 STS
Rev 1, 04/07/953.6-17



PCIVs 
3.6.1.3

BWR/4 STS Rev 1, 04/07/953.6-18



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

1. 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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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



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

4. 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.  

5. Not used.  

6. 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.' 

7. 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.  

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

9. 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.  

10. 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.  

11. 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.  

12. 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



3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.1.4 Drywell Pressure 

<3.7. 6 LCO 3.6.1.4 Drywell pressure shall be 1 i.

Drywell Pressure 
3.6.1.4

APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, and 3.  

ACTIONS

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. Drywell pressure not A.I Restore drywell 1 hour 
within limit, pressure to within 

limit.

<3.7- Adz> B. Required Action and 
associated Completion 
Time not met.

B.I 

AND 

B.2

Be in MODE 3.  

Be in MODE 4.

12 hours

36 hours

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.6.1.4.1 Verify drywell pressure is within limit. 12 hours

BWR/4 STS Rev 1, 04/07/95

(AppI/13.7.6-> 

(3.7.6 Ardz2>

1(4. C >
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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 I



Drywell Air Temperature 
3.6.1.5 

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.1.5 Drywell Air Temperature 

(Doc m.i) LCO 3.6.1.5 Drywell average air temperature shall be _F 

< D /LM.1> APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, and 3.  

ACTIONS 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

(DoLM,/ A. Drywell average-air A.1 Restore drywell 8 hours 
temperature not within average air 
limit, temperature to within 

limit.  

(D<LCMA. 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 

<06,[m./> SR 3.6.1.5.1 Verify drywell average air temperature is 24 hours 
within limit.  

B W R / 4 S T S 3 6 - 7 n. . . . . . .
Key 1, 04/07/95
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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



ref Kt~efValves3.6.1.6 

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.1.6 Low6jSet UE alves 

< oDcA.,2 LCO 3.6.1.6 The function of alves shall be 
OPERABLE .-7.  

< App/3.,. F> APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2. and 3.

BWR/4 STS
Rev I, 04/07/95

. .
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(Lo. S&f Relie4 ) i-',Valves 
3.6.1.6

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

SURVEILLANCE

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. T 

(low e~i ell)1

(DD(CA. 3> SR 3.6.1.6.2 ------NOTE ---------------
Valve actuation may be excluded.

efieP vlvLý Verify actuates on an 
actual or simulated automatic initiation 
signal.

Rev 1, 04/07/95

<Z)nr A.3)

-1711

I

BWR/4 STS 3.6-22



JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION I 
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 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.1.7 Reactor Building-to-Suppression Chamber Vacuum Breakers

<3.7. F> LCO 3.6.1.7 Each reactor building-to-suppression chamber vacuum breaker 
shall be OPERABLE.

<AppI .3.7 r) APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, and 3.  

ACTIONS

-NOTE,------------------------------------
Separate Condition entry is allowed for each line.  
---------------------------------------------------------------------

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION JCOMPLETION TIME

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

One or more lines with 
two reactor building
to-suppression chamber 
vacuum breakers not 
closed.

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

A.I Close the open vacuum 
breaker.

*1I

B.I Close one open vacuum 
breaker.

C.] Restore the vacuum 
breaker(s) to 
OPERABLE status.

I hour

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95

S Crs >

•_.7FAc,4Z) A.  

•3.7..CA,H+)> B.  

< E3.7FAcj C.

i I

arý17 It, ý'•'5-----
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Reactor Building-to-Suppression Chamber Vacuum Breakers 
3.6.1.7

(' e 's )

ACTIONS (continued) 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

SD. Two r o- Ii nes 
(DeVL./> with one or more 

reactor building-to
suppression chamber 
vacuum breakers 
inoperable for 
opening.

ID. Restore all vacuum 
breakers in tonea } 
line to OPERABLE 
status.

1 hour

(3.7. PAa4 I) 

<3.7 gAr4 z

E. Required Action and E.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours 
Associated Completion 
Time not met. AND 

E.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours 

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

SURVEILLANCE

FRQIC
< q 7 ý F> SR 3.6.1.7.1

<,-.- FC 2.Aý

----- NOTES 
I. 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

SR 3.6.1.7.2 Perform a functional test of each vacuum J920 days 
breaker.

(continued)

BWR/4 STS Rev 1, 04/07/95
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Reactor Building-to-Suppression Chamber Vacuum Breakers 
3.6.1.7

<et- r)

<(4.7. C. 2.6 >

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued) 

SURVEILLANCE 

SR 3.6.1.7.3 Verify the opening setpoint of each 
vacuum breaker is : 10.51 psid.

FREQUENCY

BWR/4 STS
Rev 1, 04/07/953.6-25



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 I



Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Breakers 
3.6.1.8 

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.1.8 Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Breakers

S3.-'7. E > LCO 3.6.1.8
Nine suppression chamber-to-drywell vacuum breakers shall I eOPERABLE for opening.  

AND 

Fwelve isuppression chamber-to-drywell vacuum breakers shall be close xc w eper omin eir en 2

<Appi 3.7E> APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, and 3.  

ACTIONS

<3.7. E A#,> 

• 3.7.EAL 2 > 

(2"7.E A Z.4 I >

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. One supresiond A.I Restore one vacuum 72 hours suppression chamber- breaker to OPERABLE to-drywell vacuum status.  
breaker inoperable for 
opening.  

B. One suppression . Close the open vacuum ehur 

chamber-to-drywell breaker.  

vacuum breaker not 
closed.  

C. Required Action and C.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours 
associated Completion 
Time not met. AND 

C.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours

BWR/4 STS
Rev 1, 04/07/95

,(CTs )
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Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Breakers 
3.6.1.8 

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

>.7./iI\ SR 3.6.1.8.1 - ---

,Not required to be met for vacuum 
breakers that are open during 
Surveillances.  
- ---------------------- - - - ---- ------

Verify each vacuum breaker is closed. 14 days

(continued)

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

SURVEILLANCE

<' -7. E. 2., > SR 3.6.1.8.2 Perform a functional test of each 
required vacuum breaker.

31 days 

AND 

Within 12 hours 
after any 
discharge of 
steam to the

(4.7.E.2 SR 3.6.1.8.3 Verify the opening setpoint of each 
required vacuum breaker is :g 0.9 psid.

BWR/4 STS
Rev 1, 04/07/953.6-28



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 I



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 alve (MSIV) Leakage Control Sy tem (LCS) 

LCO 3.6.1.9 Two MSIV CS subsystems shall be OPERABL 

APPLICABILITY: MODE 1, 2, and 3.  

"ACTIONS

(M

CONDITýN REQUIRED ACT O COMPLETION TIM 

A. One MSI LCS subsystem A.I Restore SV LCS 30 days 
moperle. subsys m to OPERABLE 

statu 

B. o MSIV LCS B.I store one MSIV LCS 7 da 
ubsystems inoperable. / ubsystem to OPERABLE 

status.  

C. Required Action and C. Be in MODE 3. 12 hours 
associated Completion 
Time not met. D 

Y C.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours

BWR/4 STS Rev 1, 04/07/95
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JSIV LC

(SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS / 

SURVEI CE ýF VENCY 

SR 3.6.1.9.1 Operate ch MSIV LCS blower /1 days 
Ž [15 inutes.  

SR 3.6.1.9.2 Verify electrical continuity off /ech 31 days 
j inboard MSIV LCS subsystem heat element 

circuitry.  

SR .6.1.9.3 Perform a system funct4'onal test of each [18] months 
MSIV LCS subsyst

BWR/4 STS Rev 1, 04/07/95
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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 

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.2.1 Suppression Pool Average Temperature

(37. Af.Z> 
(<3. 7. K. 2.,a > 
<3,7. k, z.L >

LCO 3.6.2.1 Suppression pool average temperature shall be:

(App/ 3.7K> APPLICABILITY: 

ACTIONS 

CONDI 

q.7K.2.6> A. Suppressic 

<3.7.L-Ae4 2> average te < 37.k-Ar > >gU-

MODES 1, 2, and 3.

Not performing testing 
that adds heat to the 
suppression pool.

J

(continued)

BWR/4 STS
Rev 1, 04/07/95
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Suppression Pool Average Temperature 

3.6.2.1 
<r 7* >

Required Action and 
associated Completion 
Time of Condition A 
not met.

Suppression pool 
average temperature 
> E1051F.

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

AND

AND

Performing testing 
that adds heat to the 
suppression pool.

-Suppression pool 
average temperature 
> 1110 F but 

SI 120~ 7.

D.1 Place the reactor 
mode switch in the 
shutdown position.

AND 

D.2 .Verify suppression 
pool average 
temperature 
: PIJ'201F.

Be in MODE 4.

Rev 1, 04/07/95

(37.KAr_'2> B.  
< 3.7. e Ad43> 

S3.7. e Ad4 3 ) C.
Immediately

Immediately

Once per 
30 minutes

AND 

D.3

BWR/4 STS 3.6-32
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Suppression Pool Average Temperature 
3.6.2.1

ACTIONS (continued) 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

(2,7.A•.2.r) E. Suppression pool E.1 Depressurize the. 12 hours 
(3.7.eAc 4average temperature reactor vessel to <3,7 A• > 1201*F. < psig.,_ 

AND 

E.2 Be in MODE 4. $36 hoursi 

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

<4,.7<.2.r> 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
Rev 1, 04/07/953.6-33



JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION I 
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 I



Suppression Pool Water Level 
3.6.2.2

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

(3,7. k::> 
< 3. T. r > 

"Ap p/ 3.7..> ( ApplI3,5.c >

<3.7.K Ac. t / ) 
(3.6.,C A,-. > 

< 3.7. Aý A=+ > 
< 3-.tS./ A,--4 >

LCO 3.6.2.2

s i o n P o o l W a t e r L e v e l I'! 4 4 f . S i ,. Ae 

Su ression ool water level shall be> 1 t and 
" in es.

APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, and 3.

ACTIONS 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. Suppression pool water A.1 Restore suppression 2 hours level not within pool water level to limits, within limits.  

B. Required Action and 8.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours 
associated Completion Time not met. AND 

B.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

<47K> SR 3.6.2.2.1 Verify suppression pool water level is 24 hours 
•> within limits.

BWR/4 STS
Rev 1, 04/07/95
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1 
ITS: 3.6.2.2 - SUPPRESSION POOL WATER LEVEL 

I1. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has 
been provided.

Dresden 2 and 3 1



UMSuppression Pool Cooling 
3.6.2.3 

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.2.3 Oesiddal Heaf Remova MRH-Suppression Pool Cooling

•3.7M> LCD 3.6.2.3 Two W suppression pool cooling subsystems shall be OPERABLE.

App/3,7.M> APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, and 3.

Rev 1, 04/07/95

-w-E

BWR/4 STS

< C-rs ý

3.6-35



Rev 1, 04/07/95

( 4.7. M.I >

<I/1.
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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 I



(l1R7Suppression Pool Spray 
3.6.2.4 

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.2.4 (esidual Heat Reip6val (PJ•))Suppression Pool Spray

<•3.7.L> LCO 3.6.2.4 TwofIsuppression pool spray subsystems shall be OPERABLE.

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

ACTIONS

3.7. L Ard-i > 

<'3.7. L Ar-dz > 

< 3.7, /. At- / ý 
<3.7.L Ae- 2 >

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. One(M suppression A.I Restore• 7 days 
pool spray subsystem suppression pool 
inoperable, spray subsystem to 

OPERABLE status.

B. Two Msuppression 
pool spray subsystems 
inoperable.

B.1 Restore oneC 
suppression pool 
spray subsystem to 
OPERABLE status.

B hours

C. Required Action and C.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours 
associated Completion 
Time not met. AND 

C.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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Suppression Pool Spray 
3.6.2.4

f(CTS >

SURVEILLANCE REOUIREMENTS

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.6.2.4.1 Verify each su ression pool spray 31 days 
subsystem manualoloower operatedO•n_ 

3F~r-F valve in the flow path that is 
not locked, sealed, or otherwise secured Z 

",-in positio is in the correct position or 
"can be aligned to the correct position.

S 6.2 2 Verify each RHR pump deve ps a flow 
rate [400) gpm through the heat 
exchanger while operat' g in the 
suppression pool spra mode.

<L4.7. L > 

.<Dec•, M. >)

In 
accordance 
with the/ L 
Inservi e 
Testi1 
Prog m or 
92 ays 

5~YeA 5.

BWR/4 STS

Veriy eacA S ire5f oJ PooI 

s em /Ao~z 2 e i s tA m b tmed-fe .
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION I 
ITS: 3.6.2.4 - SUPPRESSION POOL SPRAY 

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 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).  

3. Editorial change made to be consistent with other similar specifications.  

4. 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.  

5. 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.

Dresden 2 and 3 I



Drywell-to-Suppression Chamber Differential Pressure 
3.6.2.5 

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.2.5 Dr.ywell-to-Suppression Chamber Differential Pressure 

(3,74 LCO 3.6.2.5 The drywell pressure shall be maintained 2 psid above 
the pressure of the suppression chamber.  

7 
AppI> APPLICABILITY: MODE 1 during the time period: 

a. From 6240 hours after THERMAL POWER is > 015% RTP 
following startup, to 

b. 124J hours prior to reducing THERMAL POWER to 
< C150% RTP prior to the next scheduled reactor 
shutdown.  

ACTIONS 
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

<.. A. Drywell-to-suppression A.1 Restore differential hours 
B. Rchamber differential pressure to within pressure not wi tia pisithin limit.  limit.3 

diff eren i re s sur e 'Our 

BWR7/4) B T. R e u r d A t o n.1 -3 Reduc THE MA POWER7/ou r



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.

Dresden 2 and 3 I
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1 
ISTS: 3.6.3.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT HYDROGEN RECOMBINERS 

I1. The Dresden 2 and 3 design does not include Primary Containment Hydrogen 
Recombiners. Therefore, this Specification has been deleted.

Dresden 2 and 3 I
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1 
ISTS: 3.6.3.2 - DRYWELL COOLING SYSTEM FANS 

I . 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.

Dresden 2 and 3 I



Primary Containment Oxygen Concentration 
3.6.3.j -

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.3. Primary Containment Oxygen Concentration 

3.37. J> LCO 3.6.3. The primary containment oxygen concentration shall be 
< 4.0 volume percent.

<App/3.7.J> APPLICABILITY: MODE I during the time period: 

a. From 0240 hours after THERMAL POWER is > 015ý% RTP 
following startup, to 

b. 0240 hours prior to reducing THERMAL POWER to 
< 0150% RTP prior to the next scheduled reactor 
shutdown.

ACTIONS

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

<3.7-TAL+> A.  

<3,7.Ad4> B.

Primary containment 
oxygen concentration 
not within limit.

Required Action and 
associated Completion 
Time not met.

A.I

B.1

Restore oxygen 
concentration to.  
within limit.

Reduce THERMAL POWER 
to _< 0154 RTP.j-

24 hours

8 hours

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

SURVEILLANCE

<4.7.-T > SR 3.6.3.].1 

I -
Verify.primary containment oxygen 
concentration is within limits.

BWR/4 STS
Rev 1, 04/07/95
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FREQUENCY

7 days

FREQUENCY
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION I 
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.

Dresden 2 and 3 1
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1 
ISTS: 3.6.3.4 - CONTAINMENT ATMOSPHERE DILUTION (CAD) SYSTEM 

I1. 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.

Dresden 2 and 3 1



faSecondaryl Containment 
3.6.4.1

(C7• >

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.4.1 MSecondaryp Containment

LCO 3.6.4.1 The asecondar4 containment shall be OPERABLE.

(App/ -3.7.A/ APPLICABILITY: 

(3.7. AJ PooAe4 d-"J"

MODES 1, 2, and 3, 
During movement of irradiated fuel 

•secondary$ containment, 
During CORE ALTERATIONS, 
During operations with a potential 

vessel (OPDRVs).

assemblies in the 

for draining the reactor

2. 7.AIf /L4/

ACTIONS 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. @Secondaryý A.] Restore Msecondaryo 4 hours containment inoperable containment to 

in MODE 1, 2, or 3. OPERABLE status.  

B. Required Action and B.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours 
associated Completion 
Time of Condition A AND 
not met.  

B.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours 

C. jSecondaryý C.] ---------NOTE------
containment inoperable LCD 3.0.3 is not 
during movement of applicable.  
irradiated fuel ---------
assemblies in the 
EsecondaryS Suspend movement of Immediately 
containment, during irradiated fuel 
CORE ALTERATIONS, or assemblies in the 
during OPDRVs. Psecondarym 

containment.  

AND 

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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QSecondaryo Containment 
3.6.4.1

ACTIONS

< A7./ A(42 > 

<4.7. A/)

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

C. (continued) C.2 Suspend CORE Immediately 
ALTERATIONS.  

AND 

C.3 Initiate action to Immediately 
suspend OPDRVs.  

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

3.6.4.1.1 Verifyps~econdaryo containment vacuum is 24 hours 3 4O.251inch of vacuum water gauge.

SR 3.6.*/.1.2 Verify all [econdary) containment 2 quipment h tches are closed and ealed.j

2 > SR .3.6.4.1. Verify J" isecondary containment 
ccuA•,_ rkis closedlxceptw en e 

ýccess opening is eing used f6r entry •.ces5 6pe,.s •and e it[, then a least one/door shall 
b'e osed.

Verify each standby gas tre ent (SGT) subsystem will draw wn the 
[secondary] containmento 
S[0.25] inch of vacu water gauge 
in • [120] seconds.

31 dayt )

a- _________

[18] months n 
a' STAGGER 
TEST BA S .3.

I ___________________________________________

(continued)
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•-jjJ- filecondaryT Containment 

f 7TS-> 3.6.4.1

BWR/4 STS
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1 
ITS: 3.6.4.1 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT 

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

2. 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.  

3. 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.  

4. 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 I



SCIVs 
3.6.4.2

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.4.2 Secondary Containment Isolation Valves (SCIVs)

<'3.7 C0> LCO 3.6.4.2 

(App1 3,-7,n > APPLICABILITY: 

TO14*

Each SCIV shall be OPERABLE.  

MODES 1, 2,.and 3, 
During movement of irradiated fuel assemblies in the 

' Osecondaryi containment, 
During CORE ALTERATIONS, 
During operations with a potential for draining the reactor 

vessel (OPDRVs).

ACTIONS

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

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

-NOTES

3. Enter applicable Conditions and 
inoperable by SCIVs.

Required Actions for systems made

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

<3,7.OAd+Z) A. One or more A.1 Isolate the affected 8 hours 
<3.7.0 k_4 3> penetration flow paths penetration flow path 

with one SCIV by use of at least 
inoperable, one closed and 

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

AND 

(continued)
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SCIVs 
3.6.4.2

< CTS >
ACTIONS

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

< 1.7.AJ> A. (continued) 

2~ YsoI44;l.j ct~.5 ýAA1 
locked, -realad, ee f.A'ýS 

by use- 0 TCcYt~~~-

Zn_ - L. Z > B.

"ý( 3.7. 0 Ad4 >

---------- NOTE------
Only applicable to 
penetration flow paths 
with two isolation 
valves.  

One or more 
penetration flow paths 
with two SCIVs 
inoperable.

A.2 - NOT -
,-.. Isolation devices in 
C high radiation areas 

may be verified by 
-use of administrative 
means.  

Verify the affected 
penetration flow path 
is isolated.

B.1 Isolate the affected 
penetration flow path 
by use of at least 
one closed and 
de-activated 
automatic valve, 
closed manual valve, 
or blind flange.

T5TFp

Once per 31 days

4 hours

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. C.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours

(continued)
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SCIVs 
3.6.4.2

<C 7-5>

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 
Jsecondary4 
containment, during 
CORE ALTERATIONS, or 
during OPDRVs.

D.1

AND 

D.2 

AND 

D.3

--- NOTE--
LCO 3.0.3 is not 
applicable.  

Suspend movement of 
irradiated fuel 
assemblies in the 
Osecondar4 
containment.  

Suspend CORE 
ALTERATIONS.  

Initiate action to 
suspend OPDRVs.

Immediately

Immediately 

Immediately

BWR/4 STS Rev 1, 04/07/95
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SCIVs 
3.6.4.2

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.6.4.2.1 ------------ ---- NOTES --.------------
I. 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 
IT-S-. ]are open under administrative 

7- Y-ev.2- controls.  
-------- ------------ -------- --

not c I KedI Verify each secondary containment 31 days er ti n manual valve and blind flange 
• Ae~ . • that is required to be closed during 

•ectf/' e( c accident conditions is closed.  

SR 3.6.4.2.2 Verify~the isolation time of each power n car/ S o-er ate Y automatic SCIV is i the 
Swithin limits. In ervi 

sti n 
o r r 

2days 

SR 3.6.4.2.3 Verify each automatic SCIV actuates to W months 
the isolation position on an actual or 
simulated actuation signal.

BWR/4 STS
Rev 1, 04/07/95

<4.7.4 >

< Z)Do M.I>

<ALý. 7. 0>
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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.

Dresden 2 and 3 1



SGT System 
3.6.4.3<C7-.S5

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.4.3 Standby Gas Treatment (SGT) System

< 3,7 ;C>> LCD 3.6.4.3 1Twoo SGT subsystems shall be OPERABLE]-fý

( Appi/ 3.7.?P ( .3.7. P 
k e&-n

APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, and 3, 
Durin~gmovement of irradiated fuel 

0 - - f econdarA containment, 
During CORE ALT ERATIONS, 
During operations with a potential 

vessel (OPDRVs).

assemblies in the 

for draining the reactor

ACTIONS 

CONDITION I REQUIRED ACTION jCOMPLETION TIME
<(-3.7 PAc -fI 

2.7.? P

A. One SGT subsystem 
inoperable.

A. I Restore SGT 
subsystem to 
OPERABLE status

-- --- --- -7 - ., - -

B. Required Action and 
associated Completion 
Time of Condition A 
not met in MODE 1, 2, 
or 3.

B.1 

AND 

B. 2

Be in MODE 3.  

Be in MODE. 4.

<(D04 L.> C. Required Action and 
associated Completion 
Time of Condition A 
not met during 
movement of irradiated 
fuel assemblies in the 

~J............ secondarl~drn 
CORE ALTERATIONS, or 
during OPDRVs.

-------NOTE ----------
LCO 3.0.3 is not applicable.  

--- - - - - -- - - - - -

C.1 Place OPERABLE SGT 
subsystem in 
operation.  

OR

BWR/4 STS 
365 Rev 1, 04/07/95

17 days

12 hours 

36 hours

Irmmedi ately

(conti nued)

I
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SGT System 

<t TS > 3.6.4.3 

ACTIONS 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

<3.7.PDAI.L> C. (continued) C.2.1 Suspend movement of Immediately 
irradiated fuel 
assemblies in --- esecondaryo 
containment.  

AND 

C.2.2 Suspend CORE Immediately 
ALTERATIONS.  

AND 

C.2.3 Initiate action to Immediately 
suspend OPDRVs.  

<-3.7..;M A 2> D. Two SGT subsystems D.1 Ent r LC 3.0 mme iat 
inoperable in MODE 1, 2, or 3. r l!e -ý 

STwo SGT subsystems .) - -- - -NOTE - - - -

inoperable during LCO 3.0.3 is not 
movement of irradiated applicable.  

•÷3> -• [ secondar• 

mSuspend movement of IIediately 
CORE ALTERATIONS, or irradiated fuel 
during OPDRVs.asebisi 

AND 

S. • (continued) 

I2~~qL~a'eJ theJoL' . ~..JAL3

�)e+ r�e.t.

BWR/4 STS
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SGT System 
3.6.4.3

<C TS

<4-. 7 P. . /> 
< 4/.7. A 4.-,6. / > 

-- <"DLC A.2 )

<'/.7.P-./.,6.2)>SR 3.6.4.3.3

BWR/4 STS
Rev 1, 04/07/95

,(3.7. P Ar-/_ >

3.6-56



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.

Dresden 2 and 3 1



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 roducts released from the Reactor Primerl 
System following a esign asis Accident _ "and to 

confine the postulated re ease of radioactive material. The 

pr mary con ainmen consists ofa steel •¶Y5E&reinforced 

0• j •upees•,J •,berj" concrete , hich surrounds the Reactor Primary System 

w fc k i 
and provides an essentially leak tight barrier against an 

'C i - T ,e -, uncontrolled release of radioactive material to the Pres~ r* v•. , 

"d VeSee e 
environm ent.  

Prirv•(rjt aw,,f.i;me,., ) 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%; 

c. All equipment hatches are close ; and .',.lf.  

p enety/ti on i s EoRABLE, l•cept as •1ovided i75 / •-

LCO .6.1.[ ]./ // 

This Specification ensures that the performance of the • 1[ 

117." p• pimary containment, in the event of a .BA meets the 

•.A•,•J•+ -- assupins used in tesfety analyses of Re-ferences 1 _ 

and 2. SR 3.6.1.1.1 leakage rate requirements are in 

• /r•¢;•.~~~~~~~~~~~~~ (Cq,.~d,•/•,• •-;B k#-_•E: continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95
BWR/4 STS 

B 3.6-1
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Primary Containment 
B 3.6.1.1 

BASES 

BACKGROUND conformance with 10 CFR 50, Appendix Jy (Ref. 3), as modified 
(continued) by approved exemptions. .j.1; 

APPLICABLE The safety design basis for the primary containment is 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 radioactive 
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 the leakage rate assumed in the safety analyses is not 
exceeded.  

The maximum allowable leakage rate for the primar 1 

= s; s containment () is.K , by weight of the containment air 
per 24 hours at zne=V• peakrcontainment pressure (P Itir•I ofJTI psig .. j weg o heo annt 

I Primary containment satisfies Cr iterion 3 o~f,ýe RC/•olix 

LCO Primary containment OPERABILITY is maintained by limiting 
leakage to : 1.0 L., except prior to the first startup after 
erformin a required f R 5-, A 5pedix eakage test.  
St leakage must be 

L,/ and/he e•rall ]ype 47 eakage must/be 
ompliance with this LCO will ensure a primary containment 

configuration, including equipment hatches, that is 

.�p•-_9. a4 0- A 4 A dl, /W . (onItinue• - "d 

f,~ sr x~a~/ ~ '~5(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95BWR/4 STS 8 3.6-2



Primary Containment 
B 3.6.1.1

BASES

LCO 
(continued)

APPLICABILITY

ACTIONS

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

Individual leakage rates specified for the primary 
containment air lock are addressed in LCO 3.6.1.2.

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.

A.I 

In the event primary containment is inoperable, primary 
containment must be restored to OPERABLE status within 
1 hour. The I 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 
challenging plant systems.

(continued)
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Primary Containment 
B 3.6.1.8 

BASES (continued) 

SURVEILLANCE SR 3 .6.1.1. 1L, ÷ , 7• --REQUIREMENTS 
I / 

SMaintaining the primary containment OPERABLE requires 
rcompliance with the visual examinations and leaka de rat 

"n( i mroeed • ýn Failure to meet air lock 
le leakage (-SR- • the firt [st artu oaf pmer ngt a 

S(b~ytss ]aag (R I . L.3. '),] t•~i lie~i seal/prima)y

rcoqutaire•nt odroe vave leagqe tkta t FR 3.6r1.3.e t 

or main steam isolation valve leakagey(SR anes dues L 
not necessarily result in a failure of this SR. The-impat I 

of the failure to meet these Sk s must be evaluated against 
the Type A, l , and C acceptance criteria ofirAo;ni' .• mo lfe/b n~oe •xm~•n/Ref/ . •AsT'L 

left leakage prior to the first startup after performing a 

required WT XFR 60. yOpeaxJR ý leakage test. is required to 

be < 0. 6 L, for combined Type B aind C Ileakage, and 0O7 L.  

for overall Type A leakage. At all other times bet2ieen 4& 

required leakage rate tests, the acceptance criteri a is 

based on an overall Type A leakage limit of S 1.0 L~. At 
< 1.0 L the offsite dose consequences are bounded the 

3 assumptions of the safety analysis. The F u nc Sreqlui•re-dreD-yAQ7F,01•edi/ sm 

Gpro ed . _us, /S .• wch•w ru 

SR 3.6.1.1.2 

lMaintaining tha woul b suppress ion po o mary 
containment drequtremiting the ssuakage bt othe t rywellen 
to the suppre ssion chamber. Thus, i and nt were to occu 
that pressuri 4d the drywell, the steam wId be directede0 

through the d$Iwnctomers into the suppress on pool. This S• 

measures i eih th suppression chamber oifferendir y 
pressure during aa-0] minute period te ensure tha thefoe 
leakrge p4ths that would bypass the sppression poow a e 
within a owable limits./( 

Satisf ~tory performance oftis •Rcan be achieved Xby 
estab /ishing a known diffefrenthialpressure between/the \ 

drywi1and the suppression cha er andI verifying~that the 

pre sure in either the suppression chamber or the drywell .  

rdo s not change by more than 1,D.25] inch of water per minuteu 

o ier a 10 minute period. Thý leakage test is/performed / 

•very l18 months]. The [1n/month) Frequiency 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/1k design value of 
0.18 ft 2 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 2 , 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 limit. At all other times between required leakage 
rate tests, the acceptance criteria is based on design A/hk. At the design 
A/4k 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.. 1.2 (continued) 
REQUIREMENTS 

consi er ng t prudent that this Sur ance e 
performed dur'g a unit outage and als in view of the fa 
that compon failures that might h e affected this t t 

are identi ed by other primary co ainment SRs. Two 

consecut' e test failures, howeve would indicate 
unexpe ed primary containment gradation; in this vent, 

as t Note indicates, increa ng the Frequency t once d 
ev 9 monthsJ is required ntil the situation is remedied vy 9g cots edini th sy_ • emde 

evidenced by passing tw consecutive tests.T 

K REFERENCES 1. FSAR, Section 

2. FSAR, Section ..  

3. 10 CFR 50, Appendix 3.  

H, • ••;o e~ l• o•N.23 Z.-•,..5>,••'
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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 I



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 
its 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 lock is provided with 

, Ttswjes on both doors that provide / ID, / 
eari idication of door position. tioally, cotr r om 

+ L.6r•T.t. n ca tln is:rovi ao z ert the oieratr n 
lt 9tk i~erlo /mec nismo/is de 7eatedt]) 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 frequent 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 a 

(continued) DBA. Not maintaining air lock integrity or leak tightness 

may result in a leakage rate in excess of that assumed in 

the Whsafety analysis. LI 

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 of 

primary containment leakage. The primary nmen is 

designed with a maximum allowable ea age rate (L,) of 

by weight of the containment air er 24 hours at the I Stsd 
upeak~containment pressure (P ) of 

[Ifl - f_ • psig (Ref. This allowable leakage rate forms the 
basis or e acceptance criteria imposed on the SRs 

associated with the air lock.  

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 

Mthe NRL/PoI cY t n- loc'-'eSb.3i (Cv•zwn 

LCO As art of primary containmen the air loc safety 
folltion is related to control of containment leakagee 

following a DBA. Thus, the air lockM structural integrit 

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 
(continued)

APPLICABILITY

OPERABLE. Closure of a single door in air lock is 
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 
exit from primary containment.

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, the primary containment air lock is 
not required to be OPERABLE in MODES 4 and 5 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 the 
containment boundary is not intact durin access throu h 'd3i .......  • •_£AZ•_£) the outer door). The( ~•to open the OPERABLE doar, • 

. l .even if it means the primary containment boundary is 
/47"Y rLpuirLed•_I•;,•d•4 .d temporarily not intact, is acceptable due to the low 
foiiA-d i__.s~o• .- i, probability of an event that could pressurize the primary 
S. , y containment durinn the short time in which the OPERABLE door 
tas•s~uv'& C/D.ura-r At "is expected to be open.ý/ghe OE d r st 
ot2A &-ej, p1 -r (ke7Ua5Y c Yosed Aereah an e tDCL d 

•dJdo~s~wL11•LoPif4B11The ACTIONS are modified by a second Note, which ensures 
der,;S ml/eadC appropriate remedial measures are taken when necessary 
eA.ApI-• d1LLAt Pursuant to LCO 3.0.6, actions are not required, even if 

- 4w4J" d•x) primary containment~is exceeding 3 ( 3 
Therefore, the Note is added to require ACTIONS for 
LCO 3.6.1.1, "Primary Containment," to be taken in this 
event.  

A.], A.2. and A.3 

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

(continued)
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Primary Containment Air Lock 
B 3.6.1.2 

BASES 

ACTIONS A.. A.2. and A.3 (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 lock 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.  

Required Action A.3 ensures that the air lock 3 
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 -

&RiUiMthe low likelihood 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 limited 

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. Required Actions C.1 and C.2 are the appropriate 

remedial actions. The exception of Note I 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.  

1-9P--Primary containment entry may be required to perform 
Technical Specifications (TS) Surveillances and Required 

(continued)
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Primary Containment Air Lock 
B 3.6.1.2 

BASES 

SACTIONS A.I. A.2. and A.3 (continued) 

Actions, as well as other activities r eauijmesp inside 

7"ý7&itqa,r d dd.t;;s 4 ' primary containment that are required by TS or activities M j ) 

/4"7 _5. j that support TS-required equipment. This Note is 
not intended to preclude performing other activities (i.e., 

SuaLr/d. rLas IL non-TS-related activities) if the primary containment was 

bPZ A.E ZA i-Z z xapt entered, usinq the inoperable air lock, to perform an 

ciw- ta
4  ya..zl -•,* allowed activity listed above. I This allowance is acceptable 

A as e.a/ Ad.L 6A_&C due to the low probability of an event that could pressurize 

• S rd,'s /O/ , i /,Ar the primary containment during the short time that the 

,47, & cc.A1m;•# 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. Required 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 lock 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 applies 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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Primary Containment Air Lock 
B 3.6.1.2 

BASES 

ACTIONS C.. C.2. and C.3 
(continued) 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 i noperabl e fij/botn _4vors i n an w~ I ock Have tax I ed a ta u 
(juat_ ic2f the-overall air lock leakage is not within 

limits. 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.  

Required Action C.2 requires that one door in the primary 
containment air lock must be verified closed. This action 
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 be 
restored to OPERABLE status within 1 hour.  

u,• d•,• Additionally, the air lock must be restored to OPERABLE 
~3~) status witin ours 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.  

D.] and D.2 

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.  

(continued)
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Primary Containment Air Lock 
B 3.6.1.2 

BASES (continued) 

SURVEILLANCE SR 3,6.1.2.1 3 
REQUIREMENTS p3I ma 

Maintaining primary containment air lockiOPERABLE requires 
S OD. • compliance with the leakage rate test requirements of 

roveral prim sSR refa entthe leakage rate testing 
S• requirements with respect to air lock leakage (Type B 

Sleakage tests). The acceptance criteria were 'established 
Sduring initial air lock and primary containment OPERABILITY ( s i g . T e p r o i e t n e u r mn s v r f h t t eJ[ 

Thestn& SR has been iodifited tiby Not uirstates veiythat an y - -
air locn leakage does not exceed the allowed fraction of the 
sooverall primary containment leakage rate. The Frequency is 
T required by reasoR 5 nAblesix e ( hef. Z./as mockfied/by) 

ca-pableof provpiding/ ]h¥ af ssion Z product barrier s inteouevent 

o a OBA. es ýn appy y.F; A/ d I 

The SR has been modified b3y 6e states that 
inoperable air lock door does not invalidate the previous 
successful performance of the overall air lock leakage test.  
This is considered reasonable since either air lock door is 
capable of providing a fission product barrier in the event ofa DBA 

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 withat e maximum expected post accident primary 
containment presscur Dure of either door will support 
primary conterlock t 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 
S~~~and tht sita~neou ne n ue oroeigwl 
• _• ,T0 •Z_•_, inadvertently occur.Detth ue ehniantreo . t-J• ........ -'J\ thi ts iuinterlock• andgiethttenerokehasms 

-(•÷,•,••11 ----- 0• challenged whenriayotannyi•]'-] hs

(continued)
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7 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.  

Insert SR 3.6.1.2.2-1 

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

s Insert SR 3.6.1.2.2-2 

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 24. nth frequencyor the inte loc-7, 
e justified basd on qeneric ineratinq exD4errience. Operating experience has 

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

Insert SR 3.6.1.2.2-3 

given that the interlock is not challenged during the use of theair lock. l-i

Insert Page B 3.6-12



Primary Containment Air Lock 
B 3.6.1.2 

BASES 

SURVEILLANCE Sg 3.6.1.2.2 (continued) 
REQUIREHENTS 1,111ab!,e tol:!13 mea t~spr el an ).tls 

~~~~~~FSAR, Section [ .. s2• /
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION I 
ITS BASES: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCK 

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. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity.  

4. Typographical/grammatical error corrected.  

5. 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.  

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

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

8. 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 ~d eaDs as/S

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.

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 fl angei 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 penetration so 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 
capability is available without conflicting with the vacuum 
relief function.  

(continued)
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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.  

ALa fl+ L A4 WS The DBAs that result in a release of radioactive material 
1 in rimari r ontlinf-no are a LOC na main steam lene • 

break (MSLB in the analysis for each of these accidents, •i2A V.c•zA 
it is assumed that PClVs are either closed or close within 
the required isolation times following event initiation.  
This ensures that potential paths to the environment through 
PCIVs (including primary containment purge valves) are_ , _ 

/ . 2 •LL•,Md •oS~rL ig minimized. Of the events analyzed in Reference] the 02M 
,;sasu1,.dt, MA/V /is the most limiting event due to radiological consequences.  
! dos•r(4 a sd5dI'/ The closure time of the main steam isolation valves (MSIVs) 

PVL ,• Z-.is a significant variable from a radiological standpoint. / 
/-/s,ar•.¶ ) -Iyss(&S)The MSIVs are required to close within 3 to 5 seconds since 

\ 1LLJ LA /ý S the 5 second closure time X assume in t e ana ysiL- p 
"stety/a ses .. .. . th e' t uraL val e

(continued)
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PCIVs 
B 3.6.1.3 

BASES 

APPLICABLE containment •j tIofto such that release of fission 
SAFETY ANALYSES products to the environment is controlled.  

(continued) The DBA analysis assumes that 0 condo 
ý~~• isolation of -the primary containment is complete 

'e +o 4,'a and leakage is terminated, except for the maximum allowable 
'lg leakage rate, L,*.fie pr3AaTry 0o 1an~me• 1sol I on ttaa• 

/r espons e oT)Du seco ds nc des si nal de ay, d* sel (ge irator/starto (for aoss of Ffdfsi1te power)•aind •IV 
(slroke Umes.)V 

O he single failure criterion required to be imposed in the 
conduct of unit safety analyses was considered in the 
ori inal desi n of the primary containment~purge valves.  
Two valyes in series on eac hurge line provide assurance 
that both the supply and exhaust lines could be isolated 
even if a single failure occurred.• 

iThý/primary cphtainment p: ge valves may be unable/to close 
in/the enviro ment follow g a LOCA. Therefore, each of th 
p rge valve/sis required o remain sealed closed Auring 

iODES 1, 2,/and 3. In 'his case, the single failure 
/criterion _' emains appl 'cable to the primary containment 
purge va1#e due to fA.flure in the control circuit associ ted 
with ea$t valve. TMe primary containment purge valve sign 
precludes a single failure from"compromising the prim y / 
containment bound0ry as long as the syste 'is operat in) ý"accordance with ýhis LC0.] ) 

PCIVs satisfy Criterion 3 of Me bRC PU-li 

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[ US] irh purge valys m•S•

/emaint~ned/sealed/closed/[or V•ocke•Vto preent 11l -- "--_T 
Zenin . 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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PCIVs 
B 3.6.1.3 

BASES 

LCO 3.6.1.7, Reactor Building-to-Suppression Chamber Vacuum , 

(continued) Breakers." The valves covered by this LCO are listed with 'X /j ) 

_ their associated stroke_ties in c

PCIVs are considered OPERABLE when 
or Ope__ac _ran __w__-

rative confrols. iutomaXic vaW es-,

inFpassive isolation valves 
Reference 21

r- ,Iz -td • S ,S.d ILd 
OP(,, / LAL ,,,-- 4, 

a /Vasva A.b-& La 

eiiid dcks tedI!

P ev yes ithrsile seal , seco ar as val esJ 
MS /~and hIrs~lial/tse valv must meet 

additional leakage rate requirements. Other PCIV leakage 
rates are'addressed by LCO 3.6.1.1, "Primary Containment,• 
as Type B or C testing.

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

ACTIONS

In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a OBA 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 a:nbThejprimap co yali'ent ourge/vaivssaen•[ 
(roui1fed t be s/ealedclo2 kin 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.)

The ACTIONS are modified by a Note allowing penetration flow! [ 
path(s) ([exg~ept fgt-purgo valyk flow/pathL$)]ito be 
unis6lated 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

BASES

ACTIONS 
(continued)

comunication with the control room. In this way, the 
penetration can be rapidly isolated when a need for primary 
contadment isolation as indicated. t e ifcto t 

/prla•'ycon hinent purge y ene iee on and thn fact -ha\ 

forthe purpos ofr this C neparat e Condition xanengy is 
latlosphere eoahe peneiron f path. is pable, 

since th Re ui e Ac i n fo ea h C nd t o provid 

Cptaining the ee vRvuei/is not ails ed to be o ntne d un 
nistrat ve controlp. A sCngls urge val e in a b 

e!uene t Cntio ethmay be opeaed toaeffei re airs s o ant 
Reuredallowed byAi 3.6s .1 .3 

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, 
sincerabe Required Actions for each Condition provide 
appropriate compensatory actions for each inoperable PCIV.  
Complying with the Required Actiopa mal a con rtinued 
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 3mand 4 are added to require the proper 
actions be taken.  

A.] and A.2 

With one or morewpenetration fow paths wthe one PCsc Sured._Fora inoperable Mexcept for p eva v)•eakaeno wihinj 

11mito, the affected penetration flow paths musi 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 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 Required Action A.1, 

(continued)
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PCIVs 
B 3.6.1.3 

BASES 

ACTIONS A.1 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 (B 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 required to be isolated following 
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 
device manipulation. Rather, it involves verification that 

Sthose devices outside~containment 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 
previous 92 days' is based on engineering judgment and is 

,considered reasonable in view of the inaccessibility of the 
Sdevces and other 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 
with two CIVs. For penetration flow paths with one PCIV, 
Condition C provides the appro Hate Required Actions.  

Required Action A.2 is modified by ý Notej(tVj•D applies to T 
isolation devices located in high radiation areas and 

(continued)
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BASES 

ACTIONS A.1 and A.2 (continued) 

allows them to be verified by use of administrative means.  

Allowing verification by administrative means is considered 
757- - Z. q ccetable, since access to these areas is typically 

aetrc te.j Therefore, the probabilityf sainet 

CtlyesW oe~yjca o-n-cethey hae been veriie to 5ein he 

proper position, is low.  

.1 •. o re• 

With one or more penetration flow paths with two PCIVs 
6inoperab 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 LCD 3.6.1.1.  

Condition B is modified by a Note indicating this Condition or mor 

is only applicable to penetration flow paths with two.PCIVs.  

For penetration flow paths with one PCIV, Condition C 

provides the appropriate Required Actions.  

CA 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 4 • •xP

affected by a single active failure. Isolation barriers e 

a rw . Lvo'44i that meet this criterion are a closed and de-activated ehekV /w rQE tL 

,a •C/I SqS4•"4- automatic valve, a closed manual valve, and a blind flange. aidp, mr-alias 

A check valve may not be used to isolate the affected r-&x&L4c-u 

enetration. Required Action C.1 must be com leted within 7 h 
7h -The oletion ime 

Ssonable derin e re ative stab it 

osystem (hence, reliability) to act as a 

penetration isolation boundary and the relative importance 

of supporting primary.containment OPERABILITY during 

(continued) 
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.TST Insert A.1 and A.2 

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 CA and C.2 (continued) r4~avg Y~fSC.-'4ramet 4.  

MODES 1, 2, and 3. The Completion Time of hoursis 
reasonable considering the instrument and the small pipe-*-%rEPCVs 

T'qis t-Advickss diameter of penetration (hence, reliability) to act as a 
+.,10 4 WrLo.1L3 re penetration isolation boundary and the small pipe-diameter 

VAAVO.L ,fVaePU/4
0.1. I of the affected penetrations. In the event the affected 

4 ,* [VL6L v;';,r&4e- 4h& penetration flow path is isolated in accordance with 
h 4a.e d&CL. OuAiSL Required Action C.1, the affected penetration must be 

eo+";Amw&;A p." aUl• verified to be isolated on a periodic basis. This is 
necessary to ensure that primary containment penetrations 

Mipos, Ain'tarm 4iJ 4 required to be isolated following an accident are isolated.  
,-,-E•v •&t..k----" The Completion Time of once per 31 daysfdr s/erityinT eaB 

"_e e nr o iEisappropriate because the 
('/I v~k•3Cv, s are operated under administrative controls and the • • 

probability of their misalignment is low.  

Condition C is modified by a Note indicating that this 5 

--- Condition is only applicable to penetration flow paths with 's Al ,• s 
only one PCIV. For penetration flow paths with two(PCIVs, , _e.dLS& ,CL 

Conditions A and B provide the appropriate Required Actions. -A's •Z oMis 

7S_-24 Required Action C.2 is modified-by J No e ~a-pplies to hs 
avs n an located in high radiation areas and r-4A-5 w;4/ 

allows them to be verified by use of administrative means. t S, IL P7/V.  

C Allowing verification by administrative means is considered 
z As&q4A -.. acce table, since access to these areas is typically 

restric e . Therefore, the probability of misalignment'RD) [• 
ths t once they Fave been verfied to be in the 
proper position, is low.  

With Me secondey cohtainment bbass aaqa rate/o MSIV 
leakage rate not within limit, the assumptions of the safety 
analysis may not be met. Therefore, the leakage must be 
restored to within limit within hours. Restoration can Fe 
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 
used to isolate the penetration, the leakage rate is assumed 

(continued)
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Frr] Insert ACTION C-2 
EýJ 

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 (continued) 

/ rdaso,•a a. to the lesser actual pathway leakage of the two devices.  

o., ;s ,••Ji/• pe etrati n and •ne rela ye Impor fance of Jecondar2 " 

[n the event op or more conta l n purge valves renot 

within the pu gje valve leakage/limits, purge valv• leakage 

must be rest red to within liIts or the affect 

penetration must be isolate The method of iCl tion must 

be by the se of at least e isolation bar s that cannot 

be adver ly affected by e single active faiore. Isolation 

barrier /that meet this F'itenion are a [Ed sed and 

de-act /ated automatic {alve, closed manuaY valve, and blind 

flang ). If a purge v yve with resilient seals is utilized 

to s (tisfy Required •tion E.l, it must •ave been/ 

dea nstrated to nee leakage requir ments of 

S3.6.1.3.7. The/ pecified Completi-n Time is reasonable 

n n that e containment pur4e valve remain s c os d 

/o that a gross reach of contai.nm does not exist.  

In accordance ith Required ActioW E., this penetrati n 

flow path muse be verified to be is~olated on a period c 

basis. The/4eriodic verificati n is necessary to erysure 

that contaement penetrationsequired. 
to be isolated 

followingt an accident, which.lre n okl onger capablp of beinga/ag 

automati ally isolated, wily'b i h isolation,t•osition 
/ 

shoulds n event occur. T his Required Action does not 

requi• any testing or valye manipulation. Ratner, it 

invop es verification tm st those isolation det o ices outside 1 m 

com~ainnent and potenti4lly capable of being/mispositioned 

ar in the correct po tion. For the isolation devices 

i fside containment, he time period speci~4ed as "prior to 

•ntering MODE 2 or from MODE 4 if not p•rformed withine 

/previous 92 days" s based on engineerip judgment and I 

/considered reason [ble in view of the i accessibility ofth 
is aola io devic and other adcini tr tive controlsat 

io 

will ensure tht isoiation 
device mialignmen 

t is and 

(continued)
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Sand E.3(con nued) 

For t e containment p/rge valve with esilient seal at is 
isol ted in accorda e with Require Action E.I, 
SR .6.1.3:7 must performed at east once every 3 days.  
hfs provides ass ance that degr dation of the r silient 
al is detected nd confirm tlt the leakage r te of the 

ontainment pu e valve does ni increase durinj' the time 
the penetratio is isolated. he normal Freqqncy for 
SR 3.6.1.3.7 s 184 days. S nce more relian4 is placed on 
a single val e while in thi Condition, it ýt prudent to 
perform th SR more often Therefore, a Fr•equency of onc 
per [ ] d s was chosen d has been sho to be accepta e 
based on operating expe ience.  

If any Required Action and associated Completion Time cannot SkoIwib 

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 required plant conditions from full 
power conditions in an orderly manner and without 
challenging plant systems.

If an Required Action and associated Completion Time cannot 

be me , the unit must be placed in a condition in which the 
IlLCO does not apply. R!t/applic•Oe LUR ALTK(IN ad) ll 

ovemef oa ir a ia e'fuel a semblie must immedi el 
2 suspe ded. spensi of these acti ities s all not 

pre ude co letion of move) ent of com 0 nt to a saf 
o oition. !Also if aliable,)ction mus e immediately 

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

0 for fission product release. Actions must continue until 
OPDRVs are suspended v4 e{ arv' restore o 

W. If suspending an OPDRV would result in closing the 
0 es ua #ea emov shutdown cooling isolation 

valves, an alternative Required Action is provided to 

(continued)
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J(continued)

immedlately initiate action to restore the valve(s) to 
OPERABLE status. This allows ghto remain in service while 
actions are being taken to restore the valve.\

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS 

0<47.  

7sTP'oebh

/

ach [18] inch imary containment purge valve is required 
to be verified ealed closed at 3 day intervals. Th s SR 
is designed t ensure that a gro s breach of primary/ 

containment ys not caused by a /inadvertent or spur ous 

opening of primary contain t purge valve. De iled 

analysis oy the purge valves/failed to conclusiv qy 

demonstrate their ability t close during a LOC• in time to 

limit of/fsite doses. Prim ry containment purg• valves that 

are se ed closed must ha e motive power to t e valve 

opera ~r removed. This •an be accomplished •yde-energizing 

the •ource of electric •ower or removing tl! air supply to 

the valve operator. •6this application, the term_ sealed" 

ha• no connotation of' leak tightness. T• 31 day Frequency/ 

i• a result of an NRC initiative, Gener• Issue B-24 Ie 

g/ 

XRef. 4), related •o primary containmept purge valve use 

/during unit operations. / 
This SR allows valve that is open/under administrati/e 

controls to no• meet the SR during/the time the valve/isie 

open. Openi• a purge valve under administrative cg trols 

is restrict• to one valve in aAbenetration flow p h at a 

given time (refer to discussio) for Note 1 of the/ACTIONS) 

in ordero effect repairs to thatvalve. This •lows one 

purge val've to be opened without resulting in a failure of 

the Sur/eillance and result nt entry into the CTIONS for 

*this p,~rge valve, provided/the stated restri ions are met.  

Condi/tion E must be enter2 d during this all~o~ance, and the, 

valv@ opened only ks ne ssary for effecti• repairs. Each/ 

pu e valve in the penetration flow path ay be alternatel/ 

o )ned, provided one •emains sealed closed, if necessary,/to 

/ replete repairs oni e penetration' +. r _

IThe SR is modifi• by a Note stating that primary / 

Icontainment purg valves are only r quired to be se ed 
Lclosed in MODE 1, 2, and 3. If VLOCA inside pri ary _ 

-- .I.-- 
---

(continued)

J 
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SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

(continue 

contai t occurs in ese MODES, t purge valves ay not 
be capa e of closing efore the pr sure pulse af cts 
system downstream o the purge va es or the relf se of 

7radio tive materia wvll exceed mits prior to he closing 
of t e purge valve . At other t s when th e valves 
are/required to b capable of c sing (e.g., d ring handl• 
of irradiate d fu e ), pressura z tion concerns re not presenrt a?_ d the purge v Ives are allo ed to be open. / :

6e-4es -kjess( re

auV VC .42fl 
oaV ; eCLOC4

ID

This SR ensures that the primary containment purge yalves 
are closed as required or, if open, open for an allowable 
reason. If a purge valve is open~in violation of this SR, 
thple aff is consyseres inoperable.o he vprales__t_ 

nnot op ervisav nown c o have xc tess : k n henp 
vaeosed, t isrt conso be thavca e ocloakia ea tside Q 
The S SF is also modified by a Note (Note SRis ntng requhreato p mery wonanennthpurge valves are openf 

re sired to b closed nOtE , stat d 3. If alvOCAem 
ibside primen y containmgt occurs in/these MODESn trl pur 

ialves mayaot be capa ae of closin b ssu pls 9f~t sytbefsrem o re the pugalsoth 

reese•raiaty meera il exedlmi ts pr~b to/ 
the pr• vlvescl~sig. A otpr ties ~he ap~ress / 

hadl/n ofirdaedfe0@esuia concers are 

T e Sis Ioi i d y a N te • s ai g t a the SR s 
npulrequ rea to sysemst whnstneamop t urge valves re opn o 

rhelsae ease dons.i ma Nter stal e that thce sed I v ves a 

thvellne s thtrqruh valves cl sn . A t oe ti es open the P g 

val8 vinchepurgeuvalves be capable of closin (e the rin
-j

-17�i1 

-HI

environment following a LOCA. Therefore, these valves are 
allowed to be open for limited periods of time. The 31 day(f 
Frequency is consistent with other PCIV requirements 
discussed in SR 3.6.1.3.~ 

2~ ~ VL~dM 4~f

ekombz, V' w~a-ipwarS /vddvas1l,4a# 

(continued)
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-0
SURVEILLANCE S 

•7 REQUIREMENTS 
(continued This SR verifies that each primary containment isolation 

16., Io4 / , 3 _manual valve and blind flange that is located outside 
Or���t�,LScur-d primary containmentiand is required to be closed during 

accident conditionsyis closed. The SR helps to ensure that 
[]) post accident leakage of radioactive fluids or gases outside 

__-_ _ the primary containment boundary is within design limits.

/otkt.S Szlod- /m&,apl • IeitDk .SAA lid, I 
Or ez-Ma.,&',- %.,.U-, ea ,i, 4,, cosE.dpo.s,#'o.,, 

sor~te -ACuS& VdJjl's Wert 

-tdpo~;4ws pot* F7,7.1 -1...aS /••u 
w•;•'• + A• . 0(

.o VAIL/,•a d, e,',asl .  

'4i ,AtC L,,Sralroom. Zm 

ea'k4-, nead , tsb i• d• i 
•,•4^,,•, A ;^^.'A ,A/

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(1lii
position for PCIVs outside primary containment is relatively 
easy, the.31 day Frequency was chosen to provide added 
assurance that the PCIVs are in the correct positions. y 

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 UKprimar ontainments n neted 1n 
access to these areas It tvically restricted )dura_ 

MOVOES I.AZ. and •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 X [] 
open under administrative controls are not required to meet 
the SR during the time that the PCIVs are open. Y

SR 3.6,1.3.  

s- Adimo4/ obd) This SR verifies that each primary containment manual 7 
xmed, er \ isolation valve and blind flange -Rflocated inside 

ki,'sLSL-UrL primary containment and 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 

jFIl •)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" is appropriate since these 
PCIVs are operated under administrative controls and the 
probability of their misalignment is low.  

(continued)
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tURVEILLANCE SR 3. (coninued

Kr4U4~r'1Two Notes have been added to this SR. The first Note allows' 
.valves and blind flanges located in high radiation areas to 

Th ~ IS c,/r s, os s4 W be verified by use of administrative controls. Allowing 
a dzd':a4,Jverification by administrative controls. is considered 

npEk&4r&4h&'ý4rt'saý acceptable since the primary containment is inerted and 
7%, vIIVJ vc ,wo is I' rn am access to these areas is typically restricted 'during 

Sw4i'I 4& eom4 Io MODES 1, 2, and 3 f or ALARA reasons. Therefore, the 
rbo.L~A~I4~4 probability of misalignment of these PCIVs, once they have 

Pw4ra4:o. &m ra,*ll been verified to be in their proper position, is low. A 
iSez a4 4 Whaml a M o~-40 second Note has been included to clarify that PCIVs that are 

i.Il~r ~open under administrative controls are not required to meet 

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.  

Verifying the isolation time of each power operated a 
automatic PCIV is within limits is required to demonstrate 
OPERABILITY. NSIVs may be excluded from this SR since MS IV 
full closure isolation time is demonstrated by SR 3.6.1.3. Q_ _K 
The isolation time test ensures that valve will ilsolatee~i 
in a time period less than or equal tn th~t 2tSMe in the'e 
saety analyses. The MoIij7tiobe 115El Frequency of this 

SR in accordance wwitth thee requirements of the Inservice 
Test-ingPrga 

Sý 3.6. .ý3.7/ 
i 

or primar/containme purge valv s with resi ient seals, 

addi1onp leakage r e testing b.6-yond the te trequireme ~sI 
of10 Cf 0O, Appen xJ (Ref. 34, is requir d to ensure/

(continued)
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SURVEILLANCE (co inued)d 
REQUIREMENTS ERABILITY. Op ating experienc has demonstrated hat 

his type of se has the potent al to degrade in shorter 

time period th do other seal ypes. Based on t s 

observation aa d the importanc of maintaining this 

penetration eak tight (due the direct path tween 
primary con ainment and the nvironment), a Fr quency of 
184 days ws established.  

Additio lly, this SR mu ,be performed on within 92 days 

after oening the valve The 92 day Freq ncy was chosen 
recogozing that cycling the valve could introduce 
addii onal seal degraoation (beyond tha which occurs t a 

valyie that has not )en opened). Thush decreasing the 
interval (from 184 ays) is a prudent measure after a alve 
has been opened./ 

/The SR is modif*d by a Note stat g that the prim ry 
/ containment purge valves are onl required to mee leakage 

rate testing equirements in MO S 1, 2, and 3. If a LOCA 
inside prima y containment occ rs in these MOD , purge 
valve leaka e must be minimiz d to ensure off te 
radiologing release is witi n limits. At oIer times whe 

pecpurgIe valves are required to be mspatlef closingLT 

(e.g , i ng handling ofs esres fuel) pressuri at 
concra t are not present • cd the purge vatves are n 
requiAd to meet any s eific leakage crateria.  

SR 3.6. .3.• 

Ve rifying that the isolation- time of each KSIV is within th e 

specified limits is required to demonstrate OPERABILITY.  
The isolation time test ensures that the MSIV will isolate 

nK,---J•t 4r•,5&,•÷tm . in-aa time period that does not exceed the times assumed in 
• the BA~ifanalyses. This ensures that the calculated 

radiological consequences of these events remain within 
10 CFR 100 limits. The Frequency of this SR is in 

accordance with the requirements of the Inservice Testing 
Program (or 18 t4nth 

(continued)
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SURVEILLANCE S 3 1 
REQUIREMENTS 

(continued) Automatic PCIVs close on a primary containment isolation 

signal to prevent leakage of radioactive material from 

/•3.3.*./1 "Pmdr primary containment following a DBA. This SR ensures that 

f-bJ4e-4-. Z si n/a each automatic PCIV will actuate to its Isolation position 

on a rimar containment isolation signal. The LOGIC SYSTEM 

FUNCTIONAL TEST in overlaps this SR to provide 2 

complete testing of the safety function. The month 

Frequency was developed considering it is prude-nL-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 Sco 

onents usually pass this Surveillance when performed at 
h month Frequency. Therefore, the Frequency was 

concluded to be acceptable from a reliability standpoint.  

".44S 44A /l•,oI&,• This SR requires a demonstration that each reactor 

a54,' ,O-K ic \ instrumentation line excess flow check valve (EFCV) is 
,-sui•zJ,,u.•,+} OPERABLE by verifying that the valVie redýces 1ow Ad)} 

ph ona simu Ated inytrument/ ine b eakf. This SR 
provides assurance that the instrumentation line EFCVs will 

"The eonth Fre uency is 

•'• . ~~based on the need to perform this Surve-e lance under the •• •= 

1•h_ 4•_• ... ,-r ... conditions that apply during a plant outage and the/ -,)potential for an unplanned transient if the Surveillance 

b/ •) o-'• d•• 4• were performed with the reactor at power. Operating/ 

d,•S•4h,•, " •,. •, experience has shown that these components usuall pass this S, Surveillance when performed at the month requency.  

a• ,•,•tt •. Therefore, the Frequency was conclu e-dto be acceptable from o b A• 0 s4 - 4CSL a reliability standpoint.  

V•\ • o• a The TIP shear isolation valves are actuated by explosive 

-r J<. 4esf is c ./b 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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SURVEILLANCE S 3. . (continued) 
EUIEJENTS I REQUIREMES .required.' The replacement charge for the explosive squib 

& ,.A, ,,,m ..es r,,o raIs, shall be from the same manufactured batch as the one fired 
SSL-,1-5 Y,0s- I,', i or from another batch that has been certified by havi )one 

h of the batch successfully fired. The Frequency of Wmonths 

on a STAGGERED TEST BASIS is considered adequate given the 

e,., s, - administrative controls on replacement charges and the 
- frequent checks of circuit continuity (SR 3.6.1.3.•).  

Thi S enurs that the lea g rate of second 

containmenft bypass leakage aths is less than e specified 

leakage ýate. This provi s assurance that t assumptions 

"in the;•-diological eval tions of Reference are met. The 

leakag rate of each b ss leakage path is ssumed to be 

the maximum pathway le age (leakage throu the worse of 

the,/two isolation val es) unless the pene ration is isolated 

by/use of one closed and de-activated au omatic valve, 

closed manual valv , or blind flange. n this case, the 

,leakage rate of t isolated bypass 1 kage path is assu d 

/to be the actual athway leakage thr gh the isolation 

" device. If bot isolation valves i the penetration a 

closed, the ac ual leakage rate is he lesser leakage ate 

of the two va ves. This method o quantifying maxim m 

pathway lea ge is only to be us d for this SR (i.e 

Appendix J aximum pathway lea ge limits are to 

quantified in accordance with ppendix J). The F equency is 

required/y 10 CFR 50, Appen x J, as modified approved 

exempti ns (and therefore, e Frequency extensions of SR 

3.0.2 ay not be applied), ince the testing Y. an Appendix 

J, Tyje C test. This SR imply imposes addi ional 

acce tance criteria. No!e 1 is added tO th! s SR which 

st tes that these valve are only require4 to meet this 

1 pakage limit in MODES 1, 2, and 3. In t*"e other 
nditions, the Reac r Coolant System $ not pressuriz 

/and specific primar containment leakae limits are no 

7required./ 
[Bypass leakage s considered part L L. [Reviewe s Note: 
Unless specific ly exempted].] 

(continued)
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Rev 1, 04/07/95BWR/4 STS 
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PCIVs 
B 3.6.1.3 

2- SR 36 1.3W1D 16e ri2? Z.1~.I3 V The cmn iwej 

is ess an e s ecified leakage rate Leakage through 

-COD MSlV'must be . scfh when tested at k 
psig . e eagerae us e et e to e 

10 FR5O endi i Ref 3 a . rov d 

DES1 , n . n :heconditi ns, eRao 
SCoolan Syste isntrsuid and sei~ i 

•ontdnmnt ot r~elec his ensures 

that MSIV leakage is properly accounted for in determining 
the overall primary containment leakage rate. The Frequency 

-_)is required by(I C{5,ppend~ ,j J,a modiflied b___ 

?-.appr ied exe tions/, thus/ SR 3/0.2 (ich a lows Yrequ ~ncy 

"extesions) does not aply.  

"Surveillance of hydrostatically Nststed lines provides e 
assurance that the caý6ulation assump6tions of Refere ce_ _ 

are o q.t. The combined leakage ratee must be demon rated in 
accordance with the..eakage rate te st Frequency of a 
10 C:FR 50, Appendix J (Ref: 3), 0_modified by aprove 

exemptions; thus SR 3.0.2 (whim allows Frequeni 
eitensions) does/inot apply. / 1 

".[This SR has been modified bi a Note that staites that thele\ 

•valves are only required to/meet the combinid leakage ra e\ 
in MODES 1, /!, and 3, sincd this is when the Reactor ,o •ant \[ 

System is pressurized and/primary containifent is requjked..  

In some instances, the valves are required to be cap le of 
automatically closing during MODES othp,+ than MODESi, 2, 
and 3. ,However, specific leakage limits are not a plicable 
in these other MODES./or conditions.,• 

/ -eviewer's Note'. This SR is only required for those plantr 
Iwith purge val)Ves with resiliefit seals allowed to be open/ 

[['*during [MODEA, 2, 3, or 4] and having blocking devices yhat 
a peanently installe'd on the val/es.  

(continued)
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W] 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 
REQUIREMEENTS 

T-r 
D

.31 ¢onont il e/ 

,rqir2 d toi beg me1 (cnn MOE 1,2/nd3] Ifa yAcus 

Verif ing each [ in c l rimary c n a nt pu rg v le i 
blocked to restrit o ening to 5 [50]Y/is required to #nsure 

that the valves can •lse under DBA oditions within/the 

times assumed in t h• Analysis of Refe~rences_2 andd 66 IThe 

SSR is modified by/A'Note stating t~at this SR 0s oY 

,/required to be me)tin MODES 1, 2,/and 3.] f LOA occurs, 

/ the purge valve' must close to mAintain containm• t leakage 
/within the valyes assumed in t accident analy is. At 

other times wpen purge valves$/re required to !e capable of 
closing (e.gI, during moveme of irradiated uel 
assemblies)/X pressurization/concerns are not present, thu 
the purge valves can be fu Xy open. The ( J]month 
Frequency/is appropriate Pecause the bloc ng devices a 
typicalW• removed only diring a refuelinp outage.

X~ r Z M K 9 L J U t ý. - PI/.  

5 . FSAR, Section 

Fý -AR' k -Sect 6, on . 5. 1 9 . T L . eI A L 4 M+ A414

Rev 1, 04/07/95B 3.6-32
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1 
ITS BASES: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION 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 information/value has 
been provided.  

3. 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.  

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

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

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

7. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity.  

8. Typographical/grammatical error corrected.  

9. 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.  

10. 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.  

11. 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.  

12. 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 I



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 Primary containment performance is evaluated for the entire 

SAFETY ANALYSES spectrum of break sizes for postulated LOCAs (Ref. 1).  
Among the inputs to the OBA is the initial primary 
containment internal pressure (Ref. 1). Analyses assume an 

Gý!)n initial drywell pressure of. psigj. 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 •69 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 H )psign:..  
(Ref. 1).  

Drywell pressure satisfies Criterion 2 of ihe ARC Po y

LCO In the event of a DBA, with an initial drywell pressure 
Spsigý, 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.

(continued)
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Drywell Pressure 
B 3.6.1.4 

BASES (continued) 

ACTIONS A.  

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 I 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.1 and B.2 

If drywell pressure cannot be restored to within limit 
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 3.6.1.4.1 3h 
REQUIREMENTS 

Verifying that drywell pressure is within limit ensures that 
unit operation remains within the limit assumed in the 
primary containment analysis, The 12 hour Frequency of this 
SR was developed, -based on operating experience related to 
trending of drywell pressure 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. ; Sect't[ 6.2 

drtse/ttt Iucr-lez, R~w&, £4t1-#J,& U1 2- e~d .3 ~Pla2 -
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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.

APPLII 
SAFET

LCO

CABLE Primary containment performance is evaluated for a 
Y 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 ot• itnF. This limitation ensures 
that the safety analysis remains valid by maintaining the 
expected initial conditions and ensures that the peak LOCA 

e temperature does not exceed the maximum allowable 
era ure oa 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.

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 
primary containment to perform its design function is 
ensured.

(continued)

Drywell air temperature satisfies Criterion 2 of r-7 (Poliýeyr StateWei) 6D 0 F K S- 0. 3 6i -c•) C7, ir
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Drywell Air Temperature 
B 3.6.1.5 

BASES (continued) 

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 average air 
temperature within the limit is not required in MODE 4 or 5.  

ACTIONS A.  

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.  

SB.1 and B.2 

If the drywell average air temperature cannot be restored to 
within limit 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 3.6.1.5.1 
REQUIREMENTS 

Verifying that the drywell average air temperature is within 
the LCO limit ensures that operation remains within the 
limits assumed for the primary containment nalyses. JpricL -- • 
Drywell air temperature is monitored iný ý__!quadrants and at 
-various elevations (referenced to mean sea level . Due to 
the shape of the drywell, a volumetric average is use o 
determine an accurate representation of the actual average z + 
temperature.  

BWR/4 STS B 3.6-36 Rev 1, 04/07/95



Drywell Air Temperature 
B 3.6.1.5

BASES

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENT

SR 3.6.1.5.1 (continued) 

The 24 hour Frequency 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 
occurringbetween surveillances. 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 drywell air temperature 
condition.

LI

REFERENCES 1ý . FSAR, Section E6 

2. FSAR, Section U6.2.1•.13.  

(3. FZLR, Section [6•.1.4.5. -
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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 I



B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

V el Vj 
BACKGROUND The j Trelief valves • can actuate in either the 

1' mode, theeAutomatic Depressurization System mode, or 

-the mode. Rn the ode (or power actuated mode of 
oper ion), a inetc s ptragm an o stem se y 
Boverco s re spring foe and opens the a ot valve. ss int 

old-• the fety mode, openi the pilot valvhe allows a the 
di erential pressurto develop acro the main valng e 

( davston and onens t main valve.r The main valve can stay 
open with valve inlet steam pressurent acutonas T50erpfigo r 
Below this pressure, steam pressure may not be sufficient o 

Sjhold the main valve open against the spring force of the 
c dvalveif. hThe pnsteamtic throu is/arrange ln an 

qehs m ta lunction will n r the vbo fte disk from nifti 
S. )~~if st m inlet pressur/•exceed tesety mode p~res~urej 

7w of the /arequpd to/ rvide the 
p oo, Thei ucause the s valves to be opened 
Actat a lower pressure than the+reliefisr afets moin a rer oad 

ct u io and stay open longer, so that reopening more than 
frm is prevented on subsequent actuations. Therefore, 

•~~~ ~ • r ,e te function prevents excessive short duration 
C''"'•---e•'cy~c-F@sith valve actuation at the'rel°intsetpoit.  

Each Ew discharges steam through a discharge line 7and ( D 

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.) 

lowJ 5 . Vr B 3 .6-38 Re0,0/79 

SAPPLICABLE ..... e relief mode functions to eensure that-the containment 

SAFETY ANALYSES ddesignn basis of o eratng on *subsequent 

~~aactuations' is met. In-other words, multiple simultaneous !,•s 
opennings of s' (following the initial opening), and the .  

f'• .... , • corresponding higher loads, are avoided. The safety / 
V•, .z rcbe¢ analysis demonstrates thati theýKl• functions to avoid the / 

induced thrust loads on the • -discharge line resulting 
from "subsequent actuations" of the 1ýduriJn Dessign Basis 
Accidents (DBAs). (Fur hermore, the LLS,'function jusp•fies 
Pep'•fimary containment analysis assumption thV• 

(continued) 
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F1Ij 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



rL .,., s ef r valves satisfy/criterion 3 ofý 
---------- 6,0. 3 4. C-C.) C-0 Z.) =Cr- r

1ýj IoP 4 4+ ttl iC* j 

LCO ctýD=URP valves are required to be OPERABLE to satisfy the 

t 
aassump of the safety analyses (Ref. 1). he 

i red to be OPERABLE 
t rrequirements of this LCO are applicable to thh mechanical 

a an qui 
-p 'i ty of 

ndd eelectricalOvbý c capability of the valves to 
I'tj Act function for controlling the opening and closing of the 

relie? Valve-S

. APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, and 3, an even could cause pressurization of 
the reactor and opening o 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.

ACTIONS A.]

With one J& valve inoperable, the remaining OPERABLETUO 
valve••M adequate to perform the designed function.  

E " H oweiver, the overall reliability is reduced. The 14 day 
Completion Time takes into account the redundant capability 
afforded b the remaining valved and the low probability 

dues 1 . of an even% in which the emaining valve capability 
"would be i e 

B. andet B.eI;e 
B.1 and 8.2

If two l {'valves are inoperable or if the 
inoperable 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 within 36 hours. The

(continued)
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UtN tea~ 

0%10

rzf eloTT 7, e7"-•B Val ves 
8 3.6.1.6 

BASES 

ACTIONS -jand 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 
challenging plant systems.  

sURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.1.6.L1 S1 £e+ r ;•
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 control or 
bypass valve, by a change in the measured steam flow, or by 

any other method that is suitable to verify steam flow.  
Adequate reactor steam dome pressure must be available to 
Perform this test to avoid damaging the v~alve. •e• 

ressure a w ic this test is to be performed is 
psig the pressure recommended by the valv 7 

"cturr Also, adequate steam flow must be passing 
through the main turbine or turbine bypass valves t 

( -icontinue to control reactorpressur when the Valve s _ 
-3 divert steam flow upon opening-.t Ade uate steam flow i S Z-i I 

represented by at least turbine b ass valves open'__ 
-____ _ [otl steam flAw > 107 blhr. The month 

n w/M• tests required byf-the ASME Boiler and 
Pressure Vessel Code, Section XI (Ref. 2). The Frequency of 

2 --L months Tensures that each 
S•=-- o eno~nid for eah(/W•sfl~nt~~e~o perating -, 

experience has shown that these components usually pass Ehe 

3 urvei ance when per orme a e month Frequency.  

Therefore, the Frequency was conclude to be acceptable from 
a reliability standpoint.  

SIZ;5 odi fe.( by ince stea pressure is requ/e t perform n 
... e-. -iA- fsi er-6'- Sveill te, however, and team may not be/available •ur gn 

,fe 5#s ,iet- )aeunit 0 age, the Surveil nce ma be er •rmed dur the 

ve.I~~e ~startu ol0lowin a unit ta e. nit startup is allowed L 

e U3, +- kt P• +prior to performing the test because valve OPERABILITY 

0hi tAi.S If1tre I he set~bints Tor overr ure r rotftiUna a verified by 

;cAio 5-e&,v eP'ssr•e Reference 2 prior to valve installation. (After adequati• 
d w .- dea a rfeactor tem oepesueand/T ow are reach•ed. 12 hburs-) 

Pe Cl -i e -fes + s allo ed to prepare for and plrform the te t.  

. 1(continued) 
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Insert SR-i

Sufficient time is therefore allowed, after the required pressure and flow are 
achieved, to perform this test.
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(Law 9fA e'- B36..Valves 
8 3.6.1.6

BASES 

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.1.6.2 r 4 ý I7 
REQUIREMENTS 

(continued) Theff designated M ar-er-equired to actuate 
automatically upon receipt of specific initiation signals.  

(low sef refie$* A system functional test is.performed to verif, that the 

mecnanical portions (i.e., solenoids) of theyhi function 
operate as designed when initiated either by an actual or 
simulated automatil initiation signal. The LOGIC SYSTEM 
*FUNCTIONAL TEST iW.•ý overlaps this SR to provide 

VahlvLsfe-)t ' complete testing of the safety function.  

The month Frequency is based on the need to perform this 

Surveillance 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.  
Operatingexperience has shown these components usually pass 
the Surveillance when performed at the lJmonth Frequency.  
Therefore, the Frequency was concluded to be acceptable from 
a reliability standpoint.  

This SR is modified by a Note that excludes valve actuation.  
This prevents a reactor pressure vessel pressure blowdown.  

REFERENCES 1. FSAR, Section .,

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 I



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 

(reactor building-to-suppression chamber) vacuum relief M&LidC 

provisions consists of two vacuum breakers (atvacuum reaeer_ 
and an air operated butterfly valve), located in series in hL 

each of twoAlinesyfrom the reactor buildingfto thee 
ssion chamber airspace. The butterfly valve is 

'actuated byAdifferential pressure/. The acuum rea er is 

self actuatin and can be operated for testing 

/5 oses. The two vacuum reakers in series must be closed\-" '"•

to maintain a l ght/ primary containment boundary.  

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 Breakers B 3.6.1.7

BASES

BACKGROUND 
(continued)

APPLICABLE
SAFETY ANALYSES

Low spray temperatures and atmospheric conditions that yield 
the minimum amount of contained noncondensible gases are 
assumed for conservatism.

Analytical methods and assumptions involving the reactor 
building-to-suppression chamber vacuum breakers are 
presented in Reference I 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 (an to efull open • 05'pi 

((Ref.i/). AOitionij•y, of the two reac .or building to- -

- supp ession chamber/vacuum breakers,. opl is assume Wto fail•) 

i \ n a c l o s e o i t v /o n t o s a t i f t r ng l P aSiv / f i l r P• 4 

•jJR~c• Design Basis Accident (DBA) analyses QJi the a! + a =T 

vacuum breakers to be closed initially and remain c ose C•1L4 Vauum/ 

and leak tight with positive primary containment pressu e bri&•t,'4/ 

a. Acsal bre°akblo•sspofmF c olntacinment fpa loopsd by 

lb. Ina vertent actuatio/of one primary ;'o/ntainment spra~y 

/ lo p during normal peration; " 

c. nadvertent actu ion of both primary containment 
spray loops dur' g normal operatiOn; 

d A postulated A assuming Emergency Core Cooling 
Systems (ECC runout flow with a condensation 
effectivene s of 50%; and / 

e. A postula ed DBA assuming ECCS runout flow w* h a 
condens ion effectiveness of 100%.  

The result of these five cates show that the xternal 
vacuum br kers, with an opening setpoint of X0.5] psid, ary 

(continued)
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W7 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 
B 3.6.1.7

BASES

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES ~,n+-; Ag4

(ca abe o maintaining thne ferential pressure wit n 
I *~sign 1limits.

%UWl The reactor building-to-suppression chamber vacuum breakers 
satisfy eron We 0 tten.  

LCO All 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 vo •,aiA 
two vacuum breakers acuum 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.

L 9 fn MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could result in excessive 
negative differential pressure across the drywell wall 

SW;•,) •_ caused by the rapid depressurization of the drywell. The 
evevent that results in the limiting rapid depressurization of 

dSrw wjiv acuum•*i the drywell is the primary system rupture, which purges the 
CP#M Idul \ drywell of air and fills the drywell free airspace with 
•,ux steam. Subsequent condensation of the steam would result in 
4oupprd-sione a /-ieI depressurization of the drywell. The limiting pressure and 
drI, mou//lWAd r.u# ;, n temperature of the primary system prior to a DBA occur in 

Sayý M.D,+41t0/ MODES 1, 2, and 3.,X 
Su rLs-s r'0 en hl 

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

(continued)

J ....

APPLICABILITY /In M DES 1, 2, and Z3,/ DBA could cause ~ressurization ýf\ /pr~ipary containment./ I n'MODES 1, 2, ap( 3, the Suppression\ 
{P 1 Spray System required -to be O•RBLEomiateh) 

, •~fets f a RJ(xcessive negative pressure inside• 
tprimrctimaryarycontainment could occur due to inadvertent) 
Sinintiati~on nof is Sysem lherefore,ý t~he vacuum bre •:ers 

• obe OP •RBLE ii MODEl/,2 and 3, wh n the 
jSup ression Pool Spray Sstem is ruired to be OP BE , to 
(m*igate the effec• of inadvertep~ actuation of eb 'r 

•ppression Pool •ray VCstM;

[]
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Reactor Building-to-Suppression Chamber Vacuum Breakers 
B 3.6.1.7 

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 

With one or more vacuum breakertnot 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 1i•-. 7 , 

(the #Z Pour Lompletion 1i • is consistent ýR tn ... -urremena t)---- -- I-

for otperable suppress; nchamber-to-drytill vac~a~m( -- •, 
br~errs in LCO 3j1.-__ _'Suppress ion-ChamhPr-tnaryrwP ll!= 

cuum Breakers. Theeompfeton Time takes into' 
account the redundancy %cWa•abil y)afforded by the remaining l_ 
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.  

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 j 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-1 

With one line 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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Reactor Building-to-Suppression Chamber Vacuum Breakers 
8 3.6.1.7 

BASES 

ACTIONS n.J (continued) 

must be restored to OPERABLE status within( • This 
is consistent with the Completion Time for Condition A and 
the fact that the leak tight primary containment boundary is 
being maintained.  

With two r or lines with one or more vacuum breakers 
inoperable for opening, the primary containment boundary is 

intact. However, in the event of a containment 
depressurization, the function of the vacuum breakers is 

lost. Therefore, all vacuum breakers in Monel line.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.  

E.1 and E.2 

•r et red to O A L s a u wig/i'n-the- re ui a eComole_ .  
me _the plant must be brought to a MODE in which the LC 

• J,/ •÷ o,• • ', ,• )doess not apply . To achieve this status, the plant must be 
001 "e i 0 .j e-brought to at least MODE 3 within 12 hours and to MODE 4 

L~p• • •h• ithi~n 336 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 3.6.1.7.1 
REQUI REMENTS 

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 bt/verifyi i ofi 1 vai ai n d b ~ t w e e n t h e -r e a t r b i d n a n d u a e s o n 

jhb~ The 11,y 4 day Frequency is based on engineering 

(continued)
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Reactor Building-to-Suppression Chamber Vacuum Breakers 
B 3.6.1.7 

BASES 

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.1.7.1 (continued) 
REQUIREMENTS 

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.  

SR 3.6.1.7.2 

Each vacuum breaker must be cycled 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 092g day Frequency of 2 
this SR was developed based upon Inservice Testing Program 
requirements to perform valve testing at least once every 
0921 days. J 

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 
00.50 psid is valid. The •j]month Frequency is based on 

the need to perform this Surveillance under the conditions 
that apply during a plant outage and the potential for an 

E__ (ý unplanned transient if the Surveillance were performed with 
the reactor at power. For this1 , the month 
Frequency has been shown to be acceptable, ased 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 1. TFSAR, Section .
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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 I



Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Breakers 
B 3.6.1.8 

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

B 3.6.1.8 Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Breakers 

BASES 

BACKGROUND The function of the suppression hamber-to-drywell vacuum 
-breakers is t relieve vacuum in the drywell. There are s 

"-,"parl 1 internal vacuum breakers c c]the vent header of 
' - •y 4hi c / e vent system between the drywell and the suppression 
e1s/ e.Z bte chamber -1 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 Pi5 

prevent an excessive negative differential pressure across 'Ul 
L vaeLmthe • 1Jdrywell boundary. Each vacuum breaker is a self 

actuating valve, similar to a check valve, which can be 
rme 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, leaving 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 I Vent System 
downcomer is controlled by the drywell-to-suppression 
chamber differential pressure. If the drywell pressure is 

(continued)
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Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Breakers 
8 3.6.1.8

BASES 

BACKGROUND less than the suppression chamber pressure, there will be an 

(continued) increase in the vent waterleg. This will result in an 
increase 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.

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 
pressure oftO.5M psid (Ref. WY. 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 scenario. The vacuum breaker opening 
differential pressure setpoint and the requirement that 191 
of J120 vacuum breakers be OPERABLE are a result of the 
requirement placed on the vacuum breakers to limit the vent 
system waterleg height, 0l~ toa' c oss se itional'i eao) 

/mai 
n t 

ssy 
em ! t 

iw, n he d a re a w •i t vpr l s eit 
t 

/iamber/ eeded •Afulfily this re iremeny astle r•_ea/.  
•/stabl* hed as a minimu• of [51.• times he toy b 
Sarea •(ef. 1)/ In tur , the va uum rellef capa ~y .b!etyeen 
Sthe Wrywell •nd suppr ssion chamber s •uld be!/16f the 

,tt~ main bent cros sectoa area. with the valves set to 
operate at 0B.5psid differental pressure. Design Basis_ 

Accident (DBA) analyses I the vacuum breakers to be 

closed initially and to remain closed and leak tight 
the suppression ( atja positive pressure relative to the 
drywell. i•s)

(continued)
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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 Breakers 
B 3.6.1.8 

BASES 

APPLICABLE The suppression chamber-to-drywell vacuum breakers satisfy 

SAFETY ANALYSES Criterion 3 of %We N. it/ t1 o 5D 31.L)Z .L)

(continued) 

LCO Only M9 of the 121 vacuum breakers must be OPERABLE for 
o enin Cf 1 suppression c r- o -tu n Trywe l vacuum 

reakers o ev are (rV redzqI closed (except hdluring 7-s LC) •%Z> 

testing or when the vacuum breakers are performing their IMisuriAu I intended des ign funct ion) ._ ffhW vag;Oum •reak@r qRtfILE W-9 •]~ ) l e u r m nlprovide assurance that theydrywell- to-0T 
Lsuppression chamber negative differential pressure remains) •below the {ei nvalu e-J The requirement that the vacuum 

breakers be closed ensures that there is no excessive bypass 
leakage should a LOCA occur. 1vL{AFA 6r rs wi;II 

APPLICABILITY (In ODES 1I2, and , the Supprression PgbI Spray yystem ys) 
r uired beOP BL o atetheeffects f a DB.  fEx ce s s iv e n e g at iv e p r e s s u r e in s ' d h r w l o i ~ r •ue o in dve tent actation of! tis /system. //Teivac4Du m _ 

/breake 's, ter tore, a~re /equ ated t ) be OPE L E i :OEj i1, 
2, an 3, whe the Suppr ssion Po Spray S stem i /re Led \to be OPERJABE, to air* ate the ffects of/inad en 
\act (ation o • the Supp ession Po S pra y •Ste m • 

L j n A MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could result in excessive 
negative differential pressure across the drywell wall, 

;•- AL,, --JpuPr ss -v \ caused by the rapid depressurization of the drywell. The 

/ •o-drY • Iw •_l c , e ve nt t h at re s u lt s in t h e l im it in g r ap id d ep r e s s u r iz a t io n o f 
S(•,t(d-. 'the drywell is the primary system rupture that purges the 

2 t~L 4SSVL .44ftJ~I- 4dprL~u -drywell of air and fills the drywell free airspace with 

J W•/ ' t./.s S / /steam. Subsequent condensation of the steam w ould result in 
C 4 a•., ,, , ,dr ,M . 1 w a.)o • ,h4  d ep re ssu r iz at ion o f t he d ryw e ll . T he l im it ing p re s su re a n d 
F L r U / * #L p • L • ., • , ,6 I ,t , /t e m p e r a t u r e o f t h e p r i m a r y s y s t e m p r i o r t o a D B A o c c u r i n 

t i ÷.4 S,4 ISSS ,hJ MODES 1, 2, and 3.A e M11 

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.  

(continued)
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Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Breakers 
B 3.6.1.8 

BASES (continued) 

ACTIONS A.1 

With one of the required vacuum breakers inoperable for 

M--mopening (e.g.,-M 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 0eighte 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 Onine@ required vacuum breakers inoperable, 

72 hours is allowed to restore at least one of the 

inoperable 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.  

(AVoper vaAubeaea1w conmmun ication between the96 

drywell and suppression chamber airspac and, as a result, 

there is the potential for r ss on pmri 

overpressurization due to this bypass leakage if a LOCA were Co2 &MMAg 

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. •fvacuu brea er position n ica Ao, 

•s/not reli ~be, analternate/method 0f/verifyi• that/he 

Ivcuum bre kers ar closed i• to verif that a iffer tial• 

•ressure f [0.5 As id between the s.$ppressio chambil and/ 

7 dr well s maint ined for hour without mak u - The 

Sr hour Completion Time is considered adequate to

bre/ker ca'not be Xlosed 9$ restqed tO OPERAIBLE sltatu' 
Iwi hin the reouirMd ComoYetion lme) the plant must be 

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

(continued)
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Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Breakers 
B 3.6.1.8

BASES

A.1 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

SR 3.6.1.8.1 

Each vacuum breaker is verified closed to ensure that this 

potential large bypass leakage path is not present. This 
Surveillance is performed by observing the vacuum breaker 
p osition indication llill 'y-rify~g- tna11 1' 1leei•_ 
•p ssur• o .b p-`i d be (een /esup~rsin •[ 

ýdvwel/lis •int aai edd fo• I hho r withrut ma eup 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. i

Not ( ded to this SR " allows suppression chamber

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. - .7. A. , i/aa Jh a/a;f i 

SR 3.6.1.8.2 as -P#;;, ; rsL.,e

Each required 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 Frequency 

of this SR was developed, based on Inservice Testing Program 
requirements to perform valve testing at least once every 

92 days. A 31 day Frequency was chosento provide

(continued)
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Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell. Vacuum Breakers 
8 3.6.1.8

BASES

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

SR 3.6.1.8.2 (continued) 

additional assurance that the vacuum breakers are OPERABL 
sine teB re¥octeqtna n rsn _enironmont (Th 

su press on ch er •rsace . In addition, this functional 
test is required within 12 hours after E 5 a discharge of 
steam to the suppression chamber from the safety/relief 
vavsfi te n/operaz~on zna'Vcauses)n f n vcu [

SR 3.6.1.8.3 4 4i •. ) ---LA]

Verification of the vacuum breaker opening setpoint is 

necessary to ensure that the safety analysis assumption 
IJN ,._re arding vacuum breaker full open differential pressure of 

•-JO..Spsid is valid. The V '.bonth Frequency is based on 

the need to perform this Surveillance under the conditions 
that apply during a plant outage and the potential for an 

0-1 unplanned transient if the Surveillance were performed with 
the reactor at power. or • fail ,Che montt 
Frequency has been shown to be acceptable, base 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.
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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).  

5. 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.
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Sf MSIV LCS 
B 3.6.1.9 

B 3.6.1.9 Main Steam Isolation Valve ( IV) Leakage Control System (LCS) 

BAKRON he MSlV LCS sy plements the isolation function of the MSI Is 

the closed M IVs after a Design Basis Accident (DBA) lo of 

coolant accident (LOCA).  

The MSIV CS consists of two independent subsystems- an 

inboard ubsystem, connected between the inboard a 

outboa MSIVs, and an outboard subsystem, connec ed 

im edately downstream of the outboard MSIVs. E ch 

subs stem is capable of processing leakage from MSIVs 

fol owing a DBA LOCA. Each subsystem consist of blowers 

e blower for the inboard subsystem and twYblowers for 

e outboard subsystem), valves, piping, an heaters (for 

he inboard subsystem only). Four electri heaters in the 

inboard subsystem are provided to boil of 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 ithin the operating 

capability of equipment used for e bleedoff mode. During 

bleedoff (long term leakage cont f1), the blowers maintain 

negative pressure in the main s eam lines (Ref. 1). This 

ensures the leakage through t closed MSIVs is collected 

and processed by the MSIV LCY. In both process modes, the 

effluent is discharged to t. e secondary containment and 

ultimately filtered by the tandby Gas Treatment (SGT) 
[ / ~ ~~~System./ .. ."... / 

Th MSI LC smna ntae pproximately 20 minut• 

k//following a DBA LOCA/ ef. 2)./ 

APPLICABLE The MSIV LCS mitigtes the consequences of a DBA LO by 

SAFETY ANALYSES ensuring that f/ssion products that may leak from te closed 

MSIVs are div ted to the secondary containment a 

ultimately fi tered by the SGT System. The oper ion of the 

MSIV LCS pr vents a release of untreated leakag for this 

type of ev nt.  

BWR/4 TS B 36-54(Rv o1ti0/07/9
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MSIV LCS 
B 3.6.1.9 

BASES
APPLICABLE The KSIV LCS satisfies C~rttelion 3 of the NRC Policy SAFETY ANALYSES Statement.  

LCO One MSIV LCS subsyst can provide the required processing' 
of the HSIV leakag e/. To ensure that this capability is / 
available, ass.umi p worst case single failure, two MSIV L p 
subsystems must OPERABLE.  

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1//2, and 3, a DBA could lead to a fissio product 

release t4 primary containment. Therefore, MSIV S 
OPERABI TY is required during these MODES. In DES 4 
and 5, the probability and consequences of the events are 
redu d due to the pressure and temperature I itations in 
the MODES. Therefore, maintaining the MSI LCS OPERABLE 
is ot required in MODE 4 orS to ensure MS leakage is 
p o c e s s e d .-

ACTIONS

With one MSIV LCS subsystem inoper ble, 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, e overall reliability is 
reduced because a single fa ure in the remaining subsyste 
could result in a total lo s of MSIV leakage control • 
function. The 30 day Co letion Time is based on the 
redundant capability af rded by the remaining OPERABL MSIV 
LCS subsystem and the ow probability of a DBA LOCA 
occur-ring during thi period.  

With two MSIV CS subsystems inoperable, at le t one 
subsystem mu be restored to OPERABLE status ithin 7 days.  
The 7 "day C pletion Time is based on the lo probability of 
the occurr nce of a DBA LOCA.  

(continued)
- I

I)
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MS ( IV ICS 
S3.6.1.9 

/BASES 

ACTIONS C.1 and CZ 
(continued) If the MSIV LCS ubsystem cannot be restored to OPERABLE 

status within e required Completion Time, the plant must 
be brought't a MODE in which theLCO does not apply. To 
achieve thh status, the plant must be brought to at least 
MODE 3 w in 12 hours and to MODE 4 within 36 hours. T 
allowed ompletion Times are reasonable, based on oper ting 
exper' nce, to reach the required plant conditions om full 
pow conditions in an orderly manner and without 

REQUIREMENT/ 

SEach 
M $1V LCS blower is operated fr [15] minutes to 

verify OPERABILITY. The 31 day requency was developed 

considering the known reliabi ty of the LCS blower and 
controls, the two subsystemedundancy, and the low " 
probability of a signifi tnt degradation of the MSIV LCS 
subsystems occurring beween surveillances and has been 
shown to be acceptab through operating experience.  

SR 3A. .9..• 

The elec ical continuity of each inboard MSIV LCS subsyst 
heater *s verified by a resistance check, by verifying t 
the te of temperature increase meets specifications' or by 
ve fying that the current or wattage draw meets 

pecifications. The 31.day Frequency is based o operating 
experience that has shown that these componen usually pass 
this Surveillance when performed at this F uency.  

SR 3.6.1.9.3 

A system functional test is pe ormed to ensure that the 
MSIV LCS will operate throu its operating sequence. This 
includes verifying that automatic positioning of the 
valves and the operati of each interlock and timer are 
correct, that he b ers start and develop the required 
flow rate and the ecessary vacuum, and that the upstream 
heaters meet c ent or wattage draw requirements (if not 
used to •e electrical continuity in SR 3.6.1.9.2). The 

(continued)
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• , • MSIV LCSi' 

SURVEILLANCE S;R 3.61.9.3 ued) 
REQUIREMENTS [18] month F quency is based on the need o perform this 

Surveilla under the conditions that ply during a plant 

outage d the potential for an unpla ed transient if the 

Surve ance were performed with th reactor at power.  

Oper ing experience has shown th these components usually 

p s the Surveillance when perf d at the [18] month 
requency. Therefore, the Fr uency was concluded to be / acceptabl e from a reliabil standpoint"./ 

RFRNS1. FSAR, S.ection[ .5].• 

• 2. Regulator uide 1.96, Revision [1]//
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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.
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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 

Sromrelief valve discharges or from Design Basis 
AccidentsiXDBAs). 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 (R6Z psig). The 
suppression pool must also condense steam from steam exhaust 
lines in the turbine driven stes (i.e., th5iHgh Pressure 
Coolant Injection Syte inKa~r o•l ola n Loolvn• 
ý . Su~ppression pool average temperature (along with 

1It-.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 original limit for) 
(tne- enalot a LULA biowdowr/ ws 170*F, based on thj( 

ýBodegajgay and Humboldt 44y Tests]f; 

b; Primary containment peak pressure and temperature[
design pressure is -[Z] pig and aesign em peratureAs 

O340F (Ref. 1) ; 

c. Condensation oscillation loadsf[--maxi um alowae 
tinitAt4l temperatU~e is [1191]i'aF••,an 

d. Chugging loads 7- ese only occ at < [1351Fi 
P "erefoV.5, t-herei i no initial tmperature V mij 

tbecaus o chuggi gf.

(continued)
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Suppression Pool Average Temperature 
B 3.6.2.1

BASES (continued)

APP 
SAF

LICABLE The postulated DBA against which the primary containment 
ETY 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 

qod q pg01 temperature of E95a*F is assumed for the Reference I 
4nd/Refers 2 analyses. Reactor shutdown at a pool 
temperature of E110*F and vessel depressurization at a pool 
temperature of &1201'F are assumed for the Reference 2 
analyses. The limit of 11053*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 of he ARColCi.stFt en _7-

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 
limitation subsequently ensures that peak primary 
containment pressures and temperatures do not exceed maximum 
allowable values during a postulated DBA or any transient 

rr-di resulting in heatup of the suppression pool. The LCO 
o requirements are: 

,_. Average temperature ý 1950-F hen any OPERABL 

J( k i+ 
. .. .t rm d a e ~ - o RM ) cha n el is >V 25/40 U 

POWER > ýdlvsofso full scale 7n Range ••d no testig ~that 

Ran n testing that adds heat to the suppression Poo i being p • 
\ iL•- 4~ ooThis requirement ensures that licensing bases initial 

B J conditions are met.  
T b. Average temperature_ !]5 fos *F /•en ag O :PERABLF LM 

(chian € is > 1501 aysiDons OT fT 1 scale 6ný 
SRan• /•n testing that adds heat to the suppression 

q& l TPERM/L ) D~oc is lbeing----] performed. This required value ensures 

Powelz ; K that t e unit has testing flexibility, and was 
selected to provide margin below the jD1101F limit at 
which reactor shutdown is required. When testing 
ends, temperature must be restored to < Mfl951F within 
24 hours according to Required Action A.2. Therefore, 
the time period that the temperature is > 1951-F is _I

(continued)
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Suppression Pool Average Temperature 
B 3.6.2.1

BASES

LCO 
(continued)

short enough not to cause a significant increase in 
unit risk.

Average temperature :5_1110 'F hen/all OPERABLr/ I"• 
' Wcharuels are 2 •/0 divisi ns ýf full -scre oni• 

Ra e This requirement ensures that the unit will 
-- u down at > 111OM'F. The pool is designed to 

absorb decay heat and sensible heat but could be 
heated beyond design limits by the steam generated if 
the reactor is not shut down.

APPLICABILITY

ACTIONS

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.

A.I and A.2

With the suppression pool average temperature above the 
4 specified limit when not performing testing that adds heat z 

to the suppression pool and when above the specified power 
the initial conditions exceed the conditions A 

assumed for the Reference 1, ,an ana yses. owever, 
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 > 95%'F, increased monitoring of the 
suppression pool temperature is required to ensure that it 
remains < 0110*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 
B 3.6.2.1 

BASES 

ACTIONS A.1indA.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, 

including alarms, to alert the operator to an abnormal 

suppression pool average temperature condition.  

L.1 

If the suppression pool average temperature 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 power must be 

-z0 (D reduced to C [7 /40scale an Ran ge 7 f 
I ithin 12 hours. The 12 hour Completion 

/.in is reasonable, based on operating experience, to reduce 
- we _rifrom u power conditions in an orderly manner and 

without challenging plant systems.  

I" , Suppression poo average temperature is allowed to be 

> 19$•'F •en any (ERABLE IRM channlis 2/0' 

w wýkA Tg7 i}qL s-i o ull Cale on Ran e , and when testing that SPO ýJEF, > 1 7. RT P3 add hea to s being performed. 

However, if temperature is > 105M*F, all testing must be 
immediately suspended to preserve the heat absorption 
capability of the suppression pool. With the testing 
suspended, Condition A is entered andthe Required Actions 
and associated Completion Times are applicable.  

D.1 and D.2 

Suppression pool average temperature > J1103F requires that 
the reactor be shut down immediately. This is accomplished 

,itfh;, 34 hur,' b lacing the reactor mode switch in the shutdown position.  
Further cooldown to o 4e is required at normal cooldown 

M-D rates (provided pool temperature remains 5 I120tF).  
Additionally, when suppression pool temperature is 
> f0I'F, increased monitoring of pool temperature is 
required to ensure that it remains _ 11201F. The once per 
30 minute Completion Time is adequate, based on operating 

(continued)
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Suppression Pool Average Temperature 
B 3.6.2.1 

BASES 

ACTIONS 0.1 and D.2 (continued) 

experience. Given the high suppression pool average 
temperature in this iondition, the monitoring Frequency is1---] 
increased to twice that of Condition A. Furthermore, the -J -

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.1 and E.2 

If suppression pool average temperature cannot be maintained 
at s f120T'F, the plant must be brought to a MODE in which 
the LCO does not apply. To achievs this status, the reactor 
pressure must be reduced to < [ 2 1Tsig within 1Z hours, 
and the plant must be brought 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 > 01201*F could result in 
exceeding the design basis maximum allowable values for 
primary containment temperature or pressure. Furthermore, 
if a blowdown were to occur when the temperature was 
> j1203*F, the maximum allowable bulk and local temperatures 
could be exceeded very quickly.  

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.2.1.1 
REQUIREMENTS 

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 Frequency has been shown, 
based on operating 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 
REQUIREMENTS

SR 3.6.2.1.1 (continued) 

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.

4. qMarkX Containmept fPrograpD-

L e jJ /ue ~ POl,,I e .- S~ f 
iMd* Uiiuý83 r/f' ~ca

COM-O2-O1II�
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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 relea during 

a reactor blowdown from( ijrelief valve E 
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 is maintained below the maximum I 
allowable pressure for DBAs ($62 psig). The suppression L 

pool must also condense steam from the steam exhaust line 

in the turbine driven yste • i.e. Hih Pressure Coolant 
&Injection (HPCI System-an• R eacto or re ,s) ti n oo y - -

ste an provi es the main emergency water suppiy 

I//•3OO source tor t e reactor vessel. The suppression pool volume 

ranges between• ft at the low water level limit of 

/ /+ •,~,i-i~e5- • es ad r • • fta at the high water level 
limit of inn Ls. "s/7, g•_ 

If the suppression pool water level is too low, an •~;v(• 
insufficient amount of water would be available to 

_adequately condense- the steam from the aS . M -

,•--'-~jo~u~~r • ,or HPCI aru l turbine exhaust linel. .Low _ 

\_ lwn;' ýe-sosuppression 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 hgh, it could .  

result in excessive clearing loads from discharges 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 
level 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 rI v,tvv•e

pressure during vent clearing for a DBA, calculated pool 

swell loads for a DBA LOCA, and calculated loads due too 1 0 

discharges. Suppression pool water level must be maintained 

within the limits specified so that the safety analysis of 
Reference I remains valid.

Suppression pool water level satisfies Criteria 2 and 3 of 
(the NRL PolitY 5iaew nt. (VbC 5V? T )L1J Zh w 

LCO A limit that suppression pool water level, be.  
grz(rt 2 in es and ý iZ ina b es -s required to &6v& 
e sure that the primary containment conditions assumed for IL•#M4 44L4#
the safety analyses are met. Either the high or low water -sqppesi/ 
level limits were used in the safety analyses, depending g 
upon which is more conservative for a particular 
calculation.

APPLICABILITY

ACTIONS

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."

A. I

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 re 

covered, HPCI ZR= turbine exhaust~ •cvred- and.

ejpie-g VGlIVý% quenchers are covered. If suppression pool water level 
is above the maximum level, protection against 

overpressurization still exists due to the margin in the 

S eak Containment pressure analysis and the capability of the 
�r Spray System. Therefore, continued operation for a

(continued)

I �
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Suppression Pool Water Level 
B 3.6.2.2

BASES

CL. (continued) 

limited time is allowed. The 2 hour Completion Time is 
sufficient to restore suppression pool water level to within 
limits. Also, It takes into account the low probability of 
an event impacting the suppression pool water level 
occurring during this interval.  

B. Iand 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 
REQUIREMENTS

SR 3.6.2.2.1

Verification of the suppression pool water level is to S~ensure that the required limits are satisfied. FThe 24/hour' 

7ýn 2-thP tee, elvex (requency os onsi ere wasdeqeoinviering operatng 

indiction avilb ein the coto;roinld nglrs 

hto L s• Lalexperience ropeat or to andanormalations in supool ate 
vpoo watelrc evel and water level/instrument drift d.ring th (' \(applicable/MODES and to assessigg the proximity to thef

ap~e +iu- exPeo-;ecte. •ecifiea LrO level limits) Furthermore, the 24 hour 
S" 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 1L.' #FSAR, Section

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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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.
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( Suppression Pool Cooling 
B 3.6.2.3 

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

B 3.6.2.3 (esidW Heat ReIoval (IM Suppression Pool Cooling 

BASES

BACKGROUND Following a Design Basis Accident (DBA), the $Suppressioon-.F.j 
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 redundantA suppression pool 
rnnlin Cikee e+alme Tk. * r.. +k4 i rn 4. +

sLPPesis io/ that both subsystems are OPERABLE in applicable MODES.  
EachO subsystem contains two pumps and one heat exchanger

c0 A . eJ and is manually initiated and independently controlled. The 
two subsystems perform the suppression pool cooling function kcoo L1 bycirculating water from the suppression pool through the 
00 heat exchangers and returning it to the suppression 

ICo'Au ; fCýL ; pool.0 I. • 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.  

Ire Sure- The heat removal capability of oneAR pump in one subsystem a i i'M J j c 1 ' .)J i s su f f i ci en t+ - - .+ + h . n unl l 2A - 1n - 1 ;l . -

requirement for loss of coolant accidents LOCAs and 
transient events such as a turb e rip or stuc open 
S_ relief valve . ( eakage and Ifigh fressure

Abjection an Rea or Core Ilolation Coo in System 
testing increase suppression pool temperature more slowly.  
The Qit Suppression Pool Cooling System is also used to -f 
lower the suppression pool water bulk temperature following 
such events.

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

Reference 1 contains the results of analyses used to predict 
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 J iC) 
,uppression Pool Cooling System is adequate to maintain the 
primary containment conditions within design limits. The

(continued)
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)Suppression Pool Cooling__.j B 3.6.2.3

BASES

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES 

(continued)

LCO

suppression pool temperature is calculated to remain below 
the design limit.  

The ( Suppression .Pool Cooling System satisfiesj-Ffl Z 
Criterion 3 of o9y R CO • t enP. _ 50 30,0 )CeCN 'G. )

During a DBA, a minimum of one (]suppression pool cooling-1 1 
subsystem is required to maintain the primary containment 

peak pressure and temperature below design limits (Ref. 1)..  
To ensure that these requirements are met, two 9 
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. AStg suppression pool cooling subsystem is _0 
OPERABLE when one of the pumps, the heat exchanger, and 
associated piping, valves, instrumentation, and controls are 
OPERABLE.

-1

APPLICABILITY

ACTIONS

In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could cause a release of 
radioactive material to primary containment and Oi•]]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 
limitations in these MODES. Therefore, the QMRSuppression J 
Pool Cooling System is not required to be OPERABLE in MODE 
or 5.

A.I

With one =isuppression pool cooling subsystem inoperable, 
the inoperable subsystem must be restored to OPERABLE status 
within 7 days. In this $rondition, the remaining 

suppression pool cooling subsystem is adequate to perform 

(FE-RBL_ 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 7 
is acceptable in light of the redundant j suppression pool-T- L11 

(continued)

]
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()Suppression Pool Cooli-ng ;LI* B 3.6.2.3

BASES

&,. (continued)

cooling capabilities afforded by the OPERABLE 
,•T.•-L the low probability of a DBA occurring during

subsystem and 
this period.

fiT35 TP

l-- __ion and associated Comiletion Time 
A ot be metifthin te require om etio 

•im~riftwo KHR suppresinpp coolinq subs ~tems rej 

noprable, the plant must be brought to a MODE in which the 
SLCO oes 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 
REQUIREMENTS

SR 3.6.2.3.1 

erifyin the correct alignment for manualD•power operatedo 
a oma valves in the ( suppression pool cooling 

mode flow path provides assurance that the proper flow 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 ORJsuppression pool cooling mode is 
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 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 Frequency 

(continued)

ACTIONS

t
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13T3TF Insert ACTION B.1 
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



(TmSuppression Pool Cooling]-HT• 
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.  
r-• - r, e It- ýir et- r e e 

•-50 • o Verifying that each ]pump develops a flow rate 

5 ?"1[7M gpm while operating in the suppression pool cooling 
4d• Pu;m1arV Lo4A&;Pmeje-e modJe With flow through the associated heat exchanger ensures 

at formance has ot degra in the cycle/.  
r- tl C"a- A, b a- low-is a normal test of centrifugal pump performance 

/xe e •,• c• • • required by ASME Code, Section XI (Ref. 2). This test 

r( a4c. jeJ '-'j 440- confirms one point on the pump design curve, and the results 
/#nji. r A4,,'• iA o,• are indicative of overall performance. Such inservice 

Ib) BCle4. ). TAh.e-n ec i s confirm component OPERABILITY tr ncd '7 S:-frmaqe, and detect incipient failures by indicating 
anra peformance. The Frequency of this SR is Din -L _•-l 

Saccordance with the-.Insevc Tsing Program por';z o JysF.j 

REFERENCES 1. NFSAR, Section J6.2•.  

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 I



Suppression Pool Spray 
B 3.6'2.4

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

B 3.6.2.4 (Residol Heat Re Suppression Pool Spray

BASES

BACKGROUND Following a Design Basis Accident (DBA), the Suppression-I-• 
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 (PJV) 
through &jfrelief valves. The heat addition to the -j- /-
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 desi'gn9 
limits. This function is provided by two redundant 
suppression pool spray subsystems. The purpose of this LCO 
is to ensure that both subsystems are OPERABLE in applicable 
MODES.

Each of the two suppression pool spray subsystems (c 
contains two pumps and one heat exchanger, which are 

manually initiated and independently controlled. The two 7 

subsystems perform the suppression pool spray function by_.  

circulating water from the suppression pool through the BHIE 

IbW Ptsur-- heat exchangers and returning it to the suppression ool 
CoO. (CA 44 ,eDJ) spray spargenL. The spargerf only accommodat a-small §1

portion of the tota lpump flow; the remainder of the 

flow returns to the suppression pool through the suppression 
Rool cooling return linp. Thus, both suppression pool _1 

9-ml,'"jimum fm ) cooling and suppression pool spray functions perarmed* 
when the Suppression Pool Spray System is initiated.  

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 

F1 ---i suppression pool spray subsystem is sufficient to 
condense the steam from small bypass leaks from the drywell 
to the suppression chamber airspace during the postulated 
DBA.

(continued)

/

i
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FSuppression Pool Spray B 3.6.2.4

BASES (continued)

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

LCO

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 redaction 
capacity of the $MSuppression Pool Spray System i 
adequate to maintain the primary containment condl;tons 5.  

within design limits. The time history for primary 
containment pressure is calculated to demonstrate that the 
maximum pressure remains below the design limit.

-1-_The($Suppression Pool Spray System satisfies Criterion 3 
of I a n* 10 RZ. 50.36~ )~ .) 

In the event of a DBA, a minimum of onea suppression pool]-[-l 
spray subsystem is required to mitigate potential bypass 
leakage paths and maintain the primary containment peak 
pressure below the design limits Ref. 1). To ensure that 
these requirements are met, two suppression pool spray 
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. AP95 suppression j-j 

pool spray subsystem is OPERABLE when one of the pumps, the 
heat exchanger, and associated piping, valves, 
instrumentation, and controls are OPERABLE.

APPLICABILITY

ACTIONS

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 &M suppression pool spray subsystems OPERABLEI-jI 
is not required in MODE 4 or 5.

A.I 

With one( suppression pool spray subsystem inoperablej-L 

the inoperable subsystem must be restored to OPERABLE status 
within 7 days. In this Vondition, the remaining OPERABLE 

51 suppression pool spray subsystem is adequate to perform 
the primary containment bypass leakage mitigation function.  

(continued)
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Suppression Pool Spray
B 3.6.2.4 

BASES 

ACTIONS ALj (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 M * 
suppression pool spray capabilities afforded by the OPERABLE 
subsystem and the low probability of a DBA occurring during 
this period.  

With both M suppression pool spray subsystems inoperable, 
at least one subsystem must be restored to OPERABLE status 
within 8 hours. In this (ondition, there is a substantial 
loss of the primary containment bypass leakage mitigation 
function. The 8 hour Completion Time is based on this loss 
of function and is considered acceptable due to the low 

_the _ s probability of a DBA and because alternative methods to 
. #e./• remve he~t fr primary containment are available.  

C.1 and C.2 a-iV fieta;rtJ Ac+,.,j a-, 7 

if erble ,RHR uppression pool sp Yay sub•y Iem• 
canno e estored to OPERABLE status wi in th assoc7iated 
Complie-tion Time. the plant must be brought to a MODE in 
which the LCO doesnot apply. To achieve this status, the 
plant 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 \ lVerifying the correct alignment for manualapower operated

and u oma valves in the EM suppression pool spray mo _- / 
(,flow path provides assurance that the proper flow pathtw

ex s 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 
REQUIREMENTS

SR 3.6.2.4.1 (continued) 

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, .h s 

acceptable since the l= suppression pool ý mo e is 

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 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 

Oystem is a manually initiated system. This Frequency 

has been shown to be acceptable based on operating 
experience.

SR 3.6.2.4.2 
Veifi-iy-ing each R(HRA~ump develops a flowre [40gp 

while operating i the suppression pool pray mode with fl 

through the heal/exchanger ensures tha pump performance as 
not degrae d~ g the cycle. Flow s a normal test o/ 

centrifugal mp performance requir by.Section XI of he 

ASME Code ef. 2). This test co irms one point on he 

pump desi • curve and is indicat' e of overall perf ance.  

Such in rvice inspections con rin component OPERILITY, 

trend erformance, and detect/incipient failures/oy 

indi ating abnormal performalice. The Frequency/of this SR 

isi/in accordance with theInservice Testing rogram, butb 

"e Frequency must not exceed 92 days]. K 

(• ASME. Boiler a~l•Pressure VesW• Code, SectinX' 

IS e Lv . Ca 5 PerforrA be -5-ea •Yca-5 t. veefb 111"I the 5picv "jove-5 ciJOt

, d%"AC'Cd auj qi~a+ Sprcy~ 41ýL WII be P~oi'c de ti..)evi Peequ Th -):/,Ii FmcueAV -.5 1 

has bree,,, sAbwP-+v be a~ccepf 4r~/e thrvu.b pe'okb' ey'pe,~el-'ce.
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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 Differential Pressure 
8 3.6.2.5 

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 ýeightM main vent pipes. The main 

vent pipes exhaust into a continuous vent header, from which 

M962 downcomer pipes extend into the suppression pool. The 

Spipe exits.)isAT ft below the minimum suppression pool water 

level 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 

length 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 
ressure results in a downcomer waterleg of to 

k ft.  

Initial drywell-to-suppression chamber differential pressure 
affects both the dynamic pool loads onthe 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.

Drywell-to-suppression chamber differential pressure 
satisfies Criterion 2 of h Polic/State

LCO A drwell-to-suppression chamber differential pressure limit 

of p_[id is required to ensure that the containment 

(continued)

--E
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Drywell-to-Suppresston 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 

,psd corresponds to a downcomer water leg of 

-> R ft. Failure to maintain the required differential 

(3 SY?2 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.  

APPLICABILITY Drywell-to-suppression chamber differential pressure must be 

tuvfe, provlde•(÷7• controlled when the primary containment is inert. The 

primary containment must be inert in MODE 1, since this is 

tJ(o• *> ,~pepivds the condition with the highest probability for an event that 

of Ur. -I could produce hydrogen. It is also the condition with the 

highest probability of an event that could impose large 
whe,> fhe LCO is loads on the primary containment.  

'Jot re9-equ 1  f.J lei 
A J r;wa i e- Inerting primary containment is an operational problem 

PLcrfGe~ao~l e eý because it prevents primary containment access without an 
Pre-ja ;re• e v e appropriate breathing apparatus. Therefore, the primary 
r J _/C rtvsijX( containment is inerted as late as possible in the unit 

thaf reduce -tAe startup and is de-inerted as soon as possible in the unit 
shutdown. As long as reactor power is < I15;% RTP, the 

STAo 4 probability of an event that generates hydrogen or excessive 

TAe-cee+ -h'r'e is /loads on primary containment occurring within the first 

Ia~c e•f-( s~i •_ M24. hours following a startup or within the last . 24• hours 

tihe p,.ob0j;i;+V c_ý prior to a shutdown is low enough that these windows, with 

] . D•'4 LOA lthe primary containment not inerted, are also justified.  
wt•,RAO LOA . The 924T hour time period is a reasonable amount time to 

allow p'ant personnel to perform inerting or de-inerting.  

ACTIONS A.1 

If drywell-to-suppression chamber differential pressure is 
not within the limit, the conditions assumed in the safety 

analyses are not met and the differential pressre mustrbL..-•, 
restored to within the limit within hours. ohe hour 
Completion Time provides sufficient time to restore 
differential pressure to within limit 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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Drywell-to-Suppression Chamber Differential Pressure 
B 3.6.2.5

BASES

ACTIONS 
(continued)

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

REFERENCES

LU 
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 doMe by reducing power to5 (I1!% RTP within t ho'urs.  
The &&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.

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.

None.
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS 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



BACKGROU The prima containment hydr gen recombiner e •inates the 
potentia breach of primary containment due a hydrogen 
oxygen eaction and is pa of combustible as control 
requir d by 10 CFR 50.44 "Standards for C mbustible Gas 
Contr Systems in Ligh -Water-Cooled Re tors' (ef. ),/ 
and DC 41, 'Containme t Atmosphere Cle up' (Ref. 2). T 
pri ary containment drogen recombiner is required to 
r uce the hydrogen oncentration in e primary contai ment 
f lowing a loss o coolant accident (LOCA). The pri ry 
ontainment hydro n recombiner .acc mplishes this by 

recombining hydr gen and oxygen to form water yapor. The 
vapor remains i the primary con inment, thus eli nating 

ganydischare o the environmen . The primary co ainment 

hydrogen rec iner is manuall initiated since aammability 
limits woul not be reached u il several days fter a 
Design Bas' Accident (DBA).  

The pri ry containment h rogen recombiner unctions to 
maintai the hydrogen ga concentration wi in the 
conta• ment at or below he flammability mit of 4.0 vol e 
perc t (vlo) followin a postulated LOC . It is fully 
red dant and consist of two 100% capa ty subsystems.  
Ea primary contain ent hydrogen reco iner consists an 

closed blower ass mbly, heater secton, reaction ch ber, 
irect contact wa r spray gas coole , water separat , and 

associated pipin , valves, and ins uments. The pr .ry 
containment hyd ogen recombiner w be manually i itiated 
from the main ontrol room when e hydrogen-gas 
concentration in the primary co ainment reaches [3.3] v/o.  
When the pri ary containment I inerted (oxygen 
concentrat n < 4.0 v/o), the primary contain nt hydrogen 

bine will only fun until the oxyg is used up 
(2.0 v/ ydrogen combines ith 1.0 v/o oxy n). Two 
rcmbi ers are provided meet the requi ment for 
redun ncy and independe e. Each recombj er is powered 
from separate Enginee d Safety Featur bus and is 
pro ded with separat/e power panel and ontrol panel.  

T process gas cir lating through t e heater, the re ction \ ••• Aly regulateito amber, and the c ler is automatic ll egltd to 
[150] scfm by the se of an orific plate installed n the 

7 //continued)
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c•ler. The proce gas is heated to 1200"F. The 
hydrogen and oxyg gases are recombi ed into water vi 
which is then co densed in the wate spray gas cooler 
associated resi ual heat removal s system and disch 
with some of e effluent process as to the supprel s 
chamber. Th majority of the c ed, effluent proges.  
is mixed wi the incoming proc ss gas to dilute Phe 
incoming g prior to the mix re entering the hiater 
section.

Ilt of:

41w um fuel roi 
O:Tn the 

zirco a. A metO steam reac:!!n b clad ing and the ant; or 

rX zirco b. R iolytic decomposi ion of water in e Reactor 
t 
e 

aolant System.  

ccumula 

n0 e 

0 
To aluate the paten al for hydro( en ccumulation in 

c 

aa' a 

0 

e e 
pr mary containment f llowinga LOCA , he hydrogen 

.n 

nep 0 
c 

an 
s 

1 neration is calcu ted as a functi of time follow' g 

r 
nitiation of the ccident. Assump ons recommmended 

0 
agrn 
m 
A 
iz 

nt hm 0enwa 
Reference 3 are u ed to maximize t e amount of hydr gen 

a 
d a 

Y t 1 0 n 

c etca3 
calculated.0d 

The calculati confirms that en the mitigati systems 

j 

0tty ttp are actuated I n accordance wi emergency proc ures, the peak hydrog n /concentration Jn the primary co ainment is 
t u 4.0 v/o Ref. 4).  

I Y 
The pri ry containment drogen recombine satisfy 

0 j
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f,.s Note: 
alternate 
.1 staff.

This

Wit two primary contatInment hydroge reýmbiners 
in pperable, the abiliýy to perform the drogen control 

nnction via alternate capabilities 
mu be verified by 

by he 
fdministrative meant within I hour. e alternate hyd ogen 

1 t s control capabilities are provided by- he [Primary 

Ion Sy tem] 
Containment Inerýing System or one ubsystem of the 

so p r 
ol unct i on 

Containment Atmotphere Dilution Sy tem]. The I ho 
Completion Tim allows a reasona e period of tim to verify 

3r 
one 

ubsys 

e n 
s 

j j s to be 
te hydroge 

3 

h0athat a los s o hydrogen control unction does no exist.  
[Reviewer's ote: The followi is to be used a non

a 
0 

e 
c 

R 

t 

eTechnical S ecification alter te hydrogen con rol function 

a /ernae d j on . I n ad i 
n1h 

is used to 'ustify this Cond' ion. In additi n, the 
uvtIatern:ate hydrogen control iYstem, capability must be 

svverifie once per 12 hours/thereafter to ealure its 
cont n d availability I 7jBoth] the [init4al] verification 

jsubsequent veA ications] may performed as an 
trativee check b examining 1 ther informati ýn 

t t rml th i Og Fternate hydrogen 

r f onc 
I 

-1 - / 

rfo to termine the avai bility of the 
an 

qt 

t 

hy 

s c r 0 
co rol system. It d es not mean to p rform the 

veillances neede to demonstrateOPERABILITY of th 
ternate hydrogen control system. /If the ability t tt I co t 

perform he hydr en control funcoon is maintained,
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Recombi nery 
B 3.6.3

If any Required A ion and associated Completion Time 
be met, the plan must be brought to a MODE in which 
does not apply. To achieve this st tus, the plant me 
brought to at east MODE 3 within/2 hours. The al 
Completion Ti e of 12 hours is r Dsonable, based o0 
operating e erience, to reach DE 3 from full p wer 
conditions n an orderly manne and without chal engii 
plant sys ms. / /

"Perdormance of a systeý functional test for each primar, 
cg6tainment hydrogen ecombiner ensures that the recomb, 
•re OPERABLE and can/attain and sustai the temperature/ 
lecessary for hydro en recombination In particular,/I 
SR verifies that e minimum heater heath temperatuý* 
increases to > [ O]F in 5 [1.5] ours and that i is 
maintained : [1 O]F and < 11300 F for 2 [4] hou s 
thereafter to •lieck the ability f the recombiner o 
function propjrly (and to make ure that signifi ant he4 
elements are/not burned out). Operating experi nce has 
shown that hese components ually pass the S rveillani 
when perf ed at the [18] nth Frequency. herefore, 
Frequenc was concluded to e acceptable fr a reliabi'
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/rimary Containment H rogen Rcombiners

3. Regulator tGuide 1.7, Revisi2[.].  
S" / 4. FSAR, Sction [6.2.5]. /

Rev 1, 04/07/95

I 
I 
I

;SURVEILLANCE SRL36 31.2i. continued) REQUI REHENTS//// 
\ 

REQUIREMENTS- / mechanically assive, except for the blower assemb ies, they 
are subject o only minimal me anical failure. he only 
credible f lures involve los of power or blow function, 
blockage the internal flo path, missile i ct, etc.  

A vlsua inspection is suf icient to determi abnormal 
conditions that could ca e such failures. perating 
exper ence has shown th these components sually pass the 
Surv illance when perf d at the [18] m th Frequency.  
Th efore, the Freque cy was concluded t be acceptable fro 
a eliability stand int.  

This SR requir s performance of a esistance to groun test 
of each heate phase to make sur that there are no 
detectable ounds in any Ii heate phase. This is 
accomplish by verifying that e resistance to g ound for 
any heate phase is [10,000, ohms.  

Operati experience has s wn that these comp ents usually 
pass t e Surveillance whe performed at the [ month 
Freq ncy. Therefore, t e Frequency was con uded to be 
acc table from a relia ility standp'int .

B ES
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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 I



Therywll oolng ys fas] rye anoolinege SytfVafety 

B ... ' 1 oofncion. The asyse] a w ne etsbytm 

BACKGROU The [Drywel cooling System fa ensure ay bothforcedixe 

mix cingo yr ent i primary contain ment Ttoshere rb 
reciirclaio gats provenideth fo rced cidrcultin~ u to ai 
poktfhydrogen wh hanboivs pr vidmabe thne ntraltcicoaio 

by~ nre and gate densiety wthstn gh th cooin of cholat 
gases atnt eLCA topa ofcthedryw 1cauing the citool gasest 
grafitation The bottom ofs twe idrel Thentw subsystems 
are i ated mf anuall soinl funnaiits, mim srs wout~ld not 

uthn syste will psoei its dsignd fnti wirth a0 worst 

The [Drywell Coobi g System fans] ue eo bohfryedlColn 

Sytmrecirculatio ng pfanstoimi the fre crwellatmospheme.  
Tyrgn h he fan coil s upi sid and ratrclc'culationfasreatmiby 

disengage tu g ao LoCf but may b reusigtored tool gser ice 
mranuall b t opeao. the vento of a lossl fh offsusistem 
powrvn ate aull y foluis, ein fambatin fans, aoprimary 

csontinent watroa chleprsae nfredtt e emergencypoe lySic 

diestelsm efnci nt recirculating fanstomxherwl armpe e 

startdtoually fytpraom. dIn she poert uon aoss of offsite

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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LCO/ ~Two- Drywell 1 Cooling Sy em 
op ration of at least e fa 

Y ngle active failure Each 
ri 

I 

t
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• . •~[Drywely Cooling System /Fansl) 

S/ " B Y/.6.3.2/ 

operation with aa least one fan pro des the capabil ty of 
{ (continued/) / controlling the/bulk hydrogen con ~ntration in pri ~ry\ 

( / containment wihout exceeding t /flammbilIity Ii t.  

•APPLICAB ITY In MODES and 2, the two [D //ell Cooling Sy em fans) 

S/ , ensure t ie capability to p vn oaie hh/drogen ... / 

concent ations above the famability limit of 4.0 v/o in 
drywel, assuming a wors case single acti e failure.  

In DE 3, both the hy ogen production ate and the tota 
hy ogen produced aft a LOCA would less than that 
c culated for the 0DA LOCA. Also, b ause of the limi ed 

me in this MODE, he probability o an accident req ring 
he [Drywell Cool g System fans] i low. Therefore the 

[Drywell Cooling ystem fans] are ot required in M E 3.  

In MODES 4 and , the probabili and consequence of a LOCA 
are reduced e to the pressur and temperature imitations 
in these MO S. Therefore, t [Drywell Coolin System 
fans] are t required in th e MODES.  

ACTION A.1 

Wit one [required] [ ywell Cooling Sy em fan] inopera e, 
th inoperable fan m t be restored to PERABLE status 
w thin 30 days. In his Condition, t e remaining OPE BLE 
an is adequate to erform the hydr en mixing functi n.  

However, the over 1 reliability i reduced because single 
failure in the 0 RABLE fan could esult in reduce hydrogen 
mixing capabili y. The 30 day C pletion Time is ased on 
the availabili y of the second n, the low prob ility of 

the occurren of a LOCA that ould generate hy rogen in 
amounts cap le of exceeding e flammability imit, the 
amount of ime available aft r the event for perator action 
to preven exceeding thi s 1 he av lability of the 
Primary ontainment Hydro n Recombiner Sy em and the 
Contai ent Atmosphere Diution System.  

Requ* ed Action A.1 ha been modified b a Note indicat' g 
\ tVt,•_lica,!,, ys a i 

tha the provisions o LCO 3.0.4 are n applicable. sa 
re It, a MODE chang is allowed when one [Drywell Co ing 
S stem fan] is mio rable. This all wance is provid d 

continued)
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Or~~Diywf Cooling System Fins]) 

ACTIONS (otn 

because of e low probabilit of the occurrenc of a LOCA 
that would generate hydrogen in amounts capabl of exceeding 
the fla bility limit, the -ow probability a the failure 
of the ERABLE fan, and t e amount of.time ailable after 
a post ated LOCA for op ator action to pr ent exceeding 
the ability limit.  

eviewer's Note: his Condition is ly allowed for u ts 
with an alternat hydrogen control stem acceptable the J 

/•technical staff. _ _ • 

With two [Dr 11 Cooling System fans] inoperable, he 
ability to p form the hydrogen control function ia 
alternate c pabilities must b verified by administrative 
means with n 1 hour. The al rnate hydrogen co trol 
capabil es are provided b the [Primary Con inment 
Inerting System or one sub stem of the Cont nment 
Atmosp re Dilution Syste . The 1 hour Co letion Time 
allow a reasonable perid of time.to veri that a loss of 
hydr en control functi n does not exist. [Reviewer's Note 
The ollowing is to be used if a non-Tec nical Specificati 
al ernate hydrogen c trol function is sed to justify thsi 
C ndition: In addi on, the alternat hydrogen control 
ystem capability st be verified o e per 12 hours 

thereafter to ens e its continued ailability.] [Bo h] 
the [initial] ye ification [and al subsequent 
verifications] ay be performed a an administrativ check 
by examining 1 gs or other info ation to determin the 
availability f the alternate drogen control sy em. It 
does not me to perform the rveillances neede to 
demonstrat OPERABILITY of t alternate hydrog n control 
system. f the ability to tnform the hydroge control 
function is maintained, co inued operation i permitted 
with t [Drywell Coolin System fans] inop able for up to 
7 day . Seven days is a reasonable time t allow two 
[Dr 11 Cooling Syste fans] to be nope ble because the 
hyd gen control func on is maintained d because of th 
l probability of t nce of CA that would 
g erate hydrogen i amounts capable a exceeding the 

ammability limit 

ontinued)
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7 .- 7Rv ,0/79

BWR/4 STS B 3.6-87 Rev 1, 04/07/95



•Drywe Cool ing Stem FansA 
eSI/B 3.6f.3/2 

(oi/ d If any equired Action a associated Compl tion Time cannot 
be met the plant must brought to a HOD in which the LCO 
does ot apply. To ac eve this status, he plant must be 
broa ht to at least E 3 within 12 ho s. The allowed 
Co letion Time of 1 hours Is reasana e, based on orating experienc, to reach NODE 3/from full power 
Condtions in an aodersy manner and thout challengin 
plant systems.

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.  
REQUIREMENT EQREOperating ach [required] [Dr ell Cooling Sys m fan] for 

k 15 min es ensures that e h subsystem is OP RABLE and A 
that al associated contro are functioning roperly. It 
also e sures that blockag , fan or motor fa ure, or 
exces ive vibration can e detected for co ective action.  
The 2 day Frequency is consistent with t Inservice 
Te ing Program Freque cies, operating experience, the kno 
r iability of the f motors and contr is, and the two 

dundant fans avail ble.  

SR 3.6.3.2.2 

Verifying that each [required] ell Cooling Sys em fan] 
flow rate is [500] scfm ensures that each fan is capable 
of maintaini g localized hydroden concentrations elow the 
flammabili limit. he [18 /month Frequency i based on 
the need perform this Surieillance under th conditions 
that app during a plant tage and the pote ial for an I 
unplann tr:nsient if th Surveillance were erformed with 
the re jctor at power. 0 rating experience as shown these 
compa ents usually pass he Surveillance w en performed at 
the 18] month Frequen y. Therefore, the Frequency was / 
co luded to be accep able from a relia lity standpoint.

/

Rev 1, 04/07/95

(REFERENCES 1 Regulatory uide 1.7, Revision ].  
2. FSAR, Se ion [6.2.5].  
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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.
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Primary Containment Oxygen Concentration 
B 3.6.3.j--0- E 

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

B 3.6.3. Primary Containment Oxygen Concentration 

BASES 

r-Thi- CnIM"i 

BACKGROUND n 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 primaryfe•--U z 
containment. With the primary containment inert, a is, 
oxygen concentration < 4.0 volume percent (v/o), a 
combustible mixture cannot be present in the primary 
containment for any hydrogen concentration. The capability 
to inert the primary containment and maintain oxygen 

F < 4.0 v/otwofKs toc'etner With the/Hydroden KecomDinirr ystYR)

,comb6stiM can (ccurJ. fThis LCO ensures that oxygen 
concentration does not exceed 4.0 v/o during operation in 
the applicable conditions.

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

P/ w ~u

The Reference calculations 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.  
Oxygen, which is subsequently generated by radiolytic 
decomposition of water, (is/lecopfbine. by ;ZMe trdrog-n_

Cr coi s . .. /more/rapid y than Iisrod.  

Primary containment oxygen concentration satisfies 
Viterlon 7of tie NR o Poi em Z

BWR/4 STS

(continued) 
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W 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



B 
Primary Containment Oxygen Concentratio 0 

BASES (continued) 

LCO 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 limit when primary containment is inerted, 

except as allowed by the relaxations during startup and 

shutdown addressed below. The primary containment must be 

inert in MODE 1, since this is the condition with the av o3 

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 024@ hours of a startup, 

or within the last 024M hours before a shutdown, is low 

enough that these owinaows,o when the primary containment is 

not inerted, are also justified. The F24M hour time period 

is a reasonable amount of time to allow plant personnel to 
perform inerting or de-inerting.  

ACTIONS A.1 

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 An

Completion Time is allowed when oxygen concentration is P&S - dcla 

> 4.0 v/o because of the availability of other h dro en gj. &A u, t. •3 
mitigating systems (e.g., r e and the low 

probability and long duration of an event that would 

generate significant amounts of hydrogenfoccurring during 

this period. D . X .6 

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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Primary Containment Oxygen Concentration 
B 3.6.3i

BASES

ACTIONS 
(continued)

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

Li 
If oxygen concentration 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, power must be reduced to < VI5f 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.

The primary containment must be determined to be inerjby 
verifying that oxygen concentration is < 4.0 v/o. The 7 day 
ra"nnv is hbad nn the slow rate at which oxvyen

concentration can change and on other indications of3 
abnormal conditions (which (.fj'lead to more frequent 
checking by operators in accordance with plant procedures).  
Also, this Frequency has been shown to be acceptable through 
operating experience.  

REFERENCES JFSAR, Section fic2.Qý 3P -Zj

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION I 
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



0 AD yst SB ..6. .4

CKGROUND T CAD System funct ns to maintain combu ible gas 
ncentrations with' the primary contain nt at or below 

he flammability I its following a post lated loss of 
coolant accident LOCA) by diluting hy ogen and oxygen wi 
nitrogen. To en re that a combustibl gas mixture does n 
occur, oxygen ncentration is kept [5.0] volume perce 
(v/o), or hyd gen concentration is ept < 4.0 v/o.  

The CAD Sys em is manually initia ed and consists of wo 
independe , 100% capacity subsy tems. Each subsystem 
includes liquid nitrogen sup y tank, ambient vaa rizer, 
electri heater, and connecte piping to supply t drywell 
and su ression chamber vol *s. The nitrogen s rage tanks 
each ontain Z [4350] gal, ich is adequate fo [7] days of 
CAD ubsystem operation.  

T CAD System operates n conjunction with mergency 
erating procedures t t are used to reduc primary 

ontainment pressure riodically during D System 
operation. This cam ination results in feed and bleed 
approach to maintai ing hydrogen and ox en concentrations 
below combustible evels.  

APPLICABL To evaluate t potential for hydr gen and oxygen 
SAFETY A LYSES accumulation in primary containme t following a LOC 

hydrogen a oxygen generation i calculated (as a unction 
of time f lowing the initiati of the accident) The 
assumipti s stated in Referen I are used to ma imize the 
amount hydrogen and oxyge generated. The c Iculation 
confi s that when the miti ating systems are ctuated in 
accor ance with emergency perating procedur , the peak 
oxy n concentration in imary containment s < [5.0] v/o 
(R . 2).  

drogen and oxygen m accumulate withi primary 
ontainment followin a LOCA as a resul of: 

a. A metal water reaction between e zirconium fuel rod 
cladding an the reactor coola ; or 

ontinued)

BWR/ /1' B 3.-9 Re 1047/5
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ftke OPERABLE. Thi ýensures operation ystem in the evei of a worst case 
(Operation of atAeast one CAD / 
to maintain primjIy containment pos 
tion < 5.0 v/o ff(r 7 days.

In MODES I and , the CAD System s required to mai ain the 
oxygen concen ation within pri ry containment be w the 
flammability imit of 5.0 v/o llowing a LOCA. is 
ensures th the relative lea tightness of prim ry 
containme is adequate and events damage to afety 
related uipment and instr ents located with n primary 
contalin nt.  

In MO 3, both the hydr gen and oxygen pr uction rates and 
the otal amounts prod ed after a LOCA w ld be less than 
tho e calculated for e Design Basis Ac 'dent LOCA. Thus 
if/the analysis were o be performed st rting with a LOC in 
MODE 3, the time to each a flammable oncentration wou be 

,4xtended beyond th time conservativ y calculated for 
MODES I and 2. T e extended time w ld allow hydroge 
removal from the primary containme atmosphere by o er 
means and also llow repair of an noperable CAD su system, 
if CAD were n available. Ther ore, the CAD Sys em is not 
required to OPERABLE in MODE3.  

In NODES 4 nd 5, the probabi ity and conseque es of a LOCA 
are-reduc d to the pres re and temperatu limitations 
of thes ODES. Therefore the CAD System i not required 
to be 0 RABLE in MODES 4 nd 5.

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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S~(CAD St"• 
t•. .3.4.4 

BAES (coxtinued)• 

If one subsystem is in perable, it must b restored to 
OPERAB status within 30 days. In this Con tion, the 
remai ing OPERABLE CAD bsystem is adequat to perform the 
oxyg n control functio . However, the ove 11 reliability 
is educed because a ngle failure in th OPERABLE 
su system could resu in reduced oxygen control capability.  
T e 30 day Completi Time is based on e low probability 
f the occurrence F a LOCA that wouldgenerate hydrogen thd 

/ oxygen in amounts capable of exceedin the flammnability / 
S /limit, the amoun/ of time available fter the event for/ 
S/ operator actio /to prevent exceedi• this limit, and t 'e 
S/ availability 9fthe OPERABLE CAD Fbsystem and other/ 

S hydrogen mit ating systems.  

Reqie ia e dified by a Note tht 

in i a e t a h p o i i ns/ of LCO 3.0.4 are ncy 
S applicabi'e. As a result, a ODE change is alloyed when one / 

SCAD sublystem is inoperabl /. This allowance iF/provided / 

S becau• of the low probability of the occurre ~ce of a LOCA 
t that would generate hydroen and oxygen in anounts capable 

of 9xceeding the flaumcability limitob the lopbability of 

lmth , failure of the OPE BLE subsystem, the amount of time/ 

a ailable after a pos ulated LOCA for opeator action to 

revent exceeding to flanmiabiity limi t, and the 

availability of ot r hydrogen mitigt g systems.  

Reviewer's No n A: Ths Cbenditins only allowed ftr plants 

a/pwith an alt aate hydrogen ontrg1 system acceptl e to the 

L Itechnical aff".__ 
CWith twoAD subsystems in ope rable, the abili to perform 

bthe hyd ge lontrol functitn via alternat efabilities 

Smust bj verified by admini gtrative means wi ~in 1 hour. Th/ 
alter gate hyyo c nties arx provided by thin a 

• • ~ ~[Pri •ary Containment Ine ting System or o (e hydrogen / 

Sre 

eminr a oe Dr 11 y ooling Syste fan]. The i hl r 

"Ch faplet on ti e Ow a sob le per/ aod of time to v rify 

a t ai l o s s of t h y da e n c o nt r o f n c t f n d o e s n o t e x i so .  

Reviewer's Note: e follon is beo ued if a n/ 

t anialSt atrna hydrogen contr 1 

function is usedtr justify thia Ctnditien: In adtion, 

r a e h(continued) 
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.L and B.2 (con nued) 

the alternate h drogen control sys em capability must be 
verified once er 12 hours therea ter to ensure its 
continued av ability.] [Both] the [initial] ver' ication 
[and all su equent verlficatio s] may be perfo as an 
administra ve check by exami ng logs.or other / formation 
to determ* e the availability' of the alternate drogen 
control stem. It does not an to perform the 
Surveil nces needed to de nstrate OPERABILI of the 
altern e hydrogen contro system. If the a ility to 
perfom the hydrogen con rol function is m ntained, 
con nued operation is ermitted with twoAD subsystemse 
in erable for up to 7 days. Seven days fs a reasonables 
t' to allow two C subsystems to be Inoperable because' 

e hydrogen contro function is maint ned and because of 
he low probabilit of the occurrence/of a LOCA that w uld 

generate hydrogen n amounts capable of exceeding the 
flammability lim.

With two CAD s bsystems inoperabi , one CAD subsy em must be restored OPERABLE status thin 7 days. T 7 day 
Completion T me is based on th low probability of the 
occurrence Tf a LOCA that wou d generate hydro en in the 
amounts c able of exceeding the flammability limit, the 
amount *o time available af er the event for/operator actic 
to prev nt exceeding this imit, and the av ilability of 
other ydrogen mitigatin systems. /
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SURVEILLANC S ....  
RQ E Verifying t t there is k [43 0] gal of liquid nitrogen 

supply in e CAD System wil ensure at leas [7] days of 

post-LOCA CAD operation. is minimum volu of liquid 

nitrogen allows sufficien time. after an a ident to 

repleni h the nitrogen s ply for long te inerting. This 

is ve fled every 31 da s to ensure that he System is 

capa e of performing ts intended func on when required 

The I day Frequency is based on opera ing experience, w ch 

ha shown 31 days to be an acceptable period to verify e 

I quid nitrogen su ly and on the av ilability of othe 
ydrogen mitigati systems.  

Verifying th correct alignme for manual, pow operated, 

and automat c valves in each of the CAD subsys m flow paths 
provides surance that the proper flow paths xist for 
system op ration. This S does not apply to alves that are 

locked, ealed, or othe se secured in position, since 

these •ves were veri f d to be in the co rect position 
prior o locking, seal g, or securing.  

A v ye is also allo d to be in the n accident posit* n 
pr vided it can be igned to the acc ent position w'hin 
t e time assumed i he accident ana sis. This is 
Acceptable becau the CAD System i manually initi ted.  

This SR does no apply to valves t at cannot be 
inadvertently saligned, such as check valves. his SR 
does not req ealve manipulati n; rather, 

it involves rification that ose valves cap le of being 

mispositiond are in the corr t position.  

The 31 da Frequency is app priate because he valves are 

operated under procedural ontrol, imprope valve position 
would ly affecta singl subsystem, the probability of an 

event equiring initiati n of the syste is low, and the 
syst is a manually i tiated system.  

RERENCES . Regulatory Gujde 1.7, Revisio (2].  

2. FSAR, Secti [ ].n 

7I/I...
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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.
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JSecondaryj Containment 
B 3.6.4.1 

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

B 3.6.4.1 MSecondaryg Containment 

BASES 

BACKGROUND The function of the fsecondaryl containment is to contain, 
dilute, and hold up Yission 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 lines 
penetrate the fsecondaryM containment, the esecondarye 
containment is designed 'to reduce the activity level of the 
fission products prior to release to the environment and to 
isolate 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.  

lThe secondari containment is astructure that completely 
•f _ encloses primary containment and those components that 

may e 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 Msecondaryt containment to be designed as a 
conventional structure, the Msecondaryl containment requires 
support systems to maintain the controT volume pressure at 
less than the external pressure. Requirements for these 
systems are specified separately in LCO 3.6.4.2, "Secondary 
Containment Isolation Valves (SCIVs)," and LCO 3.6.4.3, 
"Standby Gas Treatment (SGT)*System."

APPLICABLE There are two principal accidents for which credit is taken 
SAFETY ANALYSES for osecondaryo containment OPERABILITY. These are a loss 

of coolant accident (LOCA) (Ref. 1) and a fuel handling 
accident 2e [seamdaryl con minme (Ref. 2). The 
Isecondary containment performs no active function in 
response to each of these limiting 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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MSecondary- Containment W B 3.6.4.1

BASES

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES 

(continued)

LCI

products entrapped within the fsecondary containment 
structure will be treated by tie SGT System prior to 
discharge to-the environment.

An OPERABLE ksecondary; 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 1secondary4 
containment, can be diluted and processed prior to release 
to the environment. For the Bsecondaryl containment to be 
considered OPERABLE, it must have adequate leak tightness to 
ensure that the required vacuum can be established and 
maintained; (1 je' VLO [

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a LOCA could lead to a fission product 
release to primary containment that leaks to lsecondaryý 
containment. Therefore, Fsecondaryj 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 
limitations in these MODES. Therefore, maintaining 
IsecondaryW 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 lsecondar4 containment.

ACTIONS A.1 

If ssecondaryM containment is inoperable, it must be 
reslored 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)

Pecondar)o containment satisfies Criterion 3 of MEE" 
roficyl.NT.Axemen _7E z (TO C F

-- m
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Pý 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



ISecondaryl Containment SB3.6.4.1 

BASES 

ACTIONS A.J (continued) 

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

B.] and B.2 

If Msecondaryj 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 
challenging plant systems.  

C.I. C.2, and C.3 

Movement of irradiated fuel assemblies in the Msecondaryo 
containment, CORE ALTERATIONS, and OPDRVs can be postulated 
to cause fission product release to the Msecondary) 
containment. In such cases, the Psecondarym containment is 
the only barrier to release of fission products to the 

fLCO 3.03 is tof environment. CORE ALTERATIONS and movement of irradiated 
aoi-C.Ah Lh•-kIE Z fuel assemblies must be iimmediately suspended if the 

O)E q o •-. •o • secondaryo containment is inoperable.  

sJceirra' Suspension of-these activities shall not preclude completing 
fdle AASeMLI/ an action that involves moving a component to a safe 
M imj+ c • position. Also, action must be immediately initiated to 

suspend OPDRVs to minimize the probability of a vessel 
0cc¢ CC. 0 draindown and subsequent potential for fission product 
M00oL 1, Z. o- 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. hrfoein either .ca , inability to $Juspend) 

(continued)
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F, 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.
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--- Secondaryl Containment 
B 3.6.4.1 

BASES 

ACTIONS CI. C.2. and C.3 (continued) 

oae I assemblies would pm Be a) El .( ficient reason tt e~uire a reactor shut.awn- 

SURVEILLANCE *SR 3.6.4.1.1 
REQUIREMENTS lThis SR ensures that the Xsecondaryl containment boundary is 

sufficiently leak tight to preclude exfiltration under 
expected wind conditions. The 24 hour Frequency of this SR 
was developed based on operating experience related to 

r psecondary] containment vacuum variations during the 
applicable MODES and the low probability of a DBA occurring 

Furthermore, the 24 hour Frequency is considered adequate in 
view of other indications available in the control room, 

I including alarms, to alert the operator to an abnormal 
_jsecondaryý containment vacuum condition. i 

(S .. JT.7J R3.6.4.11~

Verifying that secondary{] containment rei pmen ýa chds aWJ 3 

( L.eack -_access dooig- c osed ensures that the infiltration of 

outside air o such a magnitude as to prevent maintaining 

3 c~the desired negative pressure does not occur. Verifying 
that all such e perince are closed adequate 
assurance the iat ion o f r dooE asontainmenhat-a 
awill not occur e n ztp / 

iy(Maintainig ,secondartud 
containment OPERABILITY requires verifying~g~ door in th-a 
access opening is closd ee wen nacsopnig L 

(be~g used tar-noT ma triansie• entry and exit (then aL 
V•ast one door wit remain cl sedl• The 31 day Frequency 
for these SRs has been shown to be/a~dequate; based on 
operating experience, and is consiler-ediaddequate in view of 
the other indications of doo• ha-;WD status that are 
available to the operator./ F -•_ ' 

(continued)
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S .I I.zJ ; 'Inse. rt R 3 6.. 1 9

L An access opening contains one inner and one outer door. In some cases as ondar con inment ccess enin are are a secondary 
containment barrier {ma multiple inner or multiple outer doors. XThe 
intent is to not breach the esecondarya containment at any time when 
fsecondarya containment is required. This is achieved by maintaining the_• 
inner or outer portion of the barrier closed at all timesY However, all te 
esecondarya 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.  

~r . . . .. '

; ie. , I ;a// ,," o'rs _Jb141&v-r a,,ll aI./S,,- I all cl• ,/ts. 7 "has eAri) 

1tacceSS rpo_ h as',nz/,r e/cse
2

Fbr #A1LSL eAS&S , -ý*ed CC4.5S 

d±Or or AA bu Lov" tl~or 9-~" 

Jbr 7,ev 
& 

ý5J
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coa,&lb" L&4 di A 0. Z. I ECA 
4 Vacuumi, W~t4& ualt 4D,
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BASES3 

- en -

IJsecondaryM Containment 
B 3.6.4.1

I REIJUKt~flLIb 
(contnued) The SGT System exhausts the @secondaryý containment 
(contnued) atmosphere to the environment through appropriate ti 

equpmet.XIoensure that all fission productsk(are
~'SRR 3.6.4.1.W) verifies that W1 

_____________is_ a pressure in the lsecondaryj 

S4&1 S6 9s,A ;.s containment that is less than the lowest postulated 
n.~SLSUI*LS, external to the ffsecondary2Z containmen boundarf

iht rres~s&*e im 

.sco9-adcy CoSQ.;tjI- ke~i' 
ýCCwI LeM:~~A1Ae 

USI'4M& ~6te'9& SWh-V•fe

vau ýý water au- 0 s T annot be 
accomplished if the secondaryk containment boundary is not 

t k 0.25FJ inches of vacuum water gauge for 
1chour at' a fl _ow ratee 5 ý4000M cfm. The I hour test period 

allows j~secondaryMl containment to be in thermal equilibrium 
at stey stt oditions. werefoe, ptse tw etsts ar~ 

us i re isgconaaryi ontain ~ent bo hary i tegritj

"21 ýFAR eto 
2. FSAR, Section ~ Ui

\,~Oi;4ei /L /TY._____________

,5 SuV�/L;/lOiALLJ.

aVIfJ PUrpo.SL- C4 41- .SP'11,~ 1$SLAV-0 SILDIOt,t'tti LIUdl 

~,17IL SLe-r-Ddavi.1 purpoS&tit At Se is -Ieji.art -N4h 4/t& 16T-SU9 Is4L 

4d- 4uA~e;as ALywd 7~-1.e- Is a /-C-t7 40 Lt2 4,, rM~f'-vz;IZ&* 

wf&i.4. I4dAS~iL'S -941 frimave p~urpbaL Ou~ ~ e&Iv4 
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1 
ITS BASES: 3.6.4.1 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT 

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. 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. 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.  

6. The Bases have been modified to provide additional clarity when describing the design 
of each access opening.

Dresden 2 and 3 1



SCI-Vs 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 

AA 2release durinq and following postulated Design Basis 
Acidnts M Bism e .m Secondary containment isolation 

within the time limtts 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 

2[ adequate tecondaryt 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.  

Automatic SCIVs~close on a 6econdar) containment isolation 

signal to establish a boundary for untreated radioactive 
material within Osecondaryk containment following a DBA or 
other accidents.- ---

Other penetrations re Iso-a-e y •he se . vav an o he 
closed position or blind flanges.

APPLICABLE The SCIVs must be OPERABLE to ensure the tsecondaryt 
SAFETY ANALYSES containment barrier to fission product releases is 

established. The principal accidents for which the 
Osecondar)e containment boundary is required are a loss of 
coolant accident (Ref. 1) and a fuel handling accident 
-i•s is ond nta nmo (Ref. Z). The becondaryl 
containment performs no active function in response to 
either of these limiting events, but the boundary

(continued)

I 
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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 
environment.  

Maintaining SCIVs OPERABLE with isolation times within 
limits ensures that fission products will remain trapped 
inside •secondaryl containment so that they can be treated 
by the SGT System prior to discharge to the environment.  

SCIVs satisfy Criterion 3 of "e VRC Plijc StateMg.

LCO SCIVs form a part of the bsecondaryo containment boundary.}]- F 
The SCIV safety function is related to control of offsite 
radiation releases resulting from DBAs.  
The power operated isolation valves are considered OPERABLE 

.,q( TLwh~,t/IK- / U;frf4L4r £ when their isolation times are within limits and the valves 
A44 ueA ~ aactuate on an automatic isolation signal. The valves 

covered bb this LCO alon with their associated stroke , j1 
times, are isted in fer nc 

•a~u•/%/V,}The normal ly cl osed !o/Ia-ti or( val ve.9 or bl ind f] ange• are, 

wconsidered OPERABLE whef i valves are closed or open Mid 
ac ~r ane -wlt•app-prli tea dminP rai nntrnlt___

/au-t5Gai-c SZdVs are do~activat•( and securd, in thurfr-c~s~ed -( 
p.0e tiondTn / n l n • a e i plat . These passive 

2isoation valves or devices are listed in Reference 3.  

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could lead to a fission product 
release to the primary containment that leaks to the 

2C .econdary containment. Therefore, the OPERABILITY of 
U~s 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 radioactive 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 aduring movement of irradiated fuel " 

(continued) assemblies in the secondar) containment. ig 
/ira a~e fie l asymle n t e ise onoaryjcnan~• 

•] •~y ato c~fu in qOOS (.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 
Venetration can be rapidly isolated when a need for 

econdaryz containment isolation is indicated.  

The second Note provides 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 SCIV. Complying 
with the Required Actions may allow for continued operation, 
and subsequent inoperable SCIVs are governed by subsequent 
Condition entry and application of associated Required 
Actions.  

The third Note ensures appropriate remedial actions are 
taken, if necessary, if the affected system(s) are rendered 
inoperable by an inoperable SCIV.  

A.] 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.1, the device used to isolate the 

~penetration should be the closest available device to 
- secondary containment. The Required Action must be 

Lcompleted within the 8 hour Completion Time. The specified 
time period is reasonable considering the time required to 

(continued)
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SC- Vs 
B 3.6.4.2 

BASES 

ACTIONS A.1 and AZ2 (continued) 

isolatethe penetration, and the probability of a 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.1, the affected 
penetration must be verified to be isolated on a periodic 
basis. This is necessary to ensure that isecondary] 
containment penetrations required to be isolated following 
an accident, but no longer capable of being automatically 
isolated, will be in the isolation position should an event 

. occur. The Com letion Time of once per 31 days is appropriate ecause e *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 enetration remains isolated.  

Required Action A.2 is mod ie by Note , app o es-2 
devices located in high radiation areas and allows them to 
be verified closed by use of administrative controls.  
Allowing verification by administrative controls is 
considered acceptable, since access to these areas is 

Qrt•J•T kla.-j P. L ,Z typically restricted. i4Therefore, the probability of 
misalignment, once they have been verified to be in the 
proper position, is low.  

8.1 

With two SCIVs in one or more penetration flow paths 
inoperable, the affected penetration flow path must be 
isolated 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 stating that 
Condition B is only applicable to penetration flow paths 

(continued)
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M Insert A.1 and A.2 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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SCIVs 
B 3.6.4.2 

BASES 

ACTIONS L. (continued) 

with two isolation valves. This clarifies that only 

Condition A is entered if one SCIV is inoperable in each of 
two penetrations.  

C.] and C.2 

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.  

D.1. D.2. and D.3 

If 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 

F 21-4 secondaryo 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 initiated 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.  

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, thed 

fuel movement is independent of reactor operationsT -, , 3) R 
FThe efore,.,n eith~ case, ;•naDiMW• to s~pend mgvement/-••...  
•ir~adiateg fuel Tasemblies/would pbt be ;rsufficient re son/ 

Srequi• a rea tor shutdown.j 

(continued)
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W] 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) 

SURVEILLANCE S 3.u)Ied &0j 
REQUIREMENTS This SR verifies that each secondary containment manual 

isolation 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 

2 or gases outside of the •secondary• containment boundary is 

within design limits. This SR does not require any testing 

or valve manipulation. Rather it involves verification 

that those SCIVs in b.econdarA containment that are capable 

of being mispositioned are inthe correct position.  

/1,'1 s C r/W Ua a, )/ y Since these SCIVs are readily accessible to personnel during 

0* v T - normal operation and verification of their position is 
"__ IvS 4• , T~ e*/%, orelatively easy, the 31 day Frequency was chosen to 

[ockadý Sealed. 0" provide added assurance that the SCIVs are in the correct 

Ofil$E,,1Ji.Se secure,( i AJ positions.  
Vie closed wOS41j_ \ Two Notes have been added to this SR. The first Note 

eAC tJe tr&japplies to valves and blind flanges located in high 

v e- r, + bQ i radiation areas and allows them to be verified by use of 

+UAe corlecA ir&-c;ii administrative controls. Allowing verification by 
•(@o• /ock re•h, , administrative controls is considered acceptable, since 

access to these areas is typically restricted during 

MODES 1, 2, and 3 for ALARA reasons. Therefore, the 

probability of misalignment of these SCIVs, once they have 

been verified to be in the proper position, is low.  

-q5 V.- 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.  

SR 3.6.4.2.2 

Verifying that the isolation time of each power operated1j| 
q automatic SCIV is within limits is required to 

demonstrate OPERABILITY. The isolation time test ensures 
that the SCIV will isolate in a time period less than or 

[•• equal to that assumed in the safety analyses. The •so ti12 • 

"•---•1;;me/ac Frequency of this SRj~••_ acodn •6 , 
S(nsen ie esngPgrm •2 days•.

(continued)
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75 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.
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SCIVs 
B 3.6.4.2

BASES

SURVEILLANCE 
DrnlITOPMPNTS

LA-kdt 4h&

(continued) Verifying that each automatic SCIV closes on a secondary 
containment isolation signal is required to prevent leakage 

[of radioactive material from secondary. containment following a DBA or other accidents. This SR ensures that 
each automatic SCIV will actuate to the isolation position 
,on a secondaryj containment isolation signal. The LOGIC 

LCO 3.3,6.2.1  SYSTE FUNCTIONAL TEST in , ..6 .overlaps this SR to 
•'•,:oI.)J.Iv'eoj•,•a a provide complete testing of the safety function. he)_ 

L / ] mo h Fre ~ency I based n the n ed to ertorqy th I 
SlI#A "~j ( [urvei ance •der thW conditns thaapply during' a plnAnt 

5ft'..ae,)+.d-; .,") (outage and tb) potential for An unplpnned tansient if Zhe/

REFERENCES

erating experience has shown these comnonents usually pass 
he Surveillance when performed at the?.@ month Frequencyq.  
Therefore, the Frequency was concluded to be acceptable from 
a reliability standpoint. Is bascrj OK f-k&)¥

U

1. FSAR, Section S. .3 

2. FSAR, Section 5. .4_---_

3. (FXAR, %ect~i [ 1;tA- ` ̀ 714I
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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 

RA•F•

SUFSA•, S_•,o 3.1. 2.4.12I 

BACKGROUND The SGT S stemIs re uired b 10 FR 0 A en x A DC 

BCo tainment Afmos• re CL anu (Ref. 1). The function of 
the SGT System is to ensure t at radioactive materials that 
leak from the primary containment into the Oecondary
containment following a Design Basis Accident (DBA) are 
filtered and adsorbed prior to exhausting to the 
environment. +-fk + sk s

The SGT System consists of two fully redundant subsystem Lt.• t 2.  

each with its own set of ductwork, dampers, charcoal filter L

train, and controls.  

Each charcoal filter train consists of (components listed in 

order of the direction of the air flow): 

a. A demister (bnmQ4st~re $epayat~r, II 

b. An electric heater; CD 
c. A refilter; 

d. A high efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filter; 

e. A charcoal adsorber; 

f. A second HEPA kilter; and

g. A centrifugal fan.  
The sizing of the SGT System equipment and components is °d' I

based on the results of an infiltration analysis, as well as' 

an exfiltration analysis of the MOsecondarym containment.J 

The internal pressure of the - vsT~~ia r 1~ i 

-maintained at anjegative pressure of f•0.25, inches water 

gauge when the tem is in operation, which represents the 

internal pressure required to ensure zero exfiltration of 
air from the buildinfen exp se a m wi

E S&Ts-.'l +" The demister is provided to remove entrained water in the 
S c'~cJ~. 04 air, while the electric heater reduces the relative humidity 

f.... + _ 3 (continued) 

Si,, ,k '1v1e s 6,+ L.; f-1 2 &
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SGT System 
B 3.6.4.3

BASES

BACKGROUND 
(continued)

of the airstream to less than 070O (Ref. 2). The prefilter 
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 
initiation ot a cha ti ter trn ran star.  
,0fitation ban adsorptn, subsste s ioe oie atin l thel /L~t---• T•Dg--•r~ud~t s~ystm/isnormally sbtdo 

APPLICABLE T dThe Tstem sati SGT System is to mitigate the 
SAFETY ANALYSES \conseq iuences of, a loss~f coolant accident and fuel handling 

a m acc__ __ I isRI-.F~ 

LCOFollowing aDA,•). a F mo f o anaelyzseuby the SGT System 
I ass m /-l a~.h~~) ICAO M• a o a ic initiated~to reduce, via 

filtration and adsorption, the radioactive material releasned 
pesrwihrsetto the environment. a 'n t 0 process 

The SGT System satisfies Mee itfiiot ' 3 ruetsN fority) 

LCO Following a DBA, a minimum of one SGT subsystem is required 
• •tomaintain the Osecondarye 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 lead 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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7] Insert BKGD 

the primary charcoal filter train inlet 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 

irradiated fuel assemblies in the esecondarJ containment.  

ACTIONS A.1 

With one SGT subsystem inoperable, the inoperable subsystem 

must be restored to OPERABLE status in 7 days. In this 

S- C /ondition, the remaining OPERABLE SGT subsystem is adequate 

to perform the required radioactivity 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 
is based on consideration of such factors as the 
availability of the OPERABLE redundant SGT System and the 
low probability of a DBA occurring during this period.  

B.1 and B.2 

If 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 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.I, C.2-.1 C.2.2: and C.2.3 

During movement of irradiated fuel assemblies, in the 
S- - secondaryo containment, during CORE ALTERATIONS, or during 

OPDRVs, when Required Action A.1 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 - -L 

(continued)
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SGT System 
B 3.6.4.3

BASES

ACTIONS

Dz[

C.1. C.2.1. C.2.2. and C.2.3 (continued)

occuriO, and that any other failure would be readily 
detected.  

An alternative to Required Action C.] is to immediately 
suspend activities that represent a potential for releasing 
radioactive material to the @secondaryo 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 preclude 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

LO 3.D.3 I' M4 subsequent potential for fission product release. Actions 
4 _)/Z. /• Mmust continue until OPDRVs are suspended.  

S/X / he Required Actions of Condition C have been modified by a 
Sii •"" r-r'•c•car• "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 
S..... T °•- would not specify any action. If moving irradiated fuel 

in MOE /, Z)i r-3 ) assemblies while in MODE 1, 2, or 3, the fuel movement is 
independent of reactor operations. jheri ore, n eiter 

S(AIý2-' ica'e, 0inality o susp move ent of /radiaed fuf 
-3 ATIDAJ C a sembli~ woul not bea suffcient r aon re 

a'eactor shutdo

If both SGTS subsystems are inoperable in MODE 1, 2, or 3, 
the SGT system may not be capable of supporting the required

When two SGT subsystems are inoperable, if applicable, CORE 
ALTERATIONS and movement of irradiated fuel assemblies in 

•- secondary4 containment must immediately be suspended.  
us pension of these activities shall not preclude completion 

of movement of a component to a safe position.- Also, if 
applicable, actioriCmust immediately be initiated to suspend 
OPDRVs in order to minimize the probability of a vessel 

(continued)

M
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F3 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.  

F1 Insert ACTION D 

Therefore, one SGT subsystem must be restored to OPERABLE status within 1 
hour. The I 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.

W 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 plant conditions from full power conditions in an orderly 
manner and without challenging plant systems.
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SGT System 
B 3.6.4.3

BASES 

ACTIONSf] (continued) 

draindown and subsequent potential for fission product 
, Cl /_ whI/Li,. Alf release. Actions mus continue until OPDRVs are suspended.  

-T H£'v;f,'v s L Required Action s1 "-Is been modified by a Note stating that 
Ir/ad ta4&d 4&aassAVy LCO 3.0.3 is not applicable. If moving irradiated fuel 
movd 'Co6M, U r assemblies while in MODE 4 or 5; LCO 3.0.3 would not specify 
MbDE /jZj Dr3 ) any action. If moving irradiated fuel assemblies while in 

MODE 1, 2, or 3, the fuel movement is independent of reactor

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

SR 3.6.4.3.1 / 

Operating each SGT subsystem for Ž •10continuous hours 
ensures that ot subsystems are OPERABLE and that all 
associatedýcontrols 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)o for 2 010 continuous hours every 31 days 
eliminates moisture on Lhe 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 
accordance with Regulatory Guide 1.52 (Ref. (. The VFTP 
includes testing HEPA filter performance, charcoal adsorber 
efficiency, minimum system flow 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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W 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.
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SGT System 
B 3.6.4.3

BASES

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS 

(continued)

I 

/

SR 3.6.4.3.3 

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 theMp mo th LCD 3 
Frequency. The LOGIC SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TEST in .3.6.2 
overlaps this SR to provide complete testing of the safet 
function. Therefore, the Frequency was found to be / )Ce•.4c. & nýeiJl 
acceptable from a reliability standpoint. I r)-er rivt#.4.'bI

REFERENCES 1. (O VR 50, Aaend A/GDC 4 

2. FSAR, Section F 97 

;--. Regulatory Guide 1.52, Rev.  

ý4. DrSAke , hb /73

Rev 1, 04/07/95

SR 3.6.4.3.4 

Thi SR verifies hat the filte/r cooler byp s damper c be 
opehed and the *an started. this ensures at the 
ventilation mote of SGT Sys m operation is available 
Xhile this Su veillance ca be performed with the re ctor at 

/power, opera ing experien has shown t at these co ponents 
,,usually pa the Surveil ance when per ,ormed at th [18) mont )Frequency, w ich is based jn the refue/ing cycle./ 

Therefor , the Frequen,6' was found •/ be accept ble from a/ reliability standpoit. /

BWR/4 STS B 3.6-114



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 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 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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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.
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GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: SECTION 3.6 - CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

RELOCATED SPECIFICATIONS 
("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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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.
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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.
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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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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 controlled 
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) 

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.  

2. 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, CornEd 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.  

I1. 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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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.  

I1. 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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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/V'k 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.  

2. 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/vrk 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/4"k 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.  

2. 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/fk 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.  

3. 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/4"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, CornEd 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.  

I1. 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.  

2. 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. l 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.  

3. 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.  

1. 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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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.  

2. 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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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCK 

L.4 CHANGE (continued) 

3. 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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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.  

2. 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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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCK 

L.6 CHANGE (continued) 

3. 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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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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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.  

2. 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 different 
kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

3. 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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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.  

I1. 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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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.

Dresden 2 and 3 1



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.  

I1. 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 1 10°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 21 10°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 1 10F. As a 
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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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 11 OF. 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 Ž 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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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.
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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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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.
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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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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.  

I1. 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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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.  

I1. 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, CornEd 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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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. I 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 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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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.  

I1. 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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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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