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Primary Containment

3.6.1.1
kT s>
3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
o~ 3.6.1.1 Primary Containment
Lco ’S.Ic.l.b LCO 3.6.1.1 Primary containment shall be OPERABLE.
<[_co 26215
{rpp 3.{,.(.9 APPLICABILITY:  MODES 1, 2, and 3.
<3¥qp| 362\
. ACTIONS .
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
bl Aet A. Primary containment A.l Restore primary 1 hour
h inoperable. containment to
Bualhe %% OPERABLE status.
B. Required Action and B.1 Be‘ in MODE 3. 12 hours
3‘("“' Acb associated Completion
<DO¢ L'b Time not met. AND
<‘-{.(.,7\.\-0(> B.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours
BWR/6 STS 3.6-1 Rev 1, 04/07/95



Primary Containment

é TS>
' SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

3.6.1.1

SURVEILLANCE

FREQUENCY

<U(.L.\.\.A> SR 3.6.1.1.1  Perform required visual examinations and
leakage rate testing except for primary

containment air lock testing

The Pmany Conlopment
Lea A’a?e 7é -/Esﬂrk,
p@ ram

0, Appendj
modified by approved exemptions
leakagé rate acceppdnce criter

<L\.(,.l,l,€> EE 3.6.1.1.2 Verify primary containment structural
integrity in_accordance with the /7

hr

Insernce Tuspecton Fsgram
/o5t Tensionng Tendlons

In accordance
with the

L IR3.6.1.13 Vé(rﬁj d@“e/{--fv:eyfan}n chamber bypos: leakage

ic éuﬁan 0/?#/# e é//m /e&@-e Amit 4;‘5@/
Aitng Bofect wni? sty ‘){//dull;ld A,m /m/a;g ,

7@5#/19 pertormed in aazordance W Hhs 5/?,77): dc'tefbﬂc

CNTenan 15 S16Y% of The o’ry«z’//——;&-;a,//arm Chambe

BWR/6 STS 3.6-2

RS months
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, 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 proposed TSTF-52.

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

3. The drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass leakage Surveillance Requirement (ITS SR
3.6.1.1.3) has been based on CTS 4.6.2.1.d and BWR/6 ISTS (NUREG-1434) SR
3.6.5.1.1. In addition, the Frequency of ISTS SR 3.6.5.1.1, (ITS SR 3.6.1.1.3) has
been changed to reflect the change in the LaSalle 1 and 2 refuel cycle.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



Primary Containment Air Loc
el

sy

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
3.6.1.2 Primary Containment Air Locl@—m

The /—1
<LCO 3_,0‘\.3> Lco 3.6.1.2 [TIwG]) primary containment air loc shall be OPERABLE.

<App\ 3_;,,\_3} APPLICABILITY:  MODES 1, 2, and 3.

ACTIONS m
NOTES
<boc L.(> 1. Entry and exit is permissible to perform repairs of the (aFfectad)air lock
_ components. :

( Segfate CMtion gﬁi is_alldwed fgg’_éach aiﬂogk.)m

2.

D A 3> e @. Enter applicable Conditions and Required Actions of LCO 3.6.1.1, "Primary

) n Containment," when air lock leakage results in exceeding overall
containment leakage rate acceptance criteria.

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
A.[{One o re_pfimar : NOTES
coptain air Yocks /| 1. Required Actions A.l,
gne primary A.2, and A.3 are not

containment air lock applicable if both doors

364D Ada \>.door inoperable. ::O:Z:a% lock are ‘G]
Py

3 Co.l-'%ll;:i‘*\ Condition C is entered.
L.“ (AR~N

t 2. Entry and exit is
permissible for 7 days

under administrative
controls ([if pdth a
—{1ocks _4re 1;per;; e

L Jaml |

(continue&)

BWR/6 STS 3.6-3 Rev 1, 04/07/95
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ACTIONS

Primary Containment Air Lock?—{:l

CONDITION

REQUIRED ACTION

COMPLETION TIME

(continued)

3613 Acka
3.6.1.3 Ackal
3.3 hctak

A.l

Verify the OPERAD
door is closed(in the)

NOTE

Air lock doors in
high radiation areas<
may be verified
locked closed by
administrative means.

" Verify the OPERABLE

;oor {s locked closed
) 0

1 hour

24 hours

or aveas wik Viwitrd
access due dw inevhug

Once per 31 days

égné ;:re p;:uarzi )
Primary

containment air lock
- {nterlock mechanism
{noperable.

Zboc LS)

NOTES

1.

Required Actions B.1,
B.2, and B.3 are not

applicab1c if both doors
in the air lock are
inoperable and

Condition C {s entered.

Entry into and exit from <

containment 1is
permissible under the
control of a dedicated
{ndividual.

(continued)

BWR/6 STS

3.6-4
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Primary Containment M; Lock?—@
.6.1.

ACTIONS
S CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
c .§> B. (continued) B.1 Verify an OPERABLE 1 hour
<b0 L doo closed fin the)
AND
B.2 L?ck an OPERABLE door | 24 hours
closed(in the
affectedair Jocki “m
AND
B.3 NOTE . T
Air lock doors in /(0" areas “"M"_\"““"“A
high radiation areas < Qe due Yo werhivg
may be verified
locked closed by
administrative means.
Verify an OPERABLE Once per 31 days
door {is locked closed
@ T
@\ e ﬂ
c. ﬁrim% c.1 Initiate action to Immediately
<3.(_'\_3 At \,> containment air loc evaluate primary
inoperable for reasons containment overall
other than Condition A leakage rate per
or B. £C0 3.6.1.1, using
current air lock test
results.
AND
c.2 Verify a door is 1 hour
in the
affercted air lgc
AND Ij]
(continued)
BWR/6 STS 3.6-5 Rev 1, 04/07/95



Primary Containment Air Locl@—-i I
y 3.6.1.2

<CT 5> ACTIONS

_ CONDITION . REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
<3,(,,l.3 P-d\>5. (continued) c.3 Restore air lock to 24 hours
OPERABLE status.
. Required Action and D.l Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
3613 Ad a3 associated Completion
3&.\-‘3 Ad"o Time not met. - AND
D.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours

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



Primary Containment Air Loc
3.6.1.2

(CT5>
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

SURVEILLANCE

S

FREQUENCY

NOTES

<’+.b.(.3,a> SR 3.6.1.2.1

1. An inoperable air lock door does not
jnvalidate the previous successful
performance of the overall air Tock
Teakage test.

2. Results shall be evaluated/against
t

acceptance cri

Perform required primary containment air
Jock leakage rate testing in accordance

_UPP\\u\h\G \u} ‘

with (J0 CFY'50, Appendix J, s modified
e Primary by approved exedfiptions.
Contam meut Lea“dx .
Rate Testing Tie acgeptanée criferia for aiy lock
Peogram. esting argt
a./ Ovepdll ai¥ lock/leakade raty’ is
S J2 scfly] whey' tested at >/P,.
b. Aor epéh dopf, lepkage rate is '
< [2/scfh)when the gap/between thie +he Piwary Contaiment
dol :e is pfessuryzed 14 Leakayg Rede _\—tﬁiv\e
o A brogram
SRA3.6.1.2.2 Verify pripdry containpént air logK seal 7 s '
air flasj/pressure ig’> [90] psid.
' {continued) .

BWR/6 STS 3.6-7
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Primary Containment Air Lock&®_ ! ]
3.6.1.2

<CT s>
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREHENTS {continued) :
SURVEILLANCE . FREQUENCY

3, > SR 3.6.1.28 V4 4 E 74 z \
é“‘”‘( L y requ to perfophed upop” entry
exit through e primary contdinment

Vair Topk. }

' - i y A ya L 1

Verify only one door in the primary
containment afir lock can be opened at 2

time.
SR 3.§.1.2.4 erify, frph an initdal press [18] ths
. 90] psig/ the pripary containment air,
. ock sep! pneumatic system pressure
not degay at a péte equivyient to
> [2)/psig for/a period gf [48] hoprs.

BWR/6 STS 3.6-8 Rev 1, 04/07/95
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ITS: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCK

The LaSalle I and 2 design only includes one primary containment air lock, similar to
the BWR/4 design. Therefore, numerous changes have been made to reflect the one air
lock design. The changes are consistent with the BWR/4 ISTS, (NUREG-1433, Rev.
1), except where discussed separately.

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

Changes have been made to allow the verification of closure of the air lock doors by
administrative means when the primary containment is inerted to reflect the BWR-5
design. This change is consistent with plants with inerted containments as reflected in

the BWR/4 ISTS, NUREG-1433, Rev 1.

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

The Primary Containment Leakage Rate Testing Program is included in CTS 6.2.F.7
and in ITS 5.5.13. 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 consistent with the Current Licensing Basis
and with proposed TSTF-52.

This bracketed requirement has been deleted because it is not applicable to LaSalle 1
and 2. The following requirements have been renumbered, where applicable, to reflect
this deletion.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



PCIVs
3.6.1.3

TS

S

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
3.6.1.3 Primary Containment Isolation Valves (PCIVs)

LCO 363
Leo 3.4.7 1co 3.6.1.3 Each PCIV shall be OPERABLE.
Lco 3.&.\.€>

<A o) 2.0,3)  APPLICABILITY:  MODES 1, 2, and 3,

b When associated instrumentation is required to be OPERABLE
{App 24 1D ' per LCO 3.3.6.1, “Primary Containment Isolation
(P((Jpl 300 g> Instruaentation.

ACTIONS
3-4’3 AC* Penetration flow paths
Spote ed intermittently under administrative controls.
<~D ol A-J) 2. Separate Condition entry is allowed for each penetration flow path.
Enter applicable Conditions and Required Actions for systems made
Db%ﬁ?\ \>> inoperable by PCIVs.
<3(' 3 he Enter applicab'le Conditions and Required Actions of LCO 3.6.1.1, *Primary

Containment," when PCIV leakage

result exceeding overall contaimlent
<Doc A, 3> Teakage rate acceptance criteria dnfm

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
36.3 Acta A. NOTE A.l Isolate the affected |4 hours except
' Ack ol Only applicable to penetration flow path | for main steam
3.3 o. penetration flow paths by use of at least Yine
> with tuo{ms. one closed and .
<3l-ﬂ A de-activated AND
automatic valve,
< L},(,,l,.l,‘> One or more closed manual valve, |8 hours for main
penetration flow paths blind flange, or steam line

(g Aty

with one PCIV
inoperab‘le fexcept %t

) “.. H
bypass 'leakage not

- check valve with flow
through the valve
secured.

{continued) |

3.6-9

Rev 1, 04/07 /95.
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ACTIONS _

CONDITION

e

REQUIRED ACTION

COMPLETION TIME

243 Acta \ A. (continued)
34&:3AC“’Q-‘ fTT.zM

{ : NOT&
’___@ Isolation devices in

high radiation areas
may be verified by

a1 Ak

(Lt.a.{.l.a>
(i
<3.L‘(.8 Aa>

2. Tsolehpu devices
Hak ore Yocked,
Sealed ,o¢ odb oruwse

fecv‘&&. &.ag be

o G é“&'g ‘gh_"{

Megas,

use of administrative
means.

Verify the affected
penetration flow path
is isolated.

{ 'F pr‘-mrj
(o~ j(mIJMU ’

Wh.(e w
MoY €

Once per 31 days
for isolation
devices outside
primary

inuen ' -

Prior to :
entering MODE 2
or 3 from

mo if not

the pnvious

Vo s de-weried] 92 days, for

isolation
devices inside
primary

BWR/6 STS

3.6-10

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95



TS
< > ACTIONS (continued)

PCIVs
3.6.1.3

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
< Doc L.3> B NOTE B.1 - Isolate the affected |1 hour
Only applicable to penetration flow path
penetration flow paths by use of at least
with two (CIVs. one closed and
de-activated
-@ automatic valve,
One or more closed manual valve,
penetration or blind flange.
with t
24,3 Acta c. NOTE: .1 ‘Isolate the affected |4k hours —
2 Actall Only applicable to penetration flow path
30 © penetration flow paths by use of at least (exCept for excess Llow
3.6.3 Actb with only one PCIV. one closed and checl valveg (F FCVs)
36,3 Act bl de-activated

One or more
penetration flow paths
with one PCIV
'inoperab‘le.r
ex:.ee% due o
l&i“@tge W’lw’.-}h,’n
‘(p\ "

(3l? Act)

2. Tsolakion devices
Thad arelocked,
Se‘e ) Zf O*ﬁerw'.sq
Tl mag be
:ef‘v GQ b! 3

4 : .
oy ¥othve

automatic valve,
closed manual valve,
or blind flange.

high radiation areas
may be verified by
use of administrative
means.

Verify the affected
"penetration flow path
is isolated.

and penctrations with
Q‘dosea\ systew

G\ [

2. hours -Co.-'_EFCVs
ana &v\e‘(‘n:hows
\w:'-i»k o closed zystem,

Once per 31 days

hipisy Teakage rate

4
not within limit.

D.1

‘Restore leakage rate
to within limit.

K MoCe

o h &r !
BWR/6 STS %ejé L"E:emug

Hoo Poth
‘:’fji rd:

tested line

AND

‘-l hours -Qer
hydeostatica I\sl

‘Ca-kaﬁc '\-D+ on
o closed systewm

{continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95




ACTIONS (continued)

PCIVs
3.6.1.3

CONDITION

valves not
purge valve 1
Timits.

E.l

REQUIRED ACTION

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

: NOTE
Isolation devices in
high radiation areas
y be verified by

of administrative

Verify
penetratign flow path

Perform SR 3.6.1.3.6
for the resilient
seal purge valves
closed to comply with
Required Action E.1.

COMPLETION TIME

Once per 31 days
for isolation
devices outside
containment

Prior to
entering MODE 2
or 3 from MODE 4

[92] days

BWR/6 STS

3.6-12

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95



ACTIONS (continued)

PCIVs
3.6.1.3

REQUIRED ACTION

COMPLETION TIME

CONDITION
?/’(:,;5 > . Required Action and .1 Be fn MODE 3. 12 hours
@.Z _ﬁsoci:t:d gqnp'let;on o0
.3 > ‘Time of Condjtion A,
B, C,“Daton(@)not met
C«’—* b.2, in HODIE)QI, 2® or 3. [2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours
G A2
<3ILI“8 f e e —
equired Action and 6.1 NOTE.
ociated Completion LCO 3.0.3 is not
of Condition A, applicable.
B, C\D, or E not met
for PONV(s) required
to be OPERABLE during Immediatkly
movement\of irradiated
fuel assegblies in
the [primay or
secondary
containment _,.m
H. Required Action H.1l Suspend C Immediately \
associated Compledion ALTERATION:
Time of Condition
B, C, D, or E not mxt
for PCIV(s) require
to be OPERABLE during
— CORE ALTERATIONS.
. Required Action and }7()1 Initiate action to Ismediately ]
<’D0C Mt> -associated Completion suspend,{OPD '
Time of Condition A, e
B, C,* ot met
for PCIV(s) required
@-ak to be OPERABLE during |@.2  Initiate action to Immediately
Iring " restore valve(s) to
OPERABLE status.
| bPeatises with a
Pote, Ll -fo.rdm.'.u}ag —@

¥he reg 4o r O350\

BWR/6 STS

3.6-13

Rev 1, 04/07/95



3.6.1.3
<(,Ts>
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY
' OTE
Only required to met in MODES 1, 2,
and 3. '
Verify each [ ] inch primary containment | 31 days
‘purge valve is sealed clgsed except for
one purge valve in a penétration flow
path while in Condition E Wf this LCO. : __\

<b0c, M‘3> [ 3.5.1.3.0@/ID il i ——

<DOC L .\l> my required to met in ms%
and 3.
@- )

Not required to be met when the

0207 inch primary containment purge
valves are open foreépressure con%rol-.
ALARA or air quality considerations
for personnel entry, or Surveillances

that require the valves to be open

provided the drywell/[purge suppiy 4
nes™are isolated.

Verify each inch primary containment | 31 days
purge valve/'is closed. '

(continued)
IC ‘anld Svpee ros) Ch
P\;’a‘);*:i:s(:d" X da 6551010 ambe, P orge
o QPQA) Srn\.\-\-m%us‘j

BWR/6 STS 3.6-14 -Rev. 1,7 04Y07/95



<CT5>
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS {(continued)

PCIVs
3.6.1.3

FREQUENCY

SURVEILLANCE
SR 3.6.1.3.@ : NOTES

e ¥* 1. Valves and blind flanges in high
<3“"3 + > ' radiation areas may be verified by
use of administrative means.

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

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

Jocated outside prima
and 15 required

to be closed during accident conditions
is closed.

ontainmenty &

31 days

and st Iockeéi

§eq(eéj 0Cotherw g
fecured

" SR 3.6.1.3 -~ e NOTnd E..f';

*> 1. Valves a i anges in high
<A$'{"2 faote radiation areas may be verified by
<L+t°lt1a&>

use of administrative means.
<Q.£,. (Lo (—m‘\e**> Not required to be met for PCIVs that

are open under administrative
controis.

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

1 prior to

\"\ Pr;vu\r\’
o vtarmmenst was
de-rvertel while

= Mobe y

entering MODE 2

{aess. Q

Valve explosive ch arqe.

Jocated inside primary containments, or 3 from
dFaET . ot~steam tingel)and is required ) | MODE 45 if not
to be closed during accident conditions performed
is closed. ‘ within the
, previous
Of other wise s’ec“n,_ a 52 days
— (continued)
tdcoce fpre be (TP) shear i S0l b ys ‘ é i

BWR/6 STS 3.6-15

‘Rev 1, '04/07/55



Ty

(4.6.2.3)

(Lcozy ) SR 16134

(L{.t..3.a>

PCIVs

il

3.6.1.3
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued)
SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY
SR 3.6.1.3.5  Verify(the[isoTation time of each power In
operate automatic PCIVE, except accordance
HSIVs,)kis within limits. with the
Inservice
esting
r
3.6.1.3.6 TE
Only required to be met\ in MODES 1, 2,
and 3.
Perform leakage rate testing for each 184 days
primary containment purge vylve with
resilient seals. AND
Once within
92 days after
opening the
L_ valve _
Verify the {solation time of each MSIV is In accordance
. 2 seconds and < ¥5) seconds. with the
(¢) _ {Inservice
’Hbsting
Program K
|

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

SR 3.6.1.3.?

o5 e

Torert SR 36838 0
6@ 2.b.1.34

BWR/6 STS 3.6-16

{continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95




(eTs)

Insert SR 3.6.1.3.8

SR 3.6.1.3.8 Verify each EFCV actuates to the 24 months
isolation position on an actual or
<{Q.b,3A4>> simulated instrument line break
signal.

Insert SR 3.6.1.3.9

SR 3.6.1.3.9 Remove and test the explosive 24 months on a
squib from each shear isolation STAGGERED TEST BASIS
<q L.3.S h> valve of the TIP System.

Insert Page 3.6-16



{cTo)

e

.

2, and 3.)

Results shall be\evaluated against
acceptance criteria of SR 3.6.1.1.1
in accordance with\]0 CFR 50,

Appendix J, as modiRjed by approved
exemptions.

Verify the combined leakage
secondary containment bypass
paths is < [ L,] when pressuri

2 [ psiq].

3.6.1.3
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued)
SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY
3.6.1.3.9 ‘X NOTES <\
[1. Only required to be met in MODES 1,

----- NOTE-----
SR 3.0.2 1s

not
applicable

In accordance
with

10 CFR 50,
Appendix J,
as modified
by approved
\:xemptlons

(A3

SR 3.6.
>

Verify leakage rate througﬁ‘a11 four main
steam lines is < (TW) scth when tested

1.3.10

Gy One Marm S{oam

Vreis £ 1005 fhand
H\row,\\

BWR/6 STS

3.6-17
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an),

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued) :
~ SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

S NOTES AW

<L-LC.'5.L.‘0>SR 3.6.1.3.11
%guired t met in MODES

Verify combined leakage rate
@ rostatically tested lines that

3.6.1.3.12

o\ T
Only required ty be met in MODES 1, _I

,llld3.

Verify each [ ] inch primary containment [18] mont
purge valve is bloc to restrict the
valve from opening > f50]%. .

BWR/6 STS , 3.6-18 Rev 1, 04/07/95



JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

1. This bracketed requirement has been deleted because it is not applicable to LaSalle 1
and 2. 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 LaSalle 1 and 2 (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 and ISTS SR 3.6.1.3.11 Note 1 have been deleted for the
same reason. The following Notes have been renumbered, if applicable, due to these
Notes deletion.

3. The words in 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
LaSalle 1 and 2 have more than two PCIVs. This was required by the NRC for some
penetrations whose outside PCIV was not close enough to the primary containment.
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. (It is
noted that the BWR/6 ISTS markup provided in TSTF-207, Rev. 3, inadvertently left
out the words “or more” in Condition B. The BWR/4 ISTS markup included these
words in Condition B.)

4. The words inside the brackets have been modified to reflect the different types of
leakage categories. Since there is more than one, the generic word "leakage" has been
used in ISTS 3.6.1.3 Conditions A, B, and C. 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 certain PCIVs 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 LaSalle 1 and 2 ITS, ACTION A
is taken if the PCIV is inoperable for reasons other than leakage; ACTION D is
required if the SRs for individual valve leakage limits are not met. Currently (in the
ISTS), Condition A would only exempt purge valve leakage and secondary containment
bypass leakage requirements and Condition C does not exempt any leakage
requirements. If a MSIV or a hydrostatically tested valve was not meeting the leakage
limits, Condition A or C, as applicable, would be entered and Required Action A.1 or

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

4. (continued)

C.1 would be required. These Required Actions allow 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 a MSIV or hydrostatically tested valve 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 4 hours, 8 hours, or 72 hours, as applicable, consistent
with the time provided in Required Actions A.1 and C.1 to isolate the 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
Actions A.1 and C.1, which allows isolation using the leaking valve. Condition B has
also been modified to exclude leakage. This Condition is appropriate if the valve is in
the incorrect position or will not close. As discussed above, the Required Action for
Condition B would also allow the penetration to be isolated using the leaking valve if
the bracketed phrase were not deleted. This change is also consistent with TSTF-207,
Rev. 3, except when plant specific differences apply or consistency errors were noted.

S. The LaSalle 1 and 2 design includes the drywell as part of the primary containment and
the primary containment is inerted while operating, similar to the BWR/4 design.
Therefore, changes have been made to the requirements which check proper position of
isolation devices, similar to the BWR/4 ISTS (NUREG-1433).

6. The LaSalle 1 and 2 design also includes EFCVs and TIPs, similar to the BWR/4
design. Therefore, ITS 3.6.1.3 Required Action C.1 Completion Times have been
modified to be consistent with the BWR/4 ISTS (NUREG-1433) and approved
TSTF-30, Rev. 3. The change also provides a 72 hour Completion Time for EFCVs
consistent with TSTE-323. ITS SR 3.6.1.3.4, SR 3.6.1.3.8, and SR 3.6.1.3.9 have
also been added, consistent with the BWR/4 ISTS. The following requirements have
been renumbered, where applicable, to reflect the additions.

7. Not used.

8. The time provided in ISTS ACTION D to restore MSIV leakage and hydrostatically
tested line leakage on a closed system to within limits has been changed. The Required
Action for this condition would require the leakage to be restored within limit in
4 hours for hydrostatically tested line leakage not on a closed system (no change), 8
hours for MSIV leakage, and 72 hours for hydrostatically tested line leakage on a
closed system. The new 8 hour Completion Time for MSIV leakage is consistent with
the time provided in Required Action A.1 to isolate the main steam line penetrations.
The 72 hour Completion Time for hydrostatically tested line leakage on a closed system

LaSalle 1 and 2 2



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

(continued)

is deemed appropriate based in part on the approved generic change TSTF-30, Rev. 1,
which provides a 72 hour Completion Time for single valve penetrations in a closed
system. Some of the hydrostatically tested lines are on a closed system, while the
others are water sealed and remain that way after the accident. This water sealed
design was reviewed and approved by the NRC, as documented in the original
LaSalle 1 and 2 SER and its supplements. This change is also consistent with TSTF-
207, Rev. 3, except where plant specific differences apply.

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

The words in ISTS 3.6.1.3 Condition I (ITS 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 LaSalle 1 and 2 ITS whose Applicability is
only during OPDRVs. The only PCIVs required when not in MODES 1, 2, and 3 are
the RHR shutdown cooling isolation valves, and their Applicability is MODES 1, 2, 3,
4 and 5. This Condition is still applicable in MODES 4 and 5, which are the only
MODES that OPDRVs can be performed. Therefore, the "during OPDRVs"
Applicability is duplicative of the MODES 4 and 5 Applicability and has been deleted.

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

The current leakage rate limit for the MSIVs is on a per line basis as well as on a total
leakage rate limit through all four main steam lines. ITS SR 3.6.1.3.10 reflects the
current licensing basis.

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

The Appendix J testing requirements and associated acceptance criteria, or exemptions
to applying leakage to that acceptance criteria, is adequately addressed in proposed

SR 3.6.1.1.1, The deleted Note (ISTS SR 3.6.1.3.11 Note 2) serves no purpose.
Additionally, the ITS 3.6.1.3 ACTIONS Note 4 ("Enter applicable Conditions...results
in exceeding overall containment leakage rate acceptance criteria") provides appropriate
and sufficient control to direct the proper ACTIONS should excessive leakage be
discovered. In addition, these Notes were approved to be deleted from NUREG-1434,
Rev. 1 per change package BWR-14, C.3, but apparently were not deleted. The
BWR/4 ISTS (NUREG-1433) did delete the Note (NUREG-1433, SR 3.6.1.3.14).

LaSalle 1 and 2 3



JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

15.  The leakage limit and test pressure for ISTS SR 3.6.1.3.11 (ITS SR 3.6.1.3.11) have
been deleted from the Technical Specifications consistent with the current licensing
basis. This is also consistent with TSTF-52, Rev. 2.

LaSalle 1 and 2 4
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3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ITS: 3.6.1.4 - DRYWELL AND SUPPRESSION CHAMBER PRESSURE

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

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

- LaSalle 1 and 2 1
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3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

<Appl EXS .\.'I>APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, and 3.

ment)Air Temperature
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ACTIONS
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ITS: 3.6.1.5 - DRYWELL AIR TEMPERATURE

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

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

3. A new Specification has been added, ITS 3.6.1.6. This Specification is from the
BWR/4 ISTS (NUREG-1433 ISTS 3.6.1.8), since the LaSalle 1 and 2 design is similar
to the BWR/4 design with regard to the vacuum breakers. Therefore, the BWR/4
Specification is used and any deviations from the BWR/4 ISTS are discussed in the
Justification for Deviations for ITS: 3.6.1.6.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1
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Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Breakers
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ITS: 3.6.1.6 - SUPPRESSION CHAMBER-TO-DRYWELL VACUUM BREAKERS

1. A new Specification has been added, ITS 3.6.1.6. This Specification is from the
BWR/4 ITS (NUREG-1433 ISTS 3.6.1.8), since the LaSalle 1 and 2 design is similar
to the BWR/4 design with regard to the vacuum breakers. Therefore, the BWR/4 LCO
is used and any deviations from the BWR/4 ISTS are discussed below.

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

3. The design to which the BWR/4 ISTS 3.6.1.8 was written required all the suppression
chamber-to-drywell vacuum breakers to be closed, but did not require all the
suppression chamber-to-drywell vacuum breakers to be Operable. Therefore, two
separate LCO statements were provided. The LaSalle 1 and 2 current licensing basis
requires all the suppression chamber-to-drywell vacuum breakers to be Operable and
closed. To more closely match the LaSalle 1 and 2 design, only a single LCO
statement is needed. This LCO statement requires each suppression chamber-to-
drywell vacuum breaker to be Operable, with the requirement to be closed as part of
the Operability requirement. This is consistent with the BWR/4 ISTS 3.6.1.7 LCO
statement, which requires each reactor building-to-suppression chamber vacuum
breaker to be Operable (in this LCO statement, closed is part of Operable). In
addition, since the second part of the deleted LCO statement ("except when performing
their intended function") is still needed to be included in the Specification, a second
Note has been included in SR 3.6.1.6.1 providing this allowance. The location of the
Note is also consistent with the BWR/4 ISTS 3.6.1.7.1. Also, ISTS Condition A and
SRs 3.6.1.8.2 and 3.6.1.8.3 have been modified to delete the word "required” and
Required Action A.1 has been changed from "one" to "the."

4, The LaSalle 1 and 2 design for the suppression chamber-to-drywell vacuum breakers
has one vacuum breaker per line, with manual isolation valves on both sides of the
vacuum breaker. With a vacuum breaker open, the isolation capability of the line can
be maintained by closing both manual isolation valves. Therefore, the ISTS 3.6.1.8
ACTIONS have been modified to reflect this design and the current licensing basis.
The changes are as follows:

a. Required Action B.1 has been modified to require closing both manual isolation
valves in the affected line in lieu of closing the open vacuum breaker. This
action essentially maintains the isolation capability of the vacuum breaker line.
The time to perform this action has also been changed to 4 hours.

b. New Required Action B.2 has been added to require restoration of the

inoperable vacuum breaker. This is needed since the modified Required Action
B.1 does not restore the vacuum breaker to OPERABLE status.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ITS: 3.6.1.6 - SUPPRESSION CHAMBER-TO-DRYWELL VACUUM BREAKERS

4, (continued)

c. New ACTION D has been added to ensure LCO 3.0.3 is entered if more than
one vacuum breaker is inoperable. The current analysis can only support one
inoperable vacuum breaker.

5. The second Frequency to NUREG-1433 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 3.6.1.6.1. 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 position indication in the control room, and are continuously 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 current LaSalle 1 and 2
Technical Specifications. :

6. The Frequency for ISTS SR 3.6.1.8.2, the vacuum breaker functional test, has been
extended from 31 days to 92 days in ITS SR 3.6.1.6.2. These vacuum breakers are not
located in a harsh environment; they are located in the secondary containment, similar
to many other PCIVs that are tested on a 92 day Frequency (per the IST Program).
This ISTS Frequency was based on the fact that these types of vacuum breakers are in a
harsh environment (as stated in the Bases for ISTS SR 3.6.1.8.2). For vacuum
breakers that are not in a harsh environment, a 92 day functional test Frequency is
used. This is shown in ISTS SR 3.6.1.7.2, which has a 92 day Frequency for the
functional test. The Bases of ISTS 3.6.1.7 describes that these vacuum breakers are
not located in a harsh environment. Therefore, since the LaSalle 1 and 2 design locates
the suppression chamber-to-drywell vacuum breakers outside the primary containment
(in the secondary containment), a 92 day Frequency is justified.

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

8. The third Frequency to NUREG-1433 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. "

LaSalle 1 and 2 2



JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ITS: 3.6.1.6 - SUPPRESSION CHAMBER-TO-DRYWELL VACUUM BREAKERS

8. (continued)

Since the vacuum breakers are designed to operate and 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. Therefore, this Frequency, which is not in the LaSalle 1 and 2 CTS,
has not been added to the LaSalle 1 and 2 ITS.

LaSalle 1 and 2 3



3.6.1.6 Low-Low Set\(LLS) Valves

LCO 3.6.1.6 The LLS
OPERABLE.

APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, and 3.

ction of [six] safety/relief valves shal

LLS Valves
3.6.1.6

ACTIONS
CONDITION REOUIR&h\QFTION COMPLETION TIME
A. One LLS valve A.l Restore LLS vglve to 14 days
inoperable. OPERABLE statu
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 hwurs
OR
Two or more LLS valves
inoperable.
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SURVEILLANCE REQ

LS Valves
3.6.1.6

FREQUENCY

SR 3.6.1.6.1

E
Not required be performed until
12 hours after ragctor steam pressure and
flow are adequate perform the test.

P L L T T X Y R el T T P

Verify each LLS valve openms when manually
actuated.

[18] months [on
a STAGGERED
TEST BASIS for
each valve
solenoid]

SR 3.6.1.6.2

Verify the LLS System actuates on an
actual or simulated automatic initiation

signal.
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BWR/6 STS

3.6-22

.Rev 1, 04/07/95




JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATION FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ISTS: 3.6.1.6 - LOW-LOW SET (LLS) VALVES

1. The LaSalle 1 and 2 design basis analyses do not assume the Low-Low Set function of

the Safety/Relief Valves, nor are they required to be operable in the CTS. As stated in
UFSAR section 7.3.1.2.2.10, the Low-Low Set Function was added as a product
improvement to improve the primary containment design margins, but is not required
to accommodate the primary containment loads as defined in NUREG-0487. Therefore,
this Specification has not been adopted in the LaSalle 1 and 2 ITS.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



3.6.1.7 Residual He

YSTEMS

Removal (RHR) Containment Spray System

LCO 3.6.1.7 Two RHR containment spray subsystems shall be OPERABLE.
APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, and 3.
ACTIONS
MNP
CONDITION REQUIRED AET{Q? COMPLETION TIME
One RHR containment A.1 Restore RHR 7 days
spray subsystem containment spray
inoperable. subsystem to OPERABLE
status. \\\\\\\
Two RHR containment B.1 Restore one RHR 8 hours
spray subsystems containment spray
inoperable. subsystem to OPERABLE
status.
Required Agtion and C.l Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
associated Gompletion
Time not met.
ABe in MODE 4. 36 hours
BWR/6 STS 3.6323 Rev 1, 04/07/95
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SURVEILLANCENREQUIREMENTS

RHR Containme

Sprayssystem

sdoe

“\\\ SURVEILLANCE

rnzousﬁbx\

SR 3.6.1.7.1  ~e-NC---co-o-ene- NOTE-----c-momcmnmeeana-
RHR cortainment spray subsystems may be
consideed OPERABLE during alignment and
operation\for decay heat removal when
below [the RHR cut in permissive pressure
in MODE 3] if\capable of being manually
realigned and met otherwise inoperabie.

P L Ll Chldlal ettt attadetkadatbaded

Verify each RHR contdinment spray 31 days
subsystem manual, powen operated, and
automatic valve in the w path that is
not locked, sealed, or otherwise secured
in position is in the corre position.
SR 3.6.1.7.2 Verify each RHR pump develops a flok rate In
: of = [5650] gpm on recirculation flo accordance
through the associated heat exchanger with the
the suppression pool. Inservice
Testing
\|Program or
3§\fays
Verify each RHR containment spray [18] months
subsystem automatic valve in the flow
path actuates to its correct position on
an actual or simulated automatic
initiation signal.
SR 3.6.1.7.4 Verify each spray nozzle is unobstructed. At first
refueling
10 years
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ISTS: 3.6.1.7 - RHR CONTAINMENT SPRAY SYSTEM

1. The LaSalle 1 and 2 CTS does not include requirements for drywell spray, since it is
not credited for mitigating any design basis accidents. Therefore, it has not been
included in the ITS.

-~ LaSalle 1 and 2 1



3.6.1.8 Penedration Valve Leakage Control System (PVLCS)

Lco 3.6.1.8 0] PVLCS subsystems shall be OPERABLE.
APPLICABILITY: MODES 1,\g, and 3.
ACTIONS
CONDITION \\\\ REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
A. One PVLCS subsystem A.l 30 days
inoperable.
B. [Two] PVLCS subsystems | B.1 Restore one RVYLCS 7 days
inoperable. subsystem to ORERABLE
status.
Required Action and C.1 Be in MODE 3. Aj\\\ 12 hours
associated Completion
Jime not met. AND
c.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hoyrs
SURVEILLANCE REQNIREMENTS
\\\\ SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY
SR 3.6.1.8.1 Verif\air pressure in each subsystem is 24 hours
2 [101N\psig.
L \ {continued)
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PVLCS
3.6.1.8

FREQUENCY

SR 3.6.1.8.2 Perform a system functional t
PVLCS subsystem.

of each [18] months
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ISTS: 3.6.1.8 - PENETRATION VALVE LEAKAGE CONTROL SYSTEM (PVLCS)

1. The LaSalle 1 and 2 design does not include a Penetration Valve Leakage Control
System. Therefore, this Specification has been deleted.

- LaSalle 1 and 2 1



LCO 3.6.1.9

APPLICABILITY:  MODES 1, and 3.

ACTIONS

3.6.1.9 Main§team Isolation Valve (MSIV) Leakage Control System (LKS)

TWO\MSIV LCS subsystems shall be OPERABLE.

CONDITION \zsnumso ACTION

COMPLETION TIME

21 minutes.

A. One MSIV LCS subsystem | A.1 Restore MSIV LCS 30 days
inoperable. subsystem to OPERABLE
statu
B. Two MSIV LCS B.1 Restore one WSIV LCS 7 days
subsystems inoperable. subsystem to OPERABLE
\\\\ status.
C.1 Be in MODE 3. \\\\ 12 hours
AND
c.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hoyrs
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
\\\ SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY
SR 3.6.1.9.1 Opexate each MSIV LCS blower 31 days

\= \
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SURVEILLANCE REQUIR

S (continued)

VEILLANCE

SR 3.6.1.9.2

tinuity of each

Verify electrical
em heater element

inboard MSIV LCS subs
circuitry.

SR \3.6.1.9.3

Perform a system functional test ;;\;;Eh\\~

MSIV LCS subsystem.

[18] months

=<

-
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ISTS: 3.6.1.9 - MAIN STEAM ISOLATION VALVE (MSIV) LEAKAGE CONTROL SYSTEM (LCS)

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

LaSalle 1 and 2 1
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- 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

3.6.2.1 Suppression Pool Average Temperature

Leo 3.6, 1. \NLEo 3.6.2.1 Suppression pool average temperature shall be:

Lco 3.6.2.0.a.2
LCo 3L, 2.0.a.2.0)

ediate range monitor
) channel is > [25/40] divisNons of full scale on
7 and no testing that adds h®at to the suppression

being performed; . A-,

— Ul'ﬂ\‘mfmqm_
<X1053 Fjshen /Any OPERABLE Ji channel is 4 [25/40] e Pouce »iv, purp
a @ivisions offu ale on Kange %“iﬁm* Y

eal Yo vRE suppressiunpoul TS IRNg p d; and n
-
L1 @ 2. | < X110%° )Evhe all OPERABLE 1 c;\annels are,{[25/40] )
e

divisions/of Aull_sc

CAopl 3.L.2.1) APPLICABILITY:  MODES 1, 2, and 3.
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ACTIONS
o CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
Llai At e im0
402002 A. Suppression pool A. erity suppression Once per hour
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< Y1101°F.
N E-]
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suppressNon pool.
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ACTIONS (continued)

Suﬁpression Pool Average Temperature

3.6.2.1

CONDITION

REQUIRED ACTION

COMPLETION TIME

/-
(Bed A b> B.

Required Action and
associated Completion

Time of Condition A E‘“’

12 hours

2

Any OPERABLE IRM
channel 3\ [25/40] “ |
divisions \9f full

peed

scale on Ragge 7.

AND

Performing testing
that adds heat to\the
suppression pool.

not met.
b £,
Pk
[E: Suppression pool Suspend all testing Immediately
verage temperature that adds heat to the
>N 105]°F. suppression pool.

Mode fa ffe\h ous

Pag{ as I‘W Ay

5?&6.1.‘/\9& bR)

v

4.0.2.1. 5,%> Suppression pool ”13.1 Place the reactor Immediately
AN average temperature mode switch in the
< > $110%°F but shutdown position.
< £1204°F.
AND
, 2 Verify suppression Once per
pool average 30 minutes
temperature
sgg;;o;:F.
AND
MB.3 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours
(cont inued)
BWR/6 STS 3.6-30 -Rev 1, 04/07/95
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ACTIONS ({continued)

Suppression Pool Average Temperature

3.6.2.1

CONDITION

REQUIRED ACTION

COMPLETION TIME

Lco 30.2.1. QZ D)

Y, Suppression pool ;ﬂll Depressurize the 12 hours
3. b,l average temperature reactor vessel to
\Ad az > mz < E‘m psig.
2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

/2.0
\<4.L.21.b.{ SR 3.6.2.1.1 Verify suppression pool average 24 hours

temperature is within the applicable

Timits. AND

5 minutes when
o performing

testing that
adds heat to
the suppression
pool

BWR/6 STS

3.6-31
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ITS: 3.6.2.1 - SUPPRESSION POOL AVERAGE TEMPERATURE

1. The LaSalle CTS does not contain the lower 95°F limit. The CTS limit is always
105°F, whether or not testing that adds heat to the suppression pool is being
performed. Therefore, the corresponding limitations as specified in ISTS LCO
3.6.2.1.a and b, including ACTIONS A and C, have been modified or deleted, as
necessary, to correspond with the current licensing basis. In addition, TSTF-206
changes that affect the deleted requirements have not been added.

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

3. These additional words have been deleted for consistency. These words do not appear
in the BWR/4 ISTS (NUREG-1433 Rev. 1). These words were approved to be deleted
from NUREG-1434, Rev. 1 per change package BWR-6, C.4, but apparently were not
deleted.

LaSalle 1 and 2 : 1



Suppression Pool Water Level
3.6.2.2

| ‘<c TS

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
3.6.2.2 Suppression Pool Water Level

<{-‘:0 3.6 %¢c0 3.6.2.2 Suppression pool water level shall be 2 @ﬁ) 1nches&}_m

<LCO 3 5.3.a.> and < inchesk

Age! 3L.U>APPL1CABILITY: MODES 1, 2, and 3.
}\PP\ 3-5—.3.CL>

ACTIONS

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

<3_(,, 2.\ AA«» A. Suppression pool water | A.l Restore suppression 2 hours

Jevel not within pool water level to
(3.‘3'.3 f*—c+&> Timits. within Timits.
3¢.2.1y B. Required Action and B.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
_ cta associated Completion
iy Time not met. AND
(s Acte)
B.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

4.6.2-‘-@ SR 3.6.2.2.1 Verify suppression pool water level is 24 hours
within limits.
4.S3 L al

"~ BWR/6 STS 3.6-32 Rev 1, 04/07/95



JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ITS: 3.6.2.2 - SUPPRESSION POOL WATER LEVEL

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

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



RHR Suppression Pool Cooling

3.6.2.3
vy s>
3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
3.6.2.3 Residual Heat Removal (RHR) Suppression Pool Cooling
L¢o 36,33 LCO 3.6.2.3 Two RHR suppression pool cooling subsystems shall be
OPERABLE.
ApP\ 2(.2.3 APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, and 3.
ACTIONS
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
3.0.2.3fkcta A. One RHR suppression A.l Restore RHR 7 days
pool cooling subsystem suppression pool
inoperable. cooling subsystem to
OPERABLE status.
- . Required Action and .1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours "
o associated Completion
3.@2-% Time AND
Acta not met.
322 3 "2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours ST 23]
het i’> ® T Rest 24 @ —
Two RHR suppression &- estore o~e _
3623 pool cooling Soppress; o0 peacl coo ling 8 houes
A b subsystems inoperable. vas,’5+<,.. do OPERABLE
Stetus.

BWR/6 STS 3.6-33 Rev 1, 04/07/95



RHR Suppression Pool Cooling

— TS

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

3.6.2.3

SURVEILLANCE

FREQUENCY

<U“‘°'l‘3' ‘*> SR 3.6.2.3.1 Verify each RHR suppression pool cooling
subsystem manualQ‘Eower operatedy and)

valve in the flow path that is

not locked, sealed, or otherwise secured

sition,is in the correct position or
can be aligned to the correct position.

31 days

Verify each "RHR pump develops a flow rate

2 J50D gpm through the associated heat
exchanger while operating in the
suppression pool cooling mode.

<‘-H..1.3J> SR 3.6.2.3.2

SN

In

accordance
lwith the \e

M Inservice ‘_@

Testing

INSerT 75 2.6.2.4 (Bu.e/q ISTs 3.@.2-‘13>

[§

BWR/6 STS 3.6-34

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ITS: 3.6.2.3 - RHR SUPPRESSION POOL COOLING

1. The LaSalle 1 and 2 design does not include any automatically actuated RHR
suppression pool cooling valves. The RHR suppression pool cooling mode is manually
actuated. Therefore, the word "automatic" in ITS SR 3.6.2.3.1 has been deleted.

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

3. The LaSalle 1 and 2 design only uses two of the three RHR pumps in the suppression
pool cooling mode. Therefore, ISTS SR 3.6.2.3.2 has been modified to only require
the "required” RHR pumps to be tested. This change is consistent with the use of the
word "required” in the ITS.

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

S. A new Specification has been added, ITS 3.6.2.4. This Specification is from the
BWR/4 ISTS (NUREG-1433 ISTS 3.6.2.4), since the LaSalle 1 and 2 design is similar
to the BWR/4 design with regard to RHR suppression pool spray. Therefore, the
BWR/4 LCO is used and any deviations from the BWR/4 ISTS are discussed in the
Justification for Deviations for ITS: 3.6.2.4.

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.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



Tsert Buwe/y T5TS2.0.2.4% 1]

RHR Suppression Pool Spray
3.6.2.4

<
3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
3.6.2.4 Residual Heat Removal (RHR) Suppression Pool Spray

\/ lco? .(,.2-1> LCO 3.6.2.4 Two RHR suppression pool spray subsystems shall be OPERABLE.

APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, and 3.

ACTIONS
CONDITION | REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
/B.L.Q.l Adta> A. DOne RHR suppression A.l Restore RHR 7 days
N pool spray subsystem suppression pool
inoperable. spray subsystem to

OPERABLE status.

_\/3.4,.2.1 Adb}B.

Two RHR suppression B.1 Restore one RHR 8 hours
pool spray subsystems suppression pool
inoperable. spray subsystem to

OPERABLE status.

/3.(..2.1 AcaNc. Required Action]and c.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
. associated Completion _
\5.6.2.1 Aet Time not met. AND
C.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours

ED *T:\‘)’ 3053/“) SP‘CCT'QCq{w.) Tosert wus used beccuse i+ best
epresevted 4o LaSafle 1ond 2 desrqu

BWR/4 STS 3.6-37 Rev 1, 04/07/95
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Toset Buwefy TSTS 2.6.2.4 [
(conhymyed)

RHR Suppression Pool Spray
3.6.2.4

\CT S>
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

<‘—LC.1.1 f~> SR 3.6.2.4.1 Verify each RHR suppression pool spray 31 days
subsystem manualgfpower operate ﬂ

valve in the flow path that is

not locked, sealed, or otherwise secured

in positiogyys in the correct position or}-
can be aligned to the correct position.

J . 5 Hragguead ) —
\%L.Z.l. ‘>> SR 3.6.2.4.2 Verify eg pump develops a flow In
rate 2 ( tiraugh the, accordance
X s/operating in with the x
)n spray mode. Inservice
oghe oy S e 2] Prograngry |1
BWR/4 STS 3.6-38 Rev 1, 04/07/95
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ITS: 3.6.2.4 - RHR SUPPRESSION POOL SPRAY

1. A new Specification has been added, ITS 3.6.2.4. This Specification is from the
BWR/4 ISTS (NUREG-1433 ISTS 3.6.2.4), since the LaSalle 1 and 2 design is similar
to the BWR/4 design with regard to RHR suppression pool spray. Therefore, the
BWR/4 LCO is used and any deviations from the BWR/4 ISTS are discussed below.

2. The LaSalle 1 and 2 design does not include an automatically actuated RHR
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 brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has

been provided.

S. The LaSalle 1 and 2 design only uses two of the three RHR pumps in the suppression
pool spray mode. Therefore, ISTS SR 3.6.2.4.2 has been modified to only require the
"required" RHR pumps to be tested. This change is consistent with the use of the word
"required"” in the ITS.

6. The LaSalle 1 and 2 accident analysis does not credit the cooling effect of the RHR
heat exchangers during the suppression pool spray mode. Therefore, this requirement
has been deleted. Clarification of required flow through the spray sparger has been
added, consistent with the LaSalle 1 and 2 current licensing basis.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



SPMU System
3.6.2.4

APPLICABILITY: , and 3.

ACTIONS

CONDITION COMPLETION TIME
A. Upper containment pool 4 hours
water level not within
Timit.
B. Upper containment pool 24 hours -
water temperature not containment puwol
within limit. water temperatiye to
within Timit.
C. SPMU subsystem C.1 Restore SPMU \\\ 7 days
indperable for reasons subsystem to OPERABLE
other\ than Condition A | status.
or B.
D. Required Actign and D.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hou
associated C etion
Time not met. AND
D.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours

BWR/6 STS 3.6-35 Rev 1, 04/07/95



SURVEILLANCS, REQUIREMENTS

N

SURVEILLANCE

SR 3.6.2.4.1

VeNfy upper containment pool water level
is 2\]23 ft 3 inches] above the pool

SR 3.6.2.4.2

Verify upper ®spntainment pool water
temperature is X [125]°F.

24 hours \\\\\\\\\\\\

24 hours

SR 3.6.2.4.3

Verify each SPMU subsygtem manual, power
operated, and automatic\yalve that is not
locked, sealed, or othe
position is in the correct wosition.

31 days

SR 3.6.2.4.4

Verify all upper containment pool

gates are in the stored position or {re
otherwise removed from the upper
containment pool.

31 days

Actual makeup to the suppression pool may
be excluded.

Verify each SPMU subsystem automatic

lve actuates to the correct position on
am\actual or simulated automatic
inidjation signal.

[18] month

BWR/6 STS

3.6-36

Rev 1, 04/07/95




JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ISTS: 3.6.2.4 - SUPPRESSION POOL MAKEUP (SPMU) SYSTEM

1. The LaSalle 1 and 2 design does not include a Suppression Pool Makeup System.
Therefore, this Specification has been deleted.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



TSy

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

Primary Containment Hydrogen Recombiners

3.6.3.1

3.6.3.1 Primary Containment Hydrogen Recombiners &emnently\ustan@—-—m

<Lc.o S.Q.L.l> Lco 3.6.3.1 Two primary containment hydrogen recombiners shall be

OPERABLE.

65‘99\ 3.(..1..\> APPLICABILITY: MODES 1 and 2.

ACTIONS
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
/3.0.(..1 A-c,{'> A. One primary A.l —emeeee- NOTE---------
N . LCO 3.0.4 is not

containment hydrogen

recombiner inoperable. applicable.
Restore primary 30 days
containment hydrogen
recombiner to
OPERABLE status.
<ﬁ)oc,L.5:> B. Two primary 8.1 Verify by 1 hour
containment administrative means
hydrogen that the hydrogen AND
recombiners control function is
inoperable. maintained. One per
12 hours
\( -
p thereafter >\ @
AND
B.2 Restore one primary 7 days
containment hydrogen
recombiner to
OPERABLE status.
{continued)
BWR/6 STS 3.6-37 Rev 1, 04/07/95
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Primary Containment Hydrogen Recombiners

ACTIONS (continued)

3.6.3.1

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
<3.(,,L,l A-d> C. Required Action and c.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
associated Completion -
Time not met.
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

<'-hL‘(..LL> SR 3.6.3.1.1

Perform a system functional test for each
primary containment hydrogen recombiner.

@R &

Visually exam¥pe each primary containment\
hydrogen recol er enclosure and verify
there is no evidence of abnormal
conditions.

<EL&NQ“_C_2;> SR 3.6.3.1. Perform a resistance to ground test for
. each heater phase. v

_

BWR/6 STS

wsert TTS 3.(.3.2 (Bewr/q Ts

N

3.6-38
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ITS: 3.6.3.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT HYDROGEN RECOMBINERS

This reviewer's type of note has been deleted. This information is for the NRC
reviewer to be keyed in to what is needed to meet this requirement. This is not meant
to be retained in the final version of the plant specific submuittal.

Typographical error corrected.

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

The Current LaSalle 1 and 2 Licensing Basis does not include ISTS SR 3.6.3.1.2,
which requires a visual examination of each primary containment hydrogen recombiner
enclosure and verification that there is no evidence of abnormal conditions.

CTS 4.6.6.1.b (ITS SR 3.6.3.1.1) and CTS 4.6.6.1.c.2 (ITS SR 3.6.3.1.2) require a
Hydrogen Recombiner system functional test and a heater resistance to ground test,
respectively. This CTS testing, which is maintained in the ITS, provides adequate
periodic surveillance testing to ensure the Operability of the Hydrogen Recombiners.
This testing includes verification of system leak tightness during Integrated Leak Rate
Testing. Accordingly, ComEd concludes that requiring a visual examination of each
primary containment recombiner enclosure at periodic intervals is not necessary and
ISTS SR 3.6.3.1.2 has not been included in the LaSalle 1 and 2 ITS.

A new Specification has been added, ITS 3.6.3.2. This Specification is from the
BWR/4 ISTS (NUREG-1433 ISTS 3.6.3.3), since the LaSalle 1 and 2 design is similar
to the BWR/4 design with regard to oxygen concentration requirement (LaSalle 1 and 2
inerts the primary containment since the containment is a Mark II). Therefore, the
BWR/4 LCO is used and any deviations from the BWR/4 ISTS are discussed in the
Justification for Deviations for ITS: 3.6.3.2.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



Primary Containment and Drywell\tydrogen Ign;tgr;
AINMENT SYSTEMS

imary Containment and Drywell Hydrogen Ignitors
Two divisions of primary containment and drywell hydroge

nitors shall be OPERABLE, each with > 90% of the associ
jtor assemblies OPERABLE.

Lco 3.6.3.2

APPLICABILITY: MODES 1 a

ACTIONS

CONDITION COMPLETION TIME

\ REQUIRED ACTION

A. One primary A.l
containment and
drywell hydrogen
jgnitor division
inoperable.

30 days

Two primary B.1 Verify by 1 hour

containment and

rywell hydrogen
nitor divisions
ingperable.

administrative means
that the hydrogen
control function is

maintained. Once per 12
houxs thereafter
B.2 Restore one primary 7 days

containment and
drywell hydrogen
ignitor division to
OPERABLE status.

\ S

(continued)

BWR/6 STS
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Primary Containment and Drywell Hydrogen Ignétgr;

\\Q?NDITION REQUIRED ACTION COHPLET}bQ\TIHE

C:. Required Action and c.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
associated \Completion

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
SURVEEEQQNCE FREQUENCY

SR 3.6.3.2.1 Energize each prisry containment and 184 days
drywell hydrogen ighjtor division and
perform current versus voltage
measurements to verify\cequired ignitors
in service.

SR 3.6.3.2.2  -emececcccccmecone NOTE---==nneNrmmmmmnn-

P L L L P Y R R Y R L

Energize each primary containment and 92 days
drywell hydrogen ignitor division and
perform. current versus voltage

measurements to verify required ignitors

in service.

Verify each required ignitor in [18] momths
inaccessible areas develops sufficient
rrent draw for a 2 [1700]°F surface
erature.

SR 3.6.3.2.3

\\ {continu

_BWR/6 STS 3.6-40 Rev 1, 04/07/95




e

Primary Containment and Dr

11 Hydrogen Ignitors
3.6.3.2

(continued)
N\ _SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY
SR 3.6.3.2.4 Verify each uired ignitor in [18] month

accessible area
temperature of 2

evelops a surface
0]°F.

=

BWR/6 STS
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ISTS: 3.6.3.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AND DRYWELL HYDROGEN IGNITORS

1. The LaSalle 1 and 2 design does not include Primary Containment and Drywell
Hydrogen Ignitors. Therefore, this Specification has been deleted.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



i Twsert Bod/Y ISTS 3.4.3.3 %

Primary Containment Oxygen Concen;.rgt;on
—(CTSY g

"3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

3.6.3 Primary Containment Oxygen Concentration

/] LCO 3,(,_(,.’J>LCO 3.6.3 The primary containment oxygen concentration shall be
\ < 4.0 volume percent.

/App\ 2..0.2 YAPPLICABILITY:  MODE 1 during the time period:
\ *

a. From ¥24% hours after THERMAL POWER is > X15J% RTP
following startup, to

b. 24k hours prior to reducing THERMAL POWER to
<h)§15~}% RTP prior to the next scheduled reactor
shutdown. ,

ACTIONS
CONDITION . REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
<30L|‘ol AC+> Al
A.” Primary containment A.l Restore oxygen 24 hours
oxygen concentration concentration to
not within limit. within limit.

é‘(,_c,,:z kc_+> B. Required Action and B.1 - Reduce THERMAL POWER | 8 hours
. associated Completion to < K15§% RTP.
Time not met.

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

4‘.5(,_ 2> SR 3.6.3.ﬂ.l Verify primary containment oxygen 71 days

concentration is within limits.

m K This BwR/Y Specificohor Tosert wasused becavse
! Ges{’ mr('QSQAJTeﬂ e 1—-’«96”1 [(NJ Z JQSrjd
BWR/4 STS 3.6-44 Rev 1, 04/07/95
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ITS: 3.6.3.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT OXYGEN CONCENTRATION

1. A new Specification has been added, ITS 3.6.3.2. This Specification is from the
BWR/4 ISTS (NUREG-1433 ISTS 3.6.3.3), since the LaSalle 1 and 2 design is similar
to the BWR/4 design with regard to the inerting requirements of the primary
containment. Therefore, the BWR/4 LCO is used and any deviations from the BWR/4
ISTS are discussed below.

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

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



3.6.3.3 [Drywe

Purge System]

—

[Drywel}\ Purge System]
3.6.3.3

LCO 3.6.3.3 rywell purge] subsystems shall be OPERABLE.
APPLICABILITY: MODES 1 and
ACTIONS

CONDITION VREQPIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

\-

A. One [drywell purge] A.l =eeeN\-NOTE---------
subsystem inoperable. LCO 3.0
applicabl
Restore [drywe 30 days
purge] subsystem\to
OPERABLE status.
B. Ywo [drywell purge] B.1 Verify by
stbsystems inoperable. administrative means
that the hydrogen
control function is
maintained.
AND _
B.2 Restore one [drywell
purge] subsystem to
OPERABLE status.
C. Required Action and C.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
associated Completion
Time not met. N\\\
N\ I
. BWR/6 STS 3.6-42 Rev 1, 04/07/95




[Dr

SURVEILLANCE

11 Purge System]
3.6.3.3

SR 3.6.3.3.1

flow rate is 2 [500] scfm.

[18] months :l

BWR/6 STS 3.6-43
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ISTS: 3.6.3.3 - DRYWELL PURGE SYSTEM

1. The LaSalle 1 and 2 design includes a Drywell Purge System; however, it is not
utilized as an Engineered Safety Feature, and is not included in the CTS. The LaSalle
primary containment is a Mark II design, and does not credit a Drywell Purge System
for reducing hydrogen concentration. Consequently, the Drywell Purge System has not
been included in the ITS for LaSalle 1 and 2.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



\C.T5>
3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

3.6.4.1 )[Secondary Containment

/ LCO 3.6.4.1
Jco 3.L.5.!>

Y
App! 3.L.s.l>APPL1cABILm:
~

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

[0

uring CORE ALTERATIONS,
During operations with a potential for draining the reactor
vessel (OPDRVs).

Secondary Containmenti
3.6.4.1

The jsecondary containment) shall be OPERABLE.

ACTIONS
CONDITION REQUIRED "ACTION COMPLETION TIME
/3.6.5 1 Act A> A.( ¥Secondary A.l Restore )(deary 4 hours
N containment¥ containmentk to
inoperable ¥in MODE 1, OPERABLE status.
2, or 3%. _
p—
.S [ Acto)B. Required Action and B.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
\3 sl >B associated Completion
Time Yof Condition AND
not met.
] B.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours
(continued)
BWR/6 STS 3.6-44 Rev 1, 04/07/95



ASecondary Conta; n:e:t;g?m

AR
< > ACTIONS (continued)

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
<3.G5.\f‘w*b> [c. ¥secondary C.l  --cecee- NOTE----==---
containmentk . LCO 3.0.3 is not
inoperable during applicable.
movement of irradiated | @  <----ceccescccccccco--
fue’l assembHes in the )
secondary Suspend movement of Immediately
containmenti:. during irradiated fuel
CORE ALTERATIONS, or assemblies in the
\ during OPDRVs. LpTr imdrg and) 'S
[B.—,( secondary
containmentX.
AND
c.2 Suspend CORE Immediately
ALTERATIONS. \
AND
c.3 Initiate action to Immediately
suspend OPDRVs.

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

2 §0.25% inch of vacuum water gauge.

SR 6.4.1.2 Verify all [secondary containment] \ 31 days E_j
equipment hatches are¢losed and sealed.

{continued)

4*'(‘-5“' °‘>m E{ 3.6.4.1.1 ﬁ Verify Xsecondary containmentk vacuum is | 24 hours }

BWR/6 STS 3.6-45 Rev 1, 04/07/95



sESecondary Containmentj(ﬂ
3.6.4.1

TS

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS {continued)

FREQUENCY

31 days

a STAGGERED
TEST BASI

@ 4] @_@
D2la TA:g'E'REB "

TEST BASIEi

(‘F” reech SCT

—
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, 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 requires verification that all secondary containment equipment
hatches are closed and sealed every 31 days. This Surveillance Requirement is not
required in the LaSalle 1 and 2 CTS and has not been included in the ITS. At LaSalle
1 and 2, all equipment access openings are provided with inner and outer doors and are
treated as access doors. As a result, they will be subject to the verification
requirements of ITS SR 3.6.4.1.2 (ISTS SR 3.6.4.1.3), which verifies the position of
secondary containment access doors. Therefore, ISTS SR 3.6.4.1.2 is not required.
This is consistent with the current licensing basis. In addition, the following SRs have
been renumbered due to this deletion.

3. The ISTS SR 3.6.4.1.3 (ITS SR 3.6.4.1.2) allowance that both doors can be open
during entry and exit has been deleted. This is consistent with the same SR in
NUREG-1433, Rev. 1. The LaSalle 1 and 2 design with respect to the number of
doors in an access opening is consistent with the BWR/4 design (2 doors per access
opening), not the BWR/6 design (one door per access opening).

4. ISTS SRs 3.6.4.1.4 and 3.6.1.4.5 are tests that ensure the Secondary Containment is
Operable; the leak tightness of the Secondary Containment boundary is within the
assumptions of the accident analyses. However, they are written in such a manner that
they imply that if a SGT subsystem is inoperable, the SRs are failed ("Verify each
standby gas treatment (SGT) subsystem will/can..."). As stated above, this is not the
intent of the SRs. Therefore, to ensure this misinterpretation cannot occur, the SRs
have been rephrased to more clearly convey the original intent of the SRs, to verify the
Secondary Containment is Operable. With the new wording, if a SGT subsystem is
inoperable, ITS SRs 3.6.4.1.3 and 3.6.4.1.4 will still be met and only the SGT System
Specification, LCO 3.6.4.3, will be required to be entered. The SRs will still ensure
each SGT subsystem is used (on a STAGGERED TEST BASIS) to perform the SRs.
This change is also consistent with TSTF-322.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



SCIVs
3.6.4.2

““\‘C T 5>
3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

'3.6.4.2 Secondary Containment Isolation Valves (SCIVs)

<LCO 3.(0.5.3>LC0 3.6.4.2 Each SCIV shall be OPERABLE.

@vp\ 3.4.5. D)APPLICABILITY:  MODES 1, 2, and 3,

Durin movement of irradiated fu:’l assemblies in the
* primary_or) secondary conta nmentH ]
During CORE ALTERATIONS, \

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

ACTIONS
<DCI. L.\> 1. Penetration flow paths may be unisolated intermittently under
administrative controls.

<DQC A_1> 2. Separate Condition entry is allowed for each penetration flow path.

/ 3. Enter applicable Conditions and Required Actions for systems made
ve'd inoperable by SCIVs.

B L
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
/. AN A. One or more A.l Isolate the affected | 8 hours
\E,Q.SILAa % penetration flow paths penetration flow path
<4 LShb2 with one SCIV by use of at least
fortls B inoperable. one closed and

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

(continued)
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SCIVs

3.6.4.2
LTS
S ACTIONS
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
/ 4
2.6.52Ac °~>A. (continued) L S NOTE--=------
N solation devices in
high radiation areas
may be verified by
&. Teolatron AescesThatare use of administrative
locked, seaked, o ahoruse smeans.
ilﬂﬂzglﬁﬂ be w?;ﬁq/ """""""""""
;’jf},fb,“’ nastetise Verify the affected Once per 31 days
penetration flow path
is isolated.
<<{)oc L_1>> B, ---cecen-- NOTE--------- B.1 Isolate the affected | 4 hours
Only applicable to penetration flow path
penetration flow paths by use of at least
with two isolation one closed and
valves. de-activated
---------------------- automatic valve,
. closed manual valve,
One or more or blind flange.
penetration flow paths
~— with two SCIVs
inoperable.
/ 0
3652 Ad q>C. Required Action and C.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
N 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)
BWR/6 STS 3.6-48 Rev 1, 04/07/95
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TS

ACTIONS (continued)

SCIVs
3.6.4.2

CONDITION

REQUIRED ACTION

COMPLETION TIME

<3.e.s’.1 Actp.

o

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

secondary
containment X during
CORE ALTERATIONS, or
during OPDRVs.

D.1

LCO 3.0.3 is not
applicable.

Suspend movement of
irradiated fuel
assemblies in the

s VD)
containment¥.

secondary

Suspend CORE
ALTERATIONS.

Initiate action to
suspend OPDRVs.

Immediately

Immediately

Immediately

BWR/6 STS
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<L* ) %> SR 3.6.4.2.3 Verify each automatic SCIV actuates to

SCIVs

3.6.4.2
TSy
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS —
SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY
(u,c,,ﬁ'.l. b..2> SR 3.6.4.2.1  —----ceeecomeoooe- NOTES---------eccoumee-
1. Valves and blind flanges in high
radiation areas may be verified b
use of administrative ]
2. Not required to be met for SCIVs that
are open under administrative geEans+— @
Verify each secondary containment 31 days
isolation manual valve and blind flange ToTF-4S]
red.L

nat locked sealed or that isarequired to be closed during
"'”';b':;‘zsz::&ufd n accident conditions is closed.

<‘-(.‘o.§-l-<-> SR 3.6.4.2.2  Verify the isolation time of each power
operatehP Qnd~each automatic SCIV is
within m1 5.

the isolation position on an actual or
simulated automatic isolation signal.

BWR/6 STS 3.6-50
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, 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.

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

- LaSalle 1 and 2 1



SGT System
3.6.4.3

e

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
3.6.4.3 Standby Gas Treatment (SGT) System

<LQ0 3(.5.3)LC0 3.6.4.3  Two SGT subsystems shall be OPERABLE.

g 3\APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, and 3,
<A°p‘ 3t > During movement of irradiated fuel assemblies in the
({W F)secondary containmenty,
During ALTERATIONS,
During operations with a potential for draining the reactor

vessel (OPDRVs).

ACTIONS
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
<3,65.'5 Ac*°> A. One SGT subsystem Al Restore SGT subsystem | 7 days
inoperable. ' to OPERABLE status.
DB Required Action and B.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
<2"(“§'.5 Acta associated Completion

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

DC. Required Action and | ------------ NOTE-----=-c"2e-e

<5'(°5‘3 hdaé associated Completion | LCO 3.0.3 is not applicable.
Time of Condition A | -----vecccccmccncncnncccaaa-an
not met during
movement of irradiated | C.1 Place OPERABLE SGT Immediately
fuel assemblies in the subsystem in
secondary operation.
containmentk, during
CORE ALTERATIONS, or OR
during OPDRVs.

(continued) -
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SGT System
3.6.4.3

““2@57r5;> ACTIONS

COMPLETION TIME

Bu52 heAa D>

<bocA.’5> D.

e

8053 Ack OE.

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION
C. (continued) €C.2.1 Suspend movement of Immediately
irradiated fuel
assemblies in the
secondary }.m
containmentX
AND
€C.2.2 Suspend CORE Immediately
ALTERATIONS.
AND
€.2.3 Initiate action to Immediately
suspend OPDRVs.
Two SGT subsystems D.1 Enter LCO 3.0.3 Immediately
inoperable in MODE 1,
2, or 3.
Two SGT subsystems L 3 NOTE--ccccu--
inoperable during LCO 3.0.3 is not
movement of irradiated applicable.
fuel assemblies in the ceesecmmcmcicccmcanan
l:]'“( secondary
containmentk, during Suspend movement of Immediately
CORE ALTERATIONS, or irradiated fuel
during OPDRVs. assemblies in the
secondary
containmenti.
AND
{continued)
BWR/6 STS 3.6-52 Rev 1, 04/07/95%



‘”‘<a s>
ACTIONS

SGT System
3.6.4.3

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

/ E. (continued £.2 Suspend CORE Immediately
3483 Pt b> ( ) | ALTERATIONS.

AND

E.3 Initiate action to Immediately

suspend OPDRVs. :
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

<f4.L.5.3.;;> SR 3.6.4.3.1 Operate each SGT subsystem for
m 2 X10X continuous hours fwith heaters

operating¥.

31 days

<’—H. 53 b> SR 3.6.4.3.2  Perform required SGT filter testing in
T accordance with the Ventilation Filter

Testing Program (VFTP).

In accordance
with the VFTP

4}.{.,5,3,4,9) SR 3.6.4.3.3 Verify each SGT subsystem actuates on an
y actual or simulated initiation signal.

SR 376 4.3.4 Verify each SGT filter™qooler bypass
damper can be opened and
started.

[18 nths

BWR/6 STS ‘ 3.6-53
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, 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. Typographical/grammatical error corrected.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



LCO 3.6.5.1 The drywell shall be OPERABLE.
APPLICABILITY: MODES 1,R, and 3
ACTIONS
CONDITION \\\\»REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
A. Drywell inoperable. A.l tore drywell to 1 hour
OPBRABLE status.
B. Required Action and B.1 Be in 3. 12 hours
associated Completion
Time not met. AND
B.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours
SURMEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
‘\\\‘ SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY
SR 3.6.5 Verify bypass leakage is less than or [18]\months
equal to the bypass leakage limit.
However, during the first unit startup
following bypass leakage testing
performed in accordance with this SR, the
cceptance criterion is < [10%] of the
ell bypass leakage limit.
L A\ —__ (continued)

BWR/6 STS 3.6-54
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| PR
— Dryu;;;—-‘\\

3.6.5.1

SURVEILLANCENGEQUIREMENTS (cont inued)
SURVETLLANCE \v FREQUENCY

SR 3.6.5.1.2 Visudly inspect the exposed accessible 0] months
and exterior surfaces of the

\—
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ISTS: 3.6.5.1 - DRYWELL

1. The LaSalle 1 and 2 design does not include a drywell internal to the primary
containment (NUREG-1434 is based on a Mark III containment; LaSalle 1 and 2 has a
Mark II containment). Therefore, this Specification has been deleted.

LaSalle 1 and 2 : 1



A

ACTIONS

components.

R e L T L T T TP Y

1. Entry and exit is permissibNe to perform repairs of the affected air lock

e

Drywell Air Lock
3.6.5.2

2. Enter applicable Conditions and\Required Actions of LCO 3.6.5.1,
"Drywell,” when air lock leakage\results in exceeding overall drywell
bypass leakage rate acceptance criteria.

CONDITION

COMPLETION TIME

A. One drywell air lock
door inoperable.

LR T

1. Required Actions
A.2, and A.3 are n
applicable if both
in the air lock are
inoperable and
Condition C is entered.

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

cesccscasscsscsrrarccarcensnaena=

A.l Verify the OPERABLE
door is closed.

\=

(continue—_j;/J
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Pin

Drywell Air Lock
3.6.5.2

REQUIRED ACTION

comm&a{ms

A. (continued) A.2 Lock the OPERABLE 24 hours
door closed.
AND
A.3 Verify by Once per 31 days
administrative wmeans
the OPERABLE door is
Tocked closed.
B. Drywell air lock | «---------NOTES-~----cccn--

interlock mechanism
inoperable.

permissible under the
control of a dedjcated
individual.

B.1 Verify an OPERABL
door is clqsed.

AND

B.2 Lock an OPERABLE door
closed.

AND

B.3 Verify by
administrative means
an OPERABLE door is
locked closed.

1 hour

Once per\31 days

BWR/6 STS
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A

Drywell A;r Lock

REQUIRED ACTION

conm}‘t{on TIME

inoperable fol\ reasons
other than Cond¥Nion A
or B.

c.l

Initiate action to

evaluate drywell

overall leakage rate

per LCO 3.6.5.1,
"Drywell,” using

current air lock test

results.

Immediately

C. erify a door is 1 hour
ed.
AND
c.3 Tock to 24 hours
OPERABLE staMys.
D. Reduired Action and D.1 Be in MODE 3. ‘\\\\ 12 hours‘
assosjated Completion
Time . AND
D.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 ho
L N\
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SURVEN.LANCE REQUIREMENTS

Drywell Air Lock
3.6.5.2

SURVEILLANCE

\FQEQUENCY

SR 3.6.5.2.1\ ----e--=-==ccmnon- NOTE-=-=--=conccocomcnv

ap between the door seals is
to 2 [11.5] psig.

72 hours

SR 3.6.5.2.2 Verify drywell atx lock seal air flask
pressure is 2 [90] psig.

7 days

SR 3.6.5.2.3  ~cc-ccccccnccncnn- NOTE---
Only required to be perfornied upon entry
jnto drywell.

18 months

invalidate the previous successful
performance of the overall air lock
leakage test.

Verify overall drywell air lock leakage
ate is < [200] scfh by performing an
overall air lock leakage test at

6.5.2.4  ccccncmcncccnccea.. NOTE------c-cccoceoce--
An inoperable air lock door does not

18 montys

BWR/6 STS 3.6-59
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e

Drywell Air Lock

3.6.5.2
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS {continued) :
SURVEILLANCE \\\ FREQUENCY
SR 3.6.5.2.5 Veri from an initial pressure of [18] \months
[90] ps\g, the drywell air lock seal
pneumatic\system pressure does not decay
at a rate équivalent to > [30] psig for a
period of [1B8] days
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ISTS: 3.6.5.2 - DRYWELL AIR LOCK

1. The LaSalle 1 and 2 design does not include a drywell internal to the primary
containment (NUREG-1434 is based on a Mark III containment; LaSalle 1 and 2 has a
Mark II containment). Therefore, this Specification has been deleted.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



A

Drywall Isolation Valve[s]
3.6.5.3

NMENT SYSTEMS
3.6.5.3 Drywdll Isolation Valve[s]

LCO 3.6.5.3 drywell isolation valve [, except for Drywell Vachuym

APPLICABILITY:

ACTIONS

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

2. Separate Condition entry is allowed for\each penetration flow path.
tions for systems made

3. Enter applicable Conditions and Required
inoperable by drywell isolation valves.

Enter applicable Conditions and Required Actiogs of LCO 3.6.5.1,
"Drywell," when drywell isolation valve leakage\results in exceeding
overall drywell bypass leakage rate acceptance ckiteria.

\\\ CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION \\\ COMPLETION TIME
A. One\or more A.l Isolate the affected
penetration flow paths penetration flow path
with &ne drywell . by use of at least
isolatdon valve one closed and
inoperabje. - de-activated

automatic valve,
closed manual valve,
blind flange, or
check valve with flow
through the valve
secured.

(continued) \

\=
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Drywell Isolation Valve[s]

3.6.5.3
ACTI
&onomon REQUIRED ACTION EQPLETION TIME
A. (continueq) A2 cemmmee- NOTE----v=---
Isolation devices in
high radiation areas
may be verified by
use of administrative
means.
Verify the affected Prior to
penetration flow path | entering MODE 2
is isolated. or 3 from
MODE 4, if not
performed within
\ the previous
92 days
B, ---cev--- NOTE--------- B.1 IsoTgte the affected 4 hours
Only applicable to penetkation flow path
penetration flow paths by use \Qf at least
with two isolation one closdd and
valves. de-activated
---------------------- automatic valve,
closed manual\valve,
One or more biind flange,
penetration flow paths check valve with\ flow
with two drywell through the valve
isolation valves secured.
C. lca Be in MODE 3.
AND
.2 Be in MODE 4.
BWR/6 STS 3.6-62 Rev 1, 04/07/95




1

SURVEILLARCE REQUIREMENTS

— i

Dr. 1 Isolation Valve[s]
3.6.5.3

AN

SURVEILLANCE

[SR 3.6.5.3.1

rify each [ ] inch drywell purge
isdlation valve is sealed closed.

(SR 3.6.5.3.2

Not required, to be met when the drywell
purge supply exhaust valves are open
for pressure cortrol, ALARA or air
quality considerations for personnel
entry, or Surveillapgces that require the
valves to be open [pwovided the [20] inch
containment [purge system supply and
exhaust] lines are isolated].

Verify each [20] inch drywel\ purge
isolation valve is closed.

31 days

.................. NOTE--—scecaccacan
Not required to be met for drywell
isolation valves that are open under
administrative controls.

Verify each drywell isolation manual
valve and blind flange that is required
to be cliosed during accident conditions
is closed.

{continu
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A

Drywell Isolation Valve[s]

SURVKILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued)

\ SURVETLLANCE FREQUENCY
SR 3.6).3.4 Verify the isolation time of each\power In
operated, affiSeach automatic drywel accordance
isolation valve is within limits. with the
m Inservice
Testing
Program or
92 days

Verify each automatic drywell isolation \\ [18] months

SR 3.6.5.3.5
alve actuates to the isolation position
an actual or simulated isolation
signal. .
SR 3.6.5.3.6 VerifyNeach [ ] inch drywell purge [18] Nonths
isolatiog valve is blocked to restrict
the valveé\from opening > [50)%.
\_ N\ \
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ISTS: 3.6.5.3 - DRYWELL ISOLATION VALVE[S]

1. The LaSalle 1 and 2 design does not include a drywell internal to the primary
containment (NUREG-1434 is based on a Mark III containment; LaSalle 1 and 2 has a
Mark II containment). Therefore, this Specification has been deleted.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



|

LCO 3.6.5.4

Drywell-to-primary containment differential pressure shall’
[2 -0.26 psid and < 2.0 psid].

Drywell Pressure\
3.6.5.4

di¢ferential pressure is within limits.

APPLICABILITY: MODES 1\2, and 3.
ACTIONS
CONDITION \REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

A. Drywell-to-primary A.l Redtore drywell-to- 1 hour

containment primacy containment

differential pressure differsptial pressure

not within limits. to within limits.
B. Required Action and | B.1  Be in MODE 3. 12 hours

associated Completion

Time not met. AND

B.2 Be in MODE 4. {hours
SURVEILLANBE REQUIREMENTS
\ SURVEILLANCE FREQUEN\

SR 3.6.5.4.1 rify drywell-to-primary containment 12 hours

L

N\

BWR/6 STS

3.6-65

Rev 1, 04/07/95




JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ISTS: 3.6.5.4 - DRYWELL PRESSURE

1. The LaSalle 1 and 2 design does not include a drywell internal to the primary
containment (NUREG-1434 is based on a Mark III containment; LaSalle 1 and 2 has a
Mark II containment). Therefore, this Specification has been deleted.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



3.6.5.5

NMENT SYSTEMS
1 Air Temperature

LCO 3.6.5.5 Driwell average air temperature shall be < [135]°F.

APPLICABILITY:  MODES 1, 2)

ACTIONS
CONDITION COMPLETION TIME

A. Drywell average air A.l 8 hours

temperature not within

Timit.
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 RBQUIREMENTS

\ SURVEILLANCE FREQUE%\

SR 3.6.5.5.1 VerXfy drywell average air temperature is | 24 hours

~ withig limit.
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ISTS: 3.6.5.5 - DRYWELL AIR TEMPERATURE

1. The LaSalle 1 and 2 design does not include a drywell internal to the primary

containment (NUREG-1434 is based on a Mark III containment; LaSalle 1 and 2 has a
Mark II containment). Therefore, this Specification has been deleted.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



Drywell Yacuum Relief System
e 3.6.5.6

] drywell post-LOCA and [two] drywell purge vacuum
f subsystems shall be OPERABLE.

LCO 3.6.5.6
re

APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2)

ACTIONS

- - - - - e

Enter applicable Conditions and Requixed Actions of LCO 3.6.5.1, "Drywell,”
when inoperable drywell purge vacuum re&lief subsystem(s) results in exceeding
overall drywell bypass leakage rate acceptance criteria.

P L L L T X T X e A N L L L T TSR ISP T Y L LR L R g

CONDITION REQUIRED\NETION COMPLETION TIME

A, ---cc-eee NOTE--=w-wuu- A.l Close the subsystem. 4 hours
Separate Condition
entry is allowed for
each vacuum relief
subsystem.

e Or more vacuum
r 1e; subsystems not

B.1 Restore drywell post- | 30 days
LOCA vacuum relief
subsystem(s) to
OPERABLE status.

reasons other thyn

Condition A.

\\5~_______¥ \\\\ _ (contjnued)*

BWR/6 STS 3.6-67 Rev 1, 04/07/95



AT

e]1 Vacuum Relief System
3.6.5.6

REQUIRED ACTION

\\EQMPLETION TIME

c.1 Restore drywell purge | 30 days
vacuum reli vacuum relief
subsystem inopgrable subsystem to OPERABLE
for reasons other than status.
Condition A.
D. [Two] drywell purge .1 Restore one drywell 72 hours
vacuum relief purge vacuum relief
subsystems inoperable subsystem to OPERABLE
for reasons other than status.
Condition A.
E. [Two] drywell post- E.1 Res¥pre one drywell 72 hours
LOCA vacuum relief post-{0CA vacuum
subsystems inoperable relief\or drywell
for reasons other than purge vaguum relief
Condition A. subsystem\{o OPERABLE
status.
asons other than
F.l Be in MODE 3. 12 hoyrs
AND
F.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours
(continued
BWR/6 STS 3.6-68 Rev 1, 04/07/95




A0

ACTIONS {cohtinued)

Drywel

L <
acuum Relief System
3.6.5.

_

CONDINON REQUIRED ACTION COMPEE?{Q” TIME
6. [Two] drywell punge 6.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours ;
vacuum relief
subsystems inoperab AND
for reasons other th
Condition A. 6.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours
AND
One or [two] drywell
post-LOCA vacuum
relief subsystems
inoperable for
reasons other than
Condition A. .
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
SURVEILLANCE \\\ FREQUENCY
SR 3.6.5.6.1 -e--c-ccrcccccaao. NOTES----vececmcanaad
1. Not recuired to be met for drywell
purge vacuum relief breakers open
during Surveillances.
2. Not reaguired to be met for vacuum
breakers open when performing their
intended function.
Verify each vacuum breaker and its 7 days
associate¢? isolation valve is closed.
SR 3.6.5.6.2 \ Perform a functional test of each vacuum | 31 days
reaker and its associated isolation
‘\\ (continued)
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P

Driwell Vacuum Relief System
3.6.5.6
SURVEILMANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued)
‘\\\\ SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY
SR 3.6.5.6.3 erify the opening setpoint of each [18 nths
vaquum breaker is < [1.0] psid.

_

N

N\
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ISTS: 3.6.5.6 - DRYWELL VACUUM RELIEF SYSTEM

1. The LaSalle 1 and 2 design does not include a drywell internal to the primary
containment (NUREG-1434 is based on a Mark III containment; LaSalle 1 and 2 has a
Mark II containment). Therefore, this Specification has been deleted.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



Primary Containment

B 3.6.1.1
B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
B 3.6.1.1 Primary Containment
BASES
- o
BACKGROUND The function of the primary containment is to ‘isol ate and
contain fission products released from the Reactor Primary % -
System following a/esign jasisw
confine the postulated release of radioactive material t
within limits. The primary containment consists of a steel
tined, reinforced concrete vessel, which surrounds the

Reactor Primary System and provides an essentially leak
tight barrier against an uncontrolled release of radioactive
material to the environment. Additionally, this structure
provides shielding from the fission products that may be
present in the primary containment atmosphere following
accident conditions.

The isolation devices for the penetrations in the primary
containment boundary are a part of the primary containment
leak tight barrier. To maintain this leak tight barrier:

3. A1l 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. Primary containment air locks are OPERABLE, except as
tro;gded in LCO 3.6.1.2, "Primary Containment Air
ocks"®; :

’/( d sealed. y—
C. A1l equipment hatches are clos f adr'nn <e E

The presstrized sealipng mechanism sssociated th a
penetration is OP E, except a5 provided 4in :
LCO 36.1.[ ].

-

T"\'e‘ S(a-.(.'nj mecham: s agsociated with eack
Primory cortainment penelration (e.q., welds,
bellows, or D-vings) 1S PPERARLE, Ve

(continued)
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BASES

Primary Containment
B 3.6.1.1 .

BACKGROUND
(continued)

" conformance with 10 CFR 50, Appendix J (Ref. 3)f, as modified

This Specification ensures that the performance of the
primary containment, in the event of a (DBAY meets the
assumptions used in the safety analyses o References 1
and 2. SR 3.6.1.1.1 leakage rate requirements are in

Design Bas:s
Accident (DBA)

b roved exemptions. )
Y approvi enp EO - m

APPLICABLE
SAFETY ANALYSES

.%% ur%ﬁ at t
pressure (P,) of @M_(Mf.

The safety design basis for the primary containment is that
it must withstand the pressures and temperatures of the
limiting DBA without exceeding the design Jeakage rate.

The DBA that postulates the maximum release of radicactive
material within primary containment is a LOCA. In the
amalysis 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.
(b5 -
The maximum allowable eakage rate for the primary .
containment (L) is by weight of the containment 9

Rax1
4).

ripary containment satisfiés Criterion 3

LCO

Prt.M/yQav‘far'mney'f Lﬁkdye Ro e
Primary containment OPERABILITY is/maintained by ng \ze
leakage to < 1.0 L,, except prior Ac the first startup after

performing a required 10 CFR 50, Appendix J.) leakage test. (mel])
At this time, thelcombined Type B anc gt e (Tt )
£.0-8L,, and Xhe/ overil] Type 7 g e '

{continued)
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BASES

Primary Containment
B 3.6.1.1

Lco
{continued)

configuration, including equipment hatches, that is
structurally sound and that will limit leakage to those
leakage rates assumed in the safety analys1s.' Ind1v1qua1
leakage rates specified for the primary containment air
locks are addressed in LCO 3.6.1.2.

APPLICABILITY

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

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

ACTIONS

A.l

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

1 hour. The 1 hour Completion Time provides a period of
time to correct the problem that is 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.J and B,2

If primary containment 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 ful]
power conditions in an orderly manner and without
challenging plant systems.

BWR/6 STS

(continued)
B 3.6-3 Rev 1, 04/07/95
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Primary Containment
B 3.6.1.1

BASES (continued)

SURVEILLANCE SR_3.6.1.1.1

REQUIREMENTS : )
¢ Maintaining the primary containment OPERABLE requires
compliance with the visual examinations and leakage rate
quirements of/10 ;

e TS AE.13 8, T 7 i'l'[ Z]
: 5), or ma “steam i1solation \;a ve lea age '
(SR 3.6.1.3.10) does not necessarily result in a failure of

this SR. The impact of the failure to meet these SRs must
Type A, B, and Caccetance
e prior to the fr

beieva}uated aains;o the

7~ criteria of bR 50, Af

* AR E g rst
Kz Homa dmﬁmm,,? startup after performing a required

Levknge TuTe

'I::kzg]e t:st_ ismr:qui{e;lsto ',’F‘ <« 0.6 . .?r cA;ne ype B

a eakage . or overa ype A Jeakage. At

7’577”9 Facarom /all other times bet%ﬁ_ré!:"fm—r—qu eakage rate tests, the —"
i acceptance criteria is based on an overall Type A Teakage
of S1.0L,. Ats 1.0 L, the offsite dose

uences are bounded by the assumptions of the safety

‘ L ER % F‘OV By A Sty Thus'
lows Frequency extensions) does not apply.

Timit
conseq

SR 36002
The structural integrity of the primary containment is
ensured by the successful completion of the (Primary )

nd penetrations for

Tnsernce Tnspectsn —>(Containment Tefidon Surveilfance Progras)and By associated .
A % Bst )LF visual inspections o e steel liner '
_r‘if"?’ ! evidence of deterioration or breach of integrity. This
EAs1omg Lendlons ensures that the structural integrity of the primary
containment will be maintained in accordance with the
rovisions of the'(Primary Contdinment lendpfi SurveilHnce
esting a requency are consistent with the

. :econendat'lons of Regulatory Guide 1.35 (Ref. S)Q

=

REFERENCES 1. SAR, Section-£6.2}:
sy [ yoxept dhat the Uit fapaz
2.(UFSAR, Section ¥15.6.53¢ /’mm ,&”ﬁm"’,mf;’sw/ﬁ‘

Trea oo es Fhn Q18 METTS 2upr)
Dinph De Zaitoa | 5 z‘;vcibm/-fq'@né
L3R wiere 217 _, (continued)
of each.atper,
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Insert SR 3.6.1.1.3

SR _3.6.1.1.3

The analyses results in Reference 6 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/Vk design value of
0.030 ft?assumed in the safety analysis. For example, with a typical loss
factor of 3 or greater, the maximum allowable leakage area would be 0.052 ft?,
corresponding to a 3-in line size.

As left bypass leakage, prior to the first startup after performing a required
bypass leakage test, is required to be < 10% of the drywell-to-suppression
chamber bypass leakage 1imit when tested with an initial differential pressure
of 1.5 psi. At all other times between required leakage rate tests, the
acceptance criteria is based on design A/Yk. At the design A/Yk 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

BASES

REFERENCES 3. 10 CFR 50, Appendix J<,GpomB |-

{continued)
+.(UFsAR, section YTz Py
5. Regulatory Guide 1.35, Revision @“@—————

(6. UFSAR Section £.2.1.1,5)
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, 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, or
analysis description.

2. This bracketed requirement/information has been deleted because it is not applicable to
LaSalle 1 and 2.

3. Changes have been made to reflect those changes made to the Specification.
4. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity.
5. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has

been provided.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



Primary Containment Air Locla)/m

B 3.6.1.2

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS .
B 3.6.1.2 Primary Containment Air Loc

BASES

- ]
(T sousrelen be
BACKGROUND (s doublefdoor primary containment air lockE_have) been \
built into the primary containment to provide personnel .

],

access to the primary containment and to provide primary
containment isolation during the process of personnel entr
and exit. The air loc esign o withsta 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 pressure in excess of the maximum
ixpected pressure following a DBA in primary containmen
Each of the doors has¥(ipflatebile) seals /hat are maintained

and \vea\ \aak woke
resting coyoh:\;k-\, Yo
ansure pressure
ntegriry. To Vet
o feak tight sl the
air lock aesign wses
Pressure scaled Asors
['I.L., Bwn TMETEASE I
Primary Conlatmment
‘W¥ernal pressure
EsuMs W an inerzased
SCalingy own eadn
door.)

air lock is nominally a right circular cylinder, 10 ft
n diameter, with doors at each end that are
inerlocked to prevent simultaneous opening. The air lo

(JecB that provide(controtrolnNindication of door position,

During periods when primary containment is not

required to be OPERABLE, the air lock interlock mechanism
may be disabled, allowing both doors of @fijair lTock 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 door interlock mechanism has
failed, by manually performing the interlock function. '

The primary containment air lock® form’paft of the primary
containment pressure boundary. As such, air lock integrity
and Teak tightness are essential for maintaining.primary
containment leakage rate to within 1imits in the event of a

{continued)

BWR/6 STS

B 3.6-6 Rev 1, 04/07/95

Vin an olarm w. Yo cOnket) room B
indicotes whewn an air lick door 1Sopen.




Primary Containment Alr Lock@-{ | |

6.1.2
BASES
BACKGROUND DBA. Not maintaining air lock integrity or leak tightness
(continued) may result in a leakage rate in excess of that assumed in
Il the (unit) safety analysis.
APPLICABLE The DBA that postulates the maximum release of radicactive

SAFETY ANALYSES material within primary containment is a LOCA. In the

amalysis of this accident, it is assumed that primary
containment is OPERABLE, such that release of fission
2

products to the environment is controlled by the rate of
primary containment leakage. The primary containmen .
designed with a maximum allowable leakage ratel{L.) of

T0437]% by weigh e_containment (and_deywel]] air¢per

S akag
acceptance criteria imposed on the SRs

associated with the air loc
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.
iterion 3 of

E]"‘{ Prinrg containment air lock§ satis€p Cr Mj
’ Gocer 5036(2)1Y
( pressuee boundary ,i

LCO m As part of the primary containlent{' the air lock(4

function is related to control of coptainment leakage :
following a DBA. Thus, the air lock¥. structural integrit
and leak tightness are essential to the successtu

mitigation of such an event.

The primary containme :
OPERABLE. For(eaelrfiir 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 open at a time. This
provision ensures that a gross breach of primary containment
_ does not exist when primary containment_is required to be
OPERABLE. Closure of a single door in{each)air lock is

{continued)
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Primary Containment ai; %"‘{'?’[D

Lco
{continued)

sufficient to provide a 'Ieak tight barrier following
postulated events. Nevertheless, both doors are kept closed
when the air lock is not being used for normal entry into

Gad exit from primary containment.
=

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, the primary containment air lock is
not required to be OPERABLE in MODES 4 and 5 to prevent
Jeakage of radioactive material from primary containment.

ACTIONS

IC e nntr
depr 15 Ahe one
gk s '-nnPctc\n\e.,
\'\ouwc_v, hen a
© Shert Yime exiors

when

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 for most repairs. /A
ock b g e
through t
not ppécticable, or
formed from t

pairs on
barrel side of

boundary is not i
the OPERABLE door). The (ab pe AB
even if it means the primary containment boundary is
tesporarily not intact, is acceptable due to the Tow
probability of an event that could pressurize the primary
containment during the s time in which the OPERABLE door

. {After each enkry and t, the
0P LE door #ust be i jately cleSed. /e )

‘,nrv. Ly c%«‘-rco\ adwnwiskrahive.
Conked\d Comsis} oF shokiowing
a dedicaded ' wdividuch 4o assure
tlosure of He OPERABLE door
excent  duving Yhe tabvy and
ext  Aud 4o assuve Hu
OPERHBLE. dusr 5 vehaMed
okt cnmgb\w of e
Condaimmenir ety auwd Ok,

Note £ has been inciuded to proyide clarificaiion that, for

thj< LCO, separate Condition ry is all for each air _@
tk. This is4cceptable, ce the Requ _
ach Conditioh provide appropriate ¢

le air Jock,” Complying
ntinued operpfion, and a s :equent
tion

(continued)
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Primary Containment gi; Iéogl?—m

BASES
LLon )
ACTIONS The ACTIONS are modified by gﬁ;{ote, which ensures —{5]
(continued) appropriate remedial actions are taken when necessarys

Pursuant to LCO 3.0.6, ACTIONS are nat required even if
rimary containment¥is exceeding {jts(Teakage Y[I®TY¥)
gherefore, the Note is added to require A ‘
LCO 3.6.1.1, "Primary Containment," to be taken in this

event. ( J'.S- siclodt. \eakage resulbs w execedwey

overa\l covtainmenk \esage vake
acclQance  cvlera

A.l. A.2, and A.3

With one primary containment a k door inoperable
DFIBaryY Tt

_adr~Tocks), the OPERABLE door
be jed closed (Required Action A.1)

@ffectedair Jockl This ensures that a leak tight primary
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 (afferfed]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 the OPERABLE door of the(affected)air lock

is being maintained closed.

Required Action A.3 ensures that the ir Yock (etth e {pene edion )
‘an_inoperabte door)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
(ciew TT)the Tow 1ikelihood of a locked door being

mispositioned and other administrative contro‘lﬂ

E]- (Required Action A.3-is modified by a Note that appiies to
air lock doors located in high radiation areaspand allows

these doors to be verified locked closed by use o
administrative controls. Allowing verification by
adwinistrative 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.

OF Oxeatn with
Vimibed actess
du *’D ‘MX\'\“Q

{continued)
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Primary Containment 31; '6‘°§'?'[D

ACTIONS A.l. A2, and A.3 (continued)

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 1 does not affect
tracking the Completion Time from the initial entry into
Condition A; only the requirement to comply with the
Required Actions. Note 2 allows use of the air lock for

entry and exit for 7 days under administrative controls3f)
'~ (Bt 317 Tooks TiVe an Inioarable doar.) This 7 day }
restriction begins when thelsecgm@air lock is discovered j

The vespired adwinishakive, inoperable.
conteolé consisk o‘
thl-.'ma*s a debicated
mdividual 1o assuve
cVosute of twe. ORERABLE
door cxcegh Awnwg Veriods
a( C.u&vg and a‘\{', awd
o assure ¥he OPERABLE
Aoor s velodked after
completion of e

Containneuk eu*r_y aud
exit.

Primary containment entry may be required to perform

Technical Specifications (TS) Surveillances and Required

Actions, as well as other activities (o _equipmEnt )inside

primary containment that are required by TS or activities(of) [I]
that support TS-required equipment. This Note is

not intended to preclude performing other activities (i.e.,
non-TS-related activities) if the primary containment was

entered, using the inoperable air lock, to perform an

allowed activity listed above.« This allowance is acceptable

ue to the low pro ty of an event that could pressurize

the primary containment during the short time that the
OPERABLE door is expected to be open.

&) air lock interlock mechanism inoperable [in]

ry-concathment 31T (OCK 2 Required Actions and
omplietion Times are consistent with those
Condiﬁon A.

The Required Actions have been modified by two Notes.

Note 1 ensures that only the Required Actions and associated
\'@%jion Times of Condition C are required if both doors

Toc

n air Tock are inoperable. With both doors in the air
noperable, 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

(continued)
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Primary Containment Air Loc
B 3.6.1.2

BASES

ACTIONS B.1. B.2. and B.3 (continued)

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 ( ‘:f‘:“:u‘;’:‘
air lock doors located in high radiation areas,and allows due 10 wwerh
these doors to be verified locked closed by use of \ Gue 10 wmeriivg
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.

D ~ ®) 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
Teakage test results. ° An evaluation is acceptable since it
is overly conservative to immediately declare the
containment inoperable if both doors in am/air lock have
failed a seal test or if the overall air lock leakage is not
within 1imits. 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 %—
osed. 1s

primary containment air locks must be verified ¢l

Required 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.

( ( Requived Ackion c.s)l Additionally, the air Tock must be restored to OPERABLE

' status within 24 hourst The 24 hour Completion Time 1s
reasonable for restoring @) inoperable air lock to OPERABLE
s%at:; ;:onsiderin that atTleast one door is maintained
clos n

(continued)
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Primary Containment Air Locl@-{ I
Y B 3.6.1.2

ACTIONS
(continued)

D.1 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.

SURVEILLANCE

REQUIREMENTS

Ve Prvner y Gulzinme wt

Leskage Rate Teshneg

4
Yo OyrawA

25 & Swa\\
Leackiowm of
e to¥al
atlswsable
W‘“““":{
Containment
lea

DIRD

:
3612 F
Hain%:ining rinry containment air lock®)OPERABLE requires
ance wit! :

h the leakage rate test requirements of

pmit fons, e leakag
requirements with regard to air lock leakage (Type B
tests). The acceptance criteria were established/jd
midﬁ ‘primary containment DPERABILI
S q

< The periodic testing y t
air Tock leakage does not exceed the allowed fraction of the
overall primary containment leakage rate uency is

required by(10 €FR 50, App
exemptions. us, SR 30
uxtensio 187 does not-apply’

The SR has been modified by two Notes. Note 1 states that
an 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
of a DBA. Note 2 has been added to this SR, requiring the
results to be evaluated against the acceptance criteria of
SR 3.6.1.1.1. This ensures that air lock leakage is

properly accounted for in determining the rimary
containment leakage rate. (Gmned Type3Bana C)
{continued)
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Primary Containment Air Loc
y Aty tos{1]

SURVEILLANCE |[T

REQUIREMENTS
{continued)

The seaf air flask pfessure is vefified to be At > [90] psi
every / days to englre that the Aeal system rgmains viable
It t be checkeg because it gbuld bleed d during or
ing access/through the gir lock, whi

The/7 day Frequeficy has been

‘wsed for (M‘r\—y and it
(‘)fﬂ(& ures  requve strek
adheremer + sigle  doot
opevhng)

Ve contyols |sug
status ailable/

simultaneous opening of both doors /in the air lock. Since
both the inner and outer doors of (amlair lock are gesigned

containment pressure (Ref. Q@ ther door wi
support primary containment OPERABILITY. Thus, the
interlock feature supports primary containment OPERABILITY
while the air lock i$ being used for personnel transit in
and out of the containment. Periodic testing of this
interlock demonstrates that the interlock will function as
designed and that simultaneous inner and outer door opening
will not inadvertently occur. BDue to the purely mechanical
nature of this interlock, and given that the interlock
[ont?Y) challenged when the primary containment
Aiitned) this test is onl reuired to be

clnatcmacd

The J18] month F
thig Surveillanfe under thy’conditions Athat apply during a

(continued)
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Insert SR 3.6.1.2.2

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. ST on equen or ¥ne inferl

(i7Justi#ed based on_gereric operatinfy expfriengd’. { Operating experience has
shown these components usually pass the Surveillance when performed at the 24
month Frequency.

Insert Page B 3.6-13




Primary Containment Air Locl?—m
B 3.6.1.

BASES

~— SURVEILLANCE |-
REQUIREMENTS

cycle.
acceptablé from a

chion &.2-6.\
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ITS BASES: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCK

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

Editorial change made for enhanced clarity.

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

Typographical/grammatical error corrected.
Changes have been made to reflect those changes made to the Specification.

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.

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.

LaSalle 1 and 2 ' 1



PCIVs

B 3.6.1.3
B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
B 3.6.1.3 Primary Containment Isolation Valves (PCiVs)
BASES |
BACKGROUND | The function of the PCIVs, in combination with other

accident mitigation systems, is to 1imit fission product
release during and following postulated Design Basis
Accidents (DBAs) to within limits. Primary containment
isolation within the time 1imits specified for those PCIVs
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 the primary containment function
assumed in the safety analysis will be maintained. These
] . isolation devices consist of either passive devices or
(which welode active (automatic) devices. Manual valves, de-activated
Ploas and caps -automatic valves secured in their closed position (including
- caps, heck valves with flow through the valve secured), blind
as listed 1w flangest and closed systems are considered passive devices.
Check valves, or other automatic valves designed to close

)QFCGP4 'por

without operator action following an accident, are Pe»e,.;,,.{.»”
considered active devices. Two barriers in series are 150,
provided for each penetration¥so that no single credibie ed "7

excess fow
<hecf »/cfvtsJ

failure or malfunction of an active component can result in
-2 loss of isolation or leakage that exceeds limits assumed
in the safety analysis. One of these barriers may be a.

closed system. GO

' (Le)
_ The (6] and (20) inch primary fontainment purge valves are
¥ at alified for/fuse during a]'l operationa‘l
conditions. The and (20) inch g tainment purge

valves are nom'l'ly n’mta

(o-.-\n va)u.ga)“’
bouvda LA (s
ﬁqfo)\’anvb&

(continued)
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BASES (continued)

APPLICABLE The PCIW‘LCO was derived from the assumptions related

SAFETY ANALYSES to 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
requ1résg isolation of primary containment is applicable to
this LCO.

The DBAs that result in a\rel@ise of radicactive material
for which the consequences\are mitigated by PCIVs are a loss
of coolant accidant (LOCA)s® a main steam 1ine break (HSLB)@
i 2] NAang TR ITeTaEnt NS 1ae prikary contaInmsny
2 In the analysis for each of these
ents, it}is assumed that PCIVs are either closed or
on to close within the required isolation time
following event initiation. This ensures that potential
paths to the environment through PCIVs (including primary
pntainment purge valves) are minimized. Of the event
lyzed in Reference,d), the S is the W miting event
due to radiological consequences. \(The closure time of the
main steam isolation valves (MSIVs) is a significant
_variable from a radiological standpoint. The MSIVs are
equired to close uithin 3 to 5 seconds since the¢S second

pducts to the enviroment is controlied.

The DBA anal assumes seconds er_the
solation of the primary containment 1s complete
akage teuinated except for the le‘lllll allowable

le

p A .
response \3 le of 60 seconds nc‘ludes sigm'l delay, \d
generator ‘startup (for loss o offsite power), and P
stroke times®

() LThe single faiIure criterion required to be imposed in the
conduct of unit safety analyses was considered in the
original design of the primary containment purge valves.
Two valves in series on each purge line provide assurance
that both the supply and exhaust lines could be isolated
even if a single failure occurred. X

{continued)
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PCIVs

B 3.6.1.3
BASES
APPLICABLE e purge valves may be unaple to close In the envionment
SAFETY ANALYSES lowing a LOCA. Therefore) each of the purge valveg is

during MODES 1, 2, amg 3.
criterion remains

nt purge valve due to
failure\in the control circuit aksociated with each valve
Again, the primary containment puxge valve design precludeg
$lure from compromising\the primary containment \
as the system is ogerated in accordance

f
{continued) required to remain sealed clo
n

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 withip lim g ate on an
aytomatic isolation sigr Primary containmen

alves t are not qualified to\close under acc

|conditions Bust be sealed closed v blocked to n
ppening] to be ‘GPERAE he valves covered by t LCO are

listed with their associated stroke times in the FSAR)

i

reve
h

'I-edu(\u. l
\reme b\*s
Meee

M' and blind Hanges are in place,)
The normally closed’PCIVs /fare considered OPERABLE when
(Hhe)—Cmaniad) ves d::eiclosenii or open "—“ IeE-wit!
sppropriate administrative controlss automdIT VATVES
Gl ek bMnd )

e Dt it i

Aq plad ed systems are ihac These

) R::s ve s ation vailves and gevices are e

erencedsy. m"ﬁﬁm:xu-m - pennd

E 0 Bpass vitugsy MolVsgdand hydrostatically tested valves must
meet additional leakige rate requirements. Other PCIV :
Jeakage 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.

) {continued)
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PCIVs
B 3.6.1.3

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, most PCIVs are not required to be
OPERABLE and the primary containment purge valves are not
eqUi¥ed to be esled closed in MODES 4 and 5. Certain
valves are required to be OPERABLE, however, to prevent
inadvertent reactor vessel draindown :

Vi material auring 4 postulated .
Y. These valves are those whose associated .
instrumentation is required to be OPERABLE according to
LCO 3.3.6.1, "Primary Containment Isolation
Instrumentation.® (This does not include the valves that
jsolate the associated instrumentation.)

ACTIONS The ACTIONS are modified by a Note allowing penetration flow

administrative contro Nheé primary containment p

cep on applies to primary containment purge

. hnot qualified to close ynde : di
S cor

‘ 0 m

ese contro D 5T stationing a dedicated operator at
the controls of the valve, who is in continuous
communication with the control room. In this way, th
penetration can be rapidly isolated
containment isolation is indicated. {Due T0 ThE

PRtainment purge Tine péretration and the fact th
penutrations exhaust dirvechly from the primary conta¥nment
atmosphere to the environmerit, the penetration flow path
containing these valves may nd¢ be opened under
adminisbrative controls. A single purge valve in a
penetratiap flow path may be opehed to effect repairs to\an
inoperable \yalve, as allowed by the exception to SR
601.3.1 ‘ N . ey SR 30601-3.

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,
since the Required Actions for each Condition provide
appropriate compensatory actions for each inoperable PCIV.
Complying with the Required Actions may allow for continued
operation, and subsequent inoperable PCIVs are governed by

{continued)
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PCIVs

B 3.6.1.3
BASES
ACTIONS subsequent Condition entry and application of associated
(continued) Required Actions.

MsTV |aa|<q5¢ rate
or V\'-'dros'iwi-‘mc..\\\‘

Yested \ine \ea,lmsg
role

The ACTIONS are modified by Notes 3 and 4. Note 3 ensures
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 1imits are exceeded. Pursuant

"to LCO 3.0.6, these ACTIONS are not required even when the

associated LCO is not met. Therefore, Notes 3 and 4 are

added to require the proper actions '3 taken.

A.l and A2
With one or more penetration flow paths with one PCIV

inoperable fexcept for
E_réegnot withgn igng%:;, gEe agecte; penegra%%on

ow path 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 valve, a closed manual valve, a blind
flange, and a check valve with flow through the valve
secured. For penetrations isolated in accordance with
Required Action A.1, the device used to isolate the
penetration should be the closest available one to the

- primary containment. The Required Action must be completed

within the 4 hour Completion Time (8 hours for main steam
1ines). The specified time period 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
Tine(s) and a potential for plant shutdown.

For affected penetrations that have been isolated in
accordance with Required Action A.l, the affected
penetration flow path must be verified to be isolated on a
periodic basis. This is necessary to ensure that primary
containment penetrations required to be isolated following

(continued)
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ACTIONS A.l and A.2 (continued)

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
those devices outside ntainmen 0
and capable of being mispositioned are |
correct position. The Completion Time for this verification

of "once per 31 days for isolation devices outside prima
team tunnel;

because the devices are operated un

controls and the probability of their misalignment is low

For devices inside the primary containment,<ti¥
p rior to

period of "p
T g M if not performed within
the previous 92 days,” 1s based on engineering judgment and
is considered reasonable in view of the inaccessibility of
the devices and the existence of 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

TS Condit'i'o PEIVs. i:" penetn}i(tm ;'Ieou ::dﬁ;_;c :}th one PCIV

G on C provides appropriate Requ ons.

.
Required Action A.2 is modified by'§ Note¥gnad”applies to

Te - 269 isolation devices located in high radiation areas and allows
Ts them to be verified by use of administrative means.

Allowing verification by administrative means is .considered
acceptable, since access to these areas is typically

ricted.) Therefore, the probability of misalignment
{0/

.iﬁﬁl-uu-w -once they have been verified to be in the
proper position, is lTow.

o : 16
Nith one or wore penetration flow paths with twoPCIVs -
noperablel 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.

;Fpﬁv\afg
Cov tammpnt
Wz

de-rperted
while
MopeE y

(cont inued)

B 3.6-20 Rev 1, 04/07/95



L

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. -

Insert Page B 3.6-20



PCIVs

B 3.6.1.3
BASES
L ACTIONS B.l (continued)
Isolation barriers that meet this criterion are a closed and
de-activated automatic valve, a closed manual valve, and a

PCIVs.
rote not within For penetration flow paths with one PCIV, Condition ct._.
provides the appropriate Required Actions. (Cr more)

i) ¥
C.l] and C.2

When one or more penetration flow paths with one PCIV

. N 4 for\  inoperable? the inoperable valve must be restored to
: cesD: :t?o:f:sok " OPERABLE status or the affected penetration flow path must
@

except for NSIV blind flange. The 1 hour Completion Time is consistent with
leakage rate or the ACTIONS of LCO 3.6.1.1.

h"dr“f#'c“th’ Condition B is modified by a Note indicating this Condition
tested line e“k‘jt is only applicable to penetration flow paths with two

" be isolated. The method of isolation must include the use
valve (‘EFCV)_‘!' €S 2| of at least one isolation barrier that cannot be adversely ’-';Ta
"‘} P‘:"‘J‘(et“; ;:“5& affected by a single active failure. Isolation barriers
o cloy AoTewm that meet this criterion are a closed and de-activated
\Lautoutic valve, a closed manual valve, and a blind flange.

]

A check valve may not be used to isolate the affecte

m Lo BFCNS ovw\_
Feme.-\wa+'\cn5 varth
& closed Systen

completed within m N pone”cn‘th

with & closed

{henc Te ;ab'i“l'lty% ttii ac:. as a penet;ation is?'lation
. undary and the relative importance of supporting primar
The Cownpletion Te\ containment OPERABILITY during MODES 1, 2, and,3.¢In the
of 1 howrs for volves | auans the affected penetration is isolated in accordance
““" sther than EFCVS with Required Action C.1, the affected penetration flow pat
and in penetrations | must be verified to be isolated on a periodic basis. This
with aclosed Y stem | §s necessary to ensure that primary containment penetrations
IS reasenable cans'd~ | required to be isolated following an accident are jsolated.
ering the Hiwe required | The Completion Time ofUnce per 31 dayém
esch—ad is appropriate because

. N etration
41‘:::;‘: :J:;?ve, : = are operated under administrative controls and
a tonce of probability of their misalignment is low. (or wore)
mportan evices)

supportmg primmars Condition € 3¢ modified by a Note indicating this Condition
containment OPE is applicable only to those penetration flow paths with only

ABILTY during MODES | one PCIV. For penetration flow paths with two*PCIVs,
\ 2, and 3, Conditions A and B provide the appropriate Required Actions.
- This Note is necessary since this Condition . is written ~

The Com pletien Time of 12 hours for EFCVs 1S also reasonm uble

onsidering Hhe mitiqaking cffecks of a small pipe dicmeter
and restricting orifice gwnd the isolation continue

kmndn:q pcovt ded La e WnStcymentd, :

S —— g
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PCIVs
B 3.6.1.3

BASES

ACTIONS C.1 and €.2 (continued)
specifically to address those penetrations with a single

o
Required Action C.2 is modified by Not applies to -

VT TVE pTtwi—fiangey located in high radiation areas and
allows them to be verified by use of administrative wmeans.
Allowing verification by administrative means is considered
acceptable, since access to these areas is typically

restricted erefore, the probability of misalignment
once they have been verified to be in the

proper pasition, is low. @
: Tusert Claol €.

_M m (SR 3,4.1.% ID) or hy olrosh}'-ca.lh, +ested -

150 lahow
devices

line leakage 'rate (SR 3.4.0.3.11)

the assumptions of the safety ang Ta:

Restoration can be accomplished by

on that caused the limit to be
exceeded by use of one closed and de-activated autolutic
valve, closed manual valve, or blind flange. When a
penetration is isolated, the leakage rate for the isolatqod )
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

pathway leakage of the two devices.

Vi)

S reasonab DS 1
e, 1eakage by isolating
gportance of second

must be regtored to within limits or the affected

penetration\pust be isolated. The method of\ isolation must
be by the use\of at least one isolation barrier that cannot
be adversely aFfected by a single active fail Isolation
__barriers that t this criterion are a [clos

(continued)
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Insert C.1 and C.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.

Insert D.1la

Therefore, the leakage rate must be restored to within limit within the
Completion Times appropriate for each type of valve leakage: a)
hydrostatically tested line leakage not on a closed system is required to be
restored within 4 hours; b) MSIV leakage is required to be restored within 8
hours; and c¢) hydrostatically tested Tine leakage on a closed system is
required to be restored within 72 hours.

Insert D.1b

The 4 hour Completion Time for hydrostatically tested line leakage not on a
closed system is reasonable considering the time required to restore the
leakage by isolating the penetration and the relative importance of the
hydrostatically tested line leakage to the overall containment function. The
Completion Time of 8 hours for MSIV leakage allows a period of time to restore
the MSIV Teakage and is acceptable given the fact that MSIV closure will
result in isolation of the main steam line(s) and a potential for plant
shutdown. The 72 hour Completion Time for hydrostatically tested line leakage
on a closed system is acceptable based on the available water seal expected to
remain as a gaseous fission product boundary during the accident and in many
cases, the associated closed system. The closed system must meet the
requirements of Reference 5.

Insert Page B 3.6-22
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PCIVs
B 3.6.1.3

ACTIONS

$TF-269
Chawvge ¢
~0t Showw

(cont'inuéd )

de-actiyated automatic valve, closed manual valve,
flange] N\ If a purge valve with resilient seals is

SR 3.6.1.3.6. e specified Completion Time is reasonate,
considering that ope containment purge valve remains closed
so that a gross bre of containment does not exist.

In accordance with Required Action E.2, this penetration
flow path must be verified to be isolated on a periodic
basis. The periodic verification is necessary to ensure
that containment penetrationy, required to be isolated
following an accident, which are no longer capable of being
automatically isolated, will be the isolation position
should an event occur. This Requ Action does not
require any testing or valve manipulation. Rather, it
involves verification that those isolation devices outside
containment and potentially capable of being mispositioned
are in the correct position. For the isdlation devices
inside containment, the time period specif as "prior to
entering MODE 2 or 3 from MODE 4 if not pe within the
previous 92 days" is based on engineering juddment and is
considered reasonable in view of the inaccessibility of the
isolation devices and other administrative controys that

111 ensure that isolation device misalignment is \

1ikely possibility. ’

For\the containment purge valve with resilient seal that is
isolated in accordance with Required Action E.1,

SR 3.6\].3.6 must be performed at least once every [ ] d
ides assurance that degradation of the resilient
tected and confirms that the leakage rate of the
containmend, purge valve does not increase during the time
the penetratjon is isolated. The normal Frequency for

SR 3.6.1.3.6 \{s 184 days. Since more reliance is placed on
a single valve\while in this Condition, it is prudent to
perform the SR mgre often. Therefore, a Frequency of once

Cn operating experNence.

per [ ] days was'chosen and has been shown acceptable based

{continued)
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B 3.6.1.3
BASES
ﬁgﬁu
ACTIONS
{continued)

foc PCrVEs)
refbw‘reé
OrPeRABLE

i MODE YorS,

cha'l'lengig plant systems.

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

from full

If a

met? the plant must be
LCO does not appl 1
movens
suspended
preclude
condition.\ A be

ated to suspend-operations with a potential for

draining the reactor vessel (OPDRVs) to minimize the
probability of a vessel draindown and subsequent potential
for fission product release. Actions must continue until
OPDRVs are suspended. If suspending the OPDRVs would result
in closing the residual heat removal (RHR) shutdown cooling
jsolation valves, an alternative Required Action is provided
to immediately initiate action to restore the valves to
OPERABLE status. This allows

Required Action and associated Completion Time cannot
placed in a condition in which the

to in_in service while
actions are being 'l;aken to restore the valve. (™3 dows )
(Oo|(¥9

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

7y

SR_3.6.1.3.)

ch [ ] inch primary containment purge valve is rejuired to
be\verified sealed closed at\31 day intervals. This§R is
apply to primary tontainment purge valves
are nat fully qualified to opeh under accident conditio
This SR is designed to ensure that a gross breach of pri
containment is not caused by an \nadvertent or spurious
opening a primary containment purge valve. Detailed
analysis of the purge valves failed to conclusively

\

demonstrate\their ability to close during a LOCA in time to __|

{continued)
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B 3.6.1.3

;BTF‘ 30 chemges wot sheww >._- ;
BASES =

e SURVEILLANCE (continued)

REQUIREMENTS

1imPs. offsite doses. Primary containment purge valNes that i\
are sexled closed must have motive power to the valvh
operator ved. This can be accomplished by de-energizing
the source\of electric power or removing the air supply\o
the valve operator. In this application, the term "seale
has no connotition of leak tightness. The 31 day Frequency\
is a result of NRC initiative, Generic Issue B-24
(Ref. 5), related\ to primary containment purge valve use
during unit operatipns.

This SR allows a valve that is open under administrative
controls to not meet the SR during the time the valve is
open. Opening a purge valve under administrative controls
@/‘ js restricted to one valve in a penetration flow path at a
: given time (refer to discusgion for Note 1 of the ACTIONS)
in order to effect repairs td that valve. This allows one
purge valve to be opened withoyt resulting in a failure of
the Surveillance and resultant entry into the ACTIONS for
this purge valve, provided the sdyted restrictions are wmet.
Condition E must be entered during\this allowance, and the

A valve opened only -as’ necessary for efecting repairs. Each
purge valve in the penetration flow path may be alternately
pened, provided one remains sealed closed, if necessary, to
lete repairs on the penetration.

The SR is modified by a Note stating that p ry
conta nt purge valves are only required to sealed
closed \jn MODES 1, 2, and 3. If a LOCA inside \Rrimary
. containment occurs in these MODES, the purge valwes may not

o be capably of closing before the pressure pulse af€ects
' systems dowpstream of the purge valves or the releade of
radioactive Wgaterial will exceed limits prior to the xlosing
of the purge valves. At other times when the purge valyes
are required be capable of closing (e.g., during movehent
of irradiated fual assemblies), pressurization concerns a
L not present and the purge valves are allowed to be open. k

This SR verifies that the {20 inch primary ¢:ont.a’inmenf
or an
an ’ ni'l'ﬁ .

purge valves are closed as required or, if open, ope

|

BWR/6 STS B 3.6-25 Rev 1, 04/07/95
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B 3.6.1.3

BASES

SURVEILLANCE [~ wﬂﬁ?@d)

REQUIREMENTS :
R, the valve is‘qonsidered inoperab If the J
le valve is not\ptherwise known to hdwe excessive ~
en closed, it not considered to h Jeakag

B
Jimits.

]

pd\by a Note (Note 1) stating
-pN{mary containment purgR valves are only required\to be
-closed In MODES 1, 2, and If a LOCA inside prima
contiinment occurs in thesd MODES, the purge valves
m/‘ be cabable of closing beforeé\ the pressure pulse affect
syst downstream of the purge valves, or the release O
radioactive material will exceed 1imits prior to the purge
valves clysing. At other times\when the purge valves are
required ta be capable of closind\(e.g., during movement of
jrradiated ¥uel assemblies) pressuxization concerns are not
present and purge valves are allowed to be open.

The SR is modified by a Note (Note 2) stating that the SR is X
not required to be met when the purge vaives are open for
)—\ . the stated reasons. The Note states that these valves may
open orvpressure control, ALARA, or -air quality
considerations for personnel entry, or for.Surveillances
t pquire the valves to be open, provided the drywell
: i Ex re 1solaved ese

[

' ,}-er-k-’q) <
de-inechny,

priE pntainment purge valves are capable of closing in

the environment following a LOCA. Therefore, these valves B
are allowed to be open for limited periods of time. The
31 day Frequency is consistent with other primary :
containment @ valve requirements discussed in

| SR 3.6.1.34 Gsobbion) ]

This SR verifies that each primary containment isolation
manual valve and blind flange that is located outside

_ A
required to be closed during accident conditions, is closed.
The SR helps to ensure that post accident leakage of
radioactive fluids or gases outside of the primary
containment boundary is within design 1imits. This SR does
not require any testing or valve manipulation. = Rather, it
involves verification that those PCIVs outside primary

loc ke d, sealed, |
o otherwoise

Secured

{continued)
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Insert SR 3.6.1.3.1

purge valves and suppression chamber purge valves are not open simultaneously.
This is required to prevent a bypass path between the suppression chamber and
the drywell, which would allow steam and gases from a LOCA to bypass the
downcomers to the suppression pool.

Insert Page B 3.6-26
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BASES

SURVEILLANCE Md) '

REQUIREMENTS 8]
containment, and capable of being mispositioned,jare in the
correct position. Since verification of Jayeposition 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.e

Two Notes are added to this SR. The first Note applies to
valves and blind flanges located in high radiation areas and
allows them to be verified by use of administrative
controls. Allowing verification by administrative controls

These casdrats
(495 ] ‘ s of Sh,j;o,..l.g

Yhe V:T"?"“ . is considered acceptable, since access to these areas is
cb,,;;w:v ;‘*‘“° ised typically restricted during MODES 1, 2, and 3 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 is included to
clarify that PCIVs open under administrative controls are
not required to meet the SR during the time the PCIVs are
open.

® 100 O

@/ This SR verifies that each
isolation valve and blind
containment;drywell, Or Ste :
closed during accident conditions, SR helps
to ensure that post accident leakage of radicactive fluids

. or gases outside the primary containment boundary is within

design limits. For PCIVs inside primary containment,

the Frequency of "prior to entering

MODE 2 or 3 from MODE 4, if not performed within the

: days,” is appropriate since these PCIVs are

operated under administrative controls and the probability

of their misalignment is low.«

Two Notes are 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 .
bie sincevaccess to these areas is typically

2, and Therefore, the

Covmunicate o with
wk! tonfral foom, Tofh,s
9, Yhe pevedraty,
Cam b r:pié‘g isola fed

whea ¢ veed fuc
Plince, contaionent
vsolaties s fudiceted.

TSTF
-45
and not locked,
Sealed, or otherwise

r[;gry containment manual Secured
ange located inside

Gutaroment
we s de_werted
U‘u'e,’d Mope 1

contaivm et s
imerted aaod

pro 5T misalignment o ese PCIVs, once they have
been verified to be in their proper position, is Tow. A
second Note is included to clarify that PCIVs that are open

(continued)
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PCIVs

B 3.6.1.3
BASES
SURVEILLANCE R 3.6 £ (continued)
REQUIREMENT d dministrati trol ot required to meet the
11 o re n
”\ege o“ “‘)sr_:* unaer a nistrative controis 2 q

of Sistion ;»3 A ‘ied'tc"zd

peretocat e autls
Q:‘Ciuue; who is i
_— Drntmncoty o
S Hhe coniol room,
T this wai‘ ‘the
Pet-‘e‘-fq{\',,,, Can be,
r‘P'.‘“ isolated when
6 NRQ cbrpr.'.\.,-
@ukaioment (sola 5

5 rlated,

SR during the time that the PCIVs are open.s .

T

a————(TuserTsR 3.(,@/—’__"/-
SR _3.6.1.3.% ()

Verifying the isolation time of each power operated/ gfit-each

automatic PCIV is within limits is required to demonstrate
OPERABILITY. MSIVs may be excluded from this SR since MSIV

full closure isolation time is demonstrated by SR 3.6.1.3.6.

The isolation time test ensures that Che’vaive w solate @

in a time period less than or equal to that assumed in the

safety analysis. The (3slafion Time. and) Frequency of this ﬂ
ting Program €

SR $in accordance with the Inservice Jles

imary containment purge valves with res
al leakage rate testing beyond the test
» Appendix J (Ref. 4), is required to ensyre
Operating experience has demonstrated th
this type of sea) has the potential to degrade in a short
time period than other seal types. Based on this
observation, and the rtance of maintaining this
penetration leak tight due to the direct path between
primary containment and the environment), a Frequency of
184 days was established. itionally, this SR must be
performed within 92 days after spening the valve. The
92 day Frequency was chosen rec ing that cycling the
valve could introduce additional seil degradation (beyond
that which occurs to a valve that has hat been opened).
Thus, decreasing the interval (from 184 s) is a prudent
asure after a valve has been opened.

is modified by a Note stating that the pr

nt purge valves are only required to meet\\eakage
requirements in MODES 1, 2, and 3. 1If OCA
containment occurs in these MODES, purg
st be minimized to ensure offsite
se §s within 1imits. At other times when

required to be capable of closing

radiological re
the purge valves 2

N

(continued)
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Insert SR 3.6.1.3.4

SR _3.6.1.3.4

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 1imit the shelf life and operating life, as
applicable, 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.

Insert Page B 3.6-28



PCIVs
B 3.6.1.3

BASES

SURVEILLANCE (continued)

REQUIREMENTS

7]

(e.g. ~\during hindling of irradiaved fuel), pressurization
concerns™are not present and the puwge valves are not
Trequired to t any specific leakage\griteria.

Verifying that the full closure isolation time of each MSIV
js within the specified limits is required to demonstrate
OPERABILITY. The full closure isolation time test ensures
that the MSIV will isolate in a time period that does not
exceed the times assumed in the DBA analyses. The Frequency

E‘l of this SR is iin accordance with £he Inservice Testing
Program n God T P

361300

Automatic PCIVs close on a primary containment isolation
_signal to prevent leakage of radioactive material from
-primary containment following a DBA. This SR ensures that

Ico 3.3.6.1, each auti:ontic Pgl¥ will :ct;ut: to :ts {sol;:iot oggé'lgg?m
©fr - on a primary containment isolation signal. e

& Mqrc‘lcawb"""e"" , DNAL TEST InTSE-Snl.BESLP overlaps this SR to provide
Isofahor complete testing of the safety function. The I8/ wont!

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. Operating
experience has shown that these components usually pass this
Surveillance when performed at the (384 month Frequency.
Therefore, the Frequency was concluded to be acceptable from

a reliability standpoint.

Tastromestahoy, "

Tusert SRIL,
ey 6.3

Iosert sR34.1.3.9

s SR ensures that the \eakage rate of secondary
ainment bypass leakage\paths is less than the spec{fied @
- Jeaknge rate. This provideg assurance that the assumptipns

TWIE3e\ | |» in th radiological evaluatiwns of Reference & are met.
chargls ) Teakagh rate of each bypass leakage path is assumed to be
Ne ¥ __the max pathway leakage (1éqkage through the worse of

Shouu) M

{continued)
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Insert SR 3.6.1.3.8

SR _3.6.1.3.8

This SR requires a demonstration that each EFCV is OPERABLE by verifying that
the valve actuates to the isolation position on an actual or simulated
instrument line break condition. This SR provides assurance that the
instrumentation line EFCVs will perform as designed. 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 an unplanned transient if
the Surveillance were performed with the reactor at power. Operating
experience has shown that these components usually pass this Surveillance when
performed at the 24 month Frequency. Therefore, the Frequency was concluded
to be acceptable from a reliability standpoint.

Insert SR 3.6.1.3.9

SR _3.6.1.3.9

The TIP shear isolation valves are actuated by explosive charges. An in place
functional test is not possible with this design. The explosive squib is
removed and tested to provide assurance that the valves will actuate when
required. The replacement charge for the explosive squib shall be from the
same manufactured batch as the one fired or from another batch that has been
certified by having one of the batch successfully fired. Other administrative

controls, such as those that limit the shelf 1ife and operating life, as

applicable, of the explosive charges, must be followed. The Frequency of 24
months on a STAGGERED TEST BASIS is considered adequate given the
administrative controls on replacement charges and the frequency checks of
circuit continuity (SR 3.6.1.3.4),

Insert Page B 3.6-29
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PCIVs
B 3.6.1.3

BASES

{continued)

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

of

the\two isolation valves) unless the pepetration is isolated
f one closed and de-activated a tic valve,
ual valve, or blind flange. In'this case, the
leakage rade of the isolated bypass leakage‘path is assumed
to be the actwal pathway leakage through the ‘tgolation
jsolation valves in the penetration are
Teakage rate is the lesser leakage rate
This method of quantifying max
to be used for this SR (i.e.)
Ap leakage limits are to be
@__ quantified in accordance With Appendix J). The Frequenty is
required by 10 CFR 50, Appendix J, as modified by approv
exemptions (and therefore, the, Frequency extensions of
Nl SR 3.0.2 may not be applied), sipce the testing is an
Appendix J, Type C test. This SR\simply imposes additional
cceptance criteria.

are gnly required to meet this leakage 1
In the other conditions, the ReactonCoolant System .

nt leakage

[Bypass leakage is considered part of L,. [Reviewels Note:
|__Unless specitcally exempted].]

7
i Sogm) S—tfldul0 STF-J0 thmgos st shousd

lwes The analyses|in Reference® are based on Teakage that

is less thanithe specified leakage rate. Leakage through

[Z] @ aur A3 must be < L£100) scfh when tested at
. I\ ag BU 1

S Ay o

Be
adde

s
required\to meet this leakage
nditions, the Re

pcif p 'Y €

1 his ensures that MSIV leakage
‘properly accounted for in determining the overall primary
e Cromar containment leakage rate. The Frequency is required b
il 0 CFR S ApD&Ent e IS IOT g8y approvec
Ca.){-q(meu’"' 2
Lec kﬁg e &G"Q )
Testing Progiaem (continued)

L
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tested ot 2 L) ?v

The Gcceptance criteria for the combined ‘ta,‘ta.ge

of all h\{a\roshﬁm‘\\' dested lines 1¢ | gpmtimes the

total number of 1Aros+a'l'3t.a,|(~' Yested PCIV vihen
BASES

SURVEILLANCE {continued)

REQUIREMENTS

exemptions; thus, SR 3.0.2 (which aNows Frequency
extensions)™does not apply.

L s

Surveillance oz hydrostatically tested lines provides

the calculation assumptions of Reference

assurance that
[ must. be
od (2o_ba) k

he combined leakage rates

[This SR is modified by a Wote that states that these valves
are only required to meet the combined leakage rateé\in
MODES 1, 2, and 3 since thi} is when the Reactor Coolant
imary containment is requ .

In some instances, the valveX are required to be capably of-
utomatically closing during ES other than MODES 1, 2

3. However, specific lealage 1imits are not applicab
in\these other MODES or condit ns.]

System is pressurized and p

uired for those plants

s 21lowed to be open

2, or 3] and having Blocking devices on the

not permanently installed.
Verifying thit each [ ] inch primary cojtainment purge valve

is blocked to\restrict opening to < [5 is required to

ensure that thd valves can close under conditions within

.t't:z ;he limits\assumed in the analyses of References 2

‘ - :

—
The SR is modified\by a Note stating that thjs SR is only
required to be met MODES 1, 2, and 3. If\a LOCA inside

primary containment Wccurs in these MODES, th purge valves

must close to maintail containment leakage within the values
assumed in the accident analysis. At other tises when purge
valves are required to capable of closing (e.y., during :
| movement of irradiated fyel assemblies), pressurixation - ‘

N— ‘

(continued)
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PCIVs

B 3.6.1.3
BASES
SURVEILLANCE (continued
REQUIREMENTS
are not present, thud the purge valves can\pe fully
18] month Frequenc)\is appropriate because the

es are typically ved only during a

»aerzmcsé' (—é)@. '®=;s. ‘. -
' ®Q@. @rsar, Section (5ZJ-

| 88 @row, GEmEREY Cos2iseD -
m\wk. Seton 24T

bl
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10.

11.

JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ITS BASES: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

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

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

This change was approved to be made in NUREG-1434, Rev. 1 per change package
BWR-15, C.9, but apparently was not made. This change was made to the BWR/4
ISTS, NUREG-1433, Rev. 1.

Typographical/grammatical error corrected.

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 are
currently specified in the UFSAR, and are based upon such factors as valve size and
valve operator capability. In addition, the words in SR 3.6.1.3.5 stating that the
isolation times are in the IST Program have also been deleted since these times are also
located in the UFSAR.

This bracketed requirement/information has been deleted because it is not applicable to
LaSalle 1 and 2.

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

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

This change was approved to be made in NUREG-1434, Rev. 1 per change package
BWR-16, C.23, Rev. 1, but apparently was not made. This change was made to the
BWR/4 ISTS, NUREG-1433, Rev. 1.

This change was approved to be made in NUREG-1434, Rev. 1 per change package
BWR-15, C.5, but apparently was not made. A similar change was made to NUREG-
1434, Rev. 1, Bases 3.6.4.2, Required Actions A.1 and A.2.

The LaSalle 1 and 2 design includes EFCVs and TIPs, similar to the BWR/4 design.
Therefore, the Bases for Required Actions C.1 and C.2 has been modified and
proposed Bases for SR 3.6.1.3.4, SR 3.6.1.3.8, and SR 3.6.1.3.9 have been added,
consistent with the BWR/4 ISTS (NUREG-1433, Rev. 1).

LaSalle 1 and 2 1
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13.

14.

15.

16.

JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ITS BASES: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

This change was approved to be made in NUREG-1434, Rev. 1 per change package
BWR-15, C.4, but apparently was not made. This change was made to the BWR/4
ISTS, NUREG-1433, Rev. 1. '

Some of the Bases changes for TSTF-30 and TSTF-269 have not been adopted since the
SRs/information is not applicable to LaSalle 1 and 2.

Editorial change made for enhanced clarity.

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.

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 when plant
specific differences apply or when typographical/consistency errors were noted.

* LaSalle 1 and 2 2



W Pressure
f 3.6.1.4

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS (Drywell amd Supp.-ess;o“ CThawmber
B 3.6.1.4 W r Pressure

BASES

D pressure is limited during normal
operation to preserve the initial conditions assumed in the
accident analyses for a Design Basis Accident (DBA) or loss
of coolant accident (LOCA).

BACKGROUND

dr\pue\\ awnd
Suppression

N ber tnternal (The iimits on\primary containment\(to secondary containment
differential] ssure have been developed based on '
 operating experidpce. The auxiliary uilding, which is part
of the secondary éqntainment, complet surrounds the low
portion of the primary containment. Tharefore, the primary
ontainment design external differential'gressure, and
@ cbpsequently the Specifjcation limit, are stablished

relative to the auxiliaty building pressure) The auxiliary

buildjng pressure is kept\slightly negative Jative to the
\atmospheric pressure to preéyent leakage to the\atmosphere.

min Transient events,\which include inadvertent i
a,\;:\“m d.r uell spray initiation, can reduce\the wm drywell and
Uppression pressure . Without an) appropriate Timit on the \UPhression

ey welh

Monber

Chamber internal pressure} the design limit for negative\ interpnq\

: ressure 0 sid could be exceeded
p) Covetamwrant hexefore, Spec] tion pregsure 11Rits of .1 ang}
A Herential .0 Psid] weré\established (Ref. R). ™
./ﬂe limitation on the@W
. -+ p;}mnroyj_des added assurance that the

MY | mana dqwd\ peak LOCA (prit ressure does not exceed the

and. Suppression design value o

chawber internel

APPLICABLE Primary containment performance/for the DBA is evaluated for

SAFETY ANALYSES the entire spectrum of break/sizes for postulated LOCAs
inside containment (Ref.(3}. Among uts to the desi
basis analysis is the initialCprimem pment) | :

Cprimary—containment)
pressure. /Yhe primary containme 5
ntia'l nressure can affect\the initic
al pressixe. e initial pressure

requirements ensure that peak primary containment pressure
for a DBA LOCA does not exceed the design value of @5)psig
and that peak negative pressure for an inadvertent

n

{continued)
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De well o ) fuﬁoress,od Q@

(Primary Conteinmenp Pressure
B 3.6.1.4

BASES

APPLICABLE inen spray event does not exceed the design value of

SAFETY ANALYSES
{continued)

Primary containment pressure satisfies Criterion 2 of
ic a .
?(cod-‘ﬂ $0.36¢ X2)6:i)

required to ensure that primary contd
conditions are consistent with the initial safety analyses
assumptions so that containment pressures remain within
design values during a LOCA and the design value of
containment negative pressure is not exceeded during an
inadvertent operation of CoM{ainmEmb sprays.

é—r;“ggé\ 2

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could result in 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 primexy contaimment>

Lco

érgue.\\ and

Suppc€sscor
bex

intermal

Ai’cjue Veand

< Wres 51‘00

ACTIONS

pressure must be restored to within limits within 1 hour.
The Required Action is necessary to return operation to
within the bounds of the primary containment analysis. The
1 hour Completion Time is consistent with the ACTIONS of
LCO 3.6.1.1, "Primary Containment,® which requires that
gr;mary containment be restored to OPERABLE status within
our.

, . erentiall/pressure
cannot B¢ ¢ ed ‘to within limits within the required ’
Completion Time, the plant must be brought to a MODE in

(continued)
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Soppression
Chanmber

Pressure
B 3.6.1.4

BASES

ACTIONS B.1 and B.2 (continued)

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
REQUIREMENTS

verifyin . DNAa i
@ifEerentiay)/ pressure is within limits ensures that
operation remains within the limits assumed in the primary
containment analysis.* The 12 hour Frequency of this SR was
developed based on operating experience related to trending
primary containment 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 primary containment pressure condition.

Arj well 4vd
SopPressiom
Chenm by l'f’“‘erﬂq!

REFERENCES 1. ,FSAR, Section {G.Z.I.Q.

2.FSAR, Section ¥6.2.1.1.(<2%.
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ITS BASES: 3.6.1.4 - DRYWELL AND SUPPRESSION CHAMBER PRESSURE

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

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

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

The last sentence in the third paragraph of the Background Section is describing both
the upper and lower pressure limit, but it follows the description of the lower limit and
comes before the description of the upper limit. For clarity, the lower limit value is
identified in the description of the lower limit and the upper limit value is identified in
the description of the upper limit. In addition, the statement specifies a Reference that
is different than the Reference provided for the descriptions of the upper and lower
limits. At LaSalle 1 and 2, the Reference for the actual limits is the same as the
Reference for the descriptions of the limits. Therefore, the single Reference is
identified at the end of each of the limit descriptions (lower limit and upper limit).

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



Air Temperature

1‘2i555? Con'tginmend

B 3.6.1.5
B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
B 3-6.1 .5 ‘hll.x_.
BASES
BACKGROUND Heat loads from the drywell, as well as piping and equipment
, add energy to the
airspace and raise airspace temperature.
Coolers included in the unit design remove this energy and
maintain an appropriate average temperature
. The average airspace temperature affects the
calculated response to postulated Design Basis Accidents
(DBAs). This @ imaky CONYIinmeny air temperature limit is
an initial conditio 'in- t for the Reference 1 safety
analyses.
APPLICABLE Primary containment performance for the DBA is evaluated for

SAFETY ANALYSES a entire spectrum of break sizes for postulated loss of
coolant accidents (LOCAs) inside containment (Ref. 1).

Among the inputs to the design basis analysis is the initial
mary_contasnmend avera e air temperature. Analyses

 air

asSume 3 - g€ . . z
@m S&)°F._ Maintaining the

expected initial conditions ensures that safety amalyse ‘E!i'
reuain valid and ensures that the peak LOCA primary

temperature does not exceed the maximum
gmperature of S[8D°F (Ref. 1). Exceeding this
uesign temperature may result in the degradation of the
primary containment structure under accident loads.
Equipment inside primary containment, and needed to mitigate
the effects of a DBA, is designed to operate and be capable
of ?5erating under environmental conditions expected for the
accident.

zinmend air temperature satisfies Criterion 2 of
nq-ﬂﬁﬂﬁ‘

(0 <FR 50.36ce )2 gam—(f?

With an initial"Qrimery—contatamend average air temperature
less than or equal to the LCO temperature limit, the peak
accident temperature is maintained below the
cOMainmeny design temperature. As a result, the ability of

(confinued)
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BASES

b Air Temperature

(; q” 5 m
B 3.6.1.5

nen

(continued)

primary containment to perform its design function is
ensured.

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

ACTIONS

Al

When @rimarycentammend average air temperature is not
within the 1imit of the LCO, it must be restored within

8 hours. This 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 anmalysis to variations in
this parameter, and provides sufficient time to correct
minor probliems.

B...Land_B..z

If thew average air temperature cannot be
restored to withinalimit within the required Completion :
me, 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_3.6.1.3.1

Verifying that the @Fimsex contxiomentdaverage air
temperature is within the LCO Timit ensures that operation -
remains within the limits assumed for the primary

{continued)
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B ik

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.1.5.1 (continued)
REQUIREMENTS

BASES

he 24

Dased NG
m a result of environg
' plume of the

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
privary tohtainmend air temperature condition.

Crowe (DL
REFERENCES 1. trsm, Section £6.23—3 )

— %iu;

E

“The deywell avemge v temportne (s determined OSing “the avesqe
'f’empcrafulc at the ofe(ttug retorn air Pkwm vpsirearm of Hhe e
Corainmerrt erhioten hazt ecthanger carl and acbinet)ocated ot eles

0Tt Oinches, g3mith 248% ond elewhon T O wnche: ) it 76°, T
pravdes a wprgentefive sample of the nerll dnpwe)! atmospheres
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Insert SR 3.6.1.5.1-1

was developed based on operating experience related to drywell average air
temperature variations and temperature dependent drift of instrumentation
located in the drywell during the applicable MODES and the Tow probability of
a DBA occurring between Surveillances.

Insert Page B 3.6-38a



JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ITS BASES: 3.6.1.5 - DRYWELL AIR TEMPERATURE

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, or
analysis description.

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

4. Typographical/grammatical error corrected.

5. A new Bases has been added, ITS Bases 3.6.1.6. This Bases is from the BWR/4 ISTS
: (NUREG-1433 ISTS B 3.6.1.8), since the LaSalle 1 and 2 design is similar to the
BWR/4 design with regard to the vacuum breakers. Therefore, the BWR/4 Bases are
used and any deviations from the BWR/4 ISTS Bases are discussed in the Justification
for Deviations for ITS Bases: 3.6.1.6. -

LaSalle 1 and 2 1
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Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell VacuumBB;egkolars

o
B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

&)
B 3.6.1.8) u ession Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Breakers
' : outside th: primary contaimmeat
which form  an exteasion of the primaery
BASES ontatnuteat Poundary. The Vaciuint
\'
. Treliet valves are mounted in $gecial P;P;"ﬁ

the suppression-chamber-to-drywell vacuum
There are

BACKGROUND The function/
breake s to relieve vacuum in the drywell.
D vacuum breakers located
Ehe—vent—system between the drywell and the suppression
chamber, ch allow air and steam flow from the suppression
chamber to the drywell when the drywell is at a negative

pressure with respect to the suppression chamber.

Therefore, suppression chamber-to-drywell vacuum breakers

prevent an excessive negative differential pressure across

the wetwell drywell boundary. Each vacuum breaker is a self/w ¥ ong

actuating valvh ¥ Y0 3 Che T Vac vum breg ko,

fémately-0nerated to p e ece[,]",_, p
Manmual Tgolahoo A negative differential pressure across the drywell wall is

Volves are located caused by rapid depressurization of the drywell. Events
Om Ceel srfe ofece L that cause this rapid depressurization are cooling cycles,
Ve beee b inadvertent drywell spray actuation, and steam condensation
cuvm oftaFer from sprays or subcooled water reflood of a break in the

event of a primary system rupture. Cooling cycles result in
wminor 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 @p¥erna) vacuum
breakers. 3]

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 1ine break, or drywell spray actuation
following a loss of coolant accident (LOCA). These two
cases determine the maximum depressurization rate of the

drywell. Gk el
In addition, the{waterTeq)in the Mark () Vent System

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

(continued)
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(conhmved)
Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Breakers .
B 3.6. llgililll
BASES (Zaéw:zuwmraaa#nf:aéynn461’!Qi)-I!I
BACKGROUND less than the suppression jchamber pressure, there will be an

(continued) increase in the §ght waterieg. 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 4fternal

during normal operation.

APPLICABLE Analytical methods and assumptions involving the
SAFETY ANALYSES suppression chamber-to-drywell vacuum breakers are presented
in Reference 1 as part of the accident response gf the

an.chagber) ) vacuum breakers are provided as part
of the primary containment to limit the negative
differential pressure across the drywel] and sup ression
chamber walls Jtigt & ~ul11!!l
thoundary.

-\1> Mal'ﬂ*'%"’ “’L‘
S\—(\)c“k(ﬁ\
s.)\'e:,n ""1 ‘V‘

P( «ko"
o Xow 00” ¥

Z o ' (&)
position 'h:...'. The resuIts 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

(ofA412) vacuum breakers be OPERABLEsare a result of the

Cthe ad ditoma (

VG CuUmm btgak"("‘
r%ocf ed 4y meed

toe single Gilure

. suppression chamben should be [1/16] ~f the
otal main vent\¢ross sectiona] area) uith the valves S¢
p Design Basis

Accident‘(DBA) anaIyses<7*ﬁﬁti> the vacuum breakers to be
closed initially and to/remain closed and leak tigh
3he sggpression pool, at(a positive pressure relative to the

rywe :

(continued)
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L(‘M“'u\lues )
Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuumasgezkgrs
%@
BASES
APPLICABLE The suppression chamber-to-drywell vacuum breakers satisfy
SAFETY ANALYSES Criterion 3 of (ERe~HEC POTTSY Statement)
{continued)
l0 CFR S0.36)(3(/) )~ ]
LCco xOn1YNG] of SShe [12P vacuum breakers must be OPERABLE @’®

This lco
a\so ersu(es

Hhak

P ITR 1 suppression chamber-to-drywell vacuum
FeaRe are ¢Equited Yo b closed (except during
e vacuum breakers are performing their

~reakers‘be c ose-‘ensures that there is no excessive bypass
Jeakage should a LOCA occur.

: SO that
emonvel 1S0lehow: dolues Vol Q&eL\/Gw brecker /v e Mm
GSSocialed Voguom bres¥er Io b o oz deres ¢ OPERAGLE. *

APPLICABILITY, > \Suppression P001 Sp : System is

1.quLnulgy|nuﬂiKH?

QIE6> M MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could result in excessive
negative differential pressure across the drywell wall,
caused by the rapid depressurization of the drywell. The
event that results in the limiting rapid depressurization of
the drywell is the primary system rupture that purges the
drywell of air and fills the drywell free airspace with
steam. Subsequent condensation of the steam would result in
depressurization of the drywell. The limiting pressure and

temperature of the primar system prior to a DBA occur in
MODES 1, 2, and 3 -9

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)
BWR/4 STS B 3.6-50 Rev 1, 04/07/95
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(eamtipued)

Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Breakers

3.6.1%
ACTIONS A.l a

With one of the egyired)vacuum breakers inoperable for

opening (e.g., the vacuum breaker is not open and may be

stuck closed or not within its opening setpoint 1limit, so 5
+h

BASES (continued)

that it would not function as designed during an event that
depressurized the drywell), the remaining {eight) OPERAB
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

(Z ] breakers could result in an excessive suppression chamber-
to-drywell differential pressure during a DBA. Therefore,
@ with one of the (nifie) required va
72 hours is allowed to restore @t % T :

conditions are consistent w 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.

5]
B.letavd 8.2 - -
Q Ij With sne Vo uum breaker ns? closedy) @255
opensvacuum bpéake ommunication: between the )
rywell and suppression chamber airspacey and, as a result,
T

there is the potential for €UDPLEASIORZHANRERS (o foywmewd

botn PRPIP overpressurization du this bypass leakage if a LOCA were

\so\how vweS to occur. fe<apep vacuum breaker¥must be

e toeuSfeded / closed. A short time is allowed to close the ICEUN breaken
surize

ng that‘ :
erify that a differentiy
: er_and

he inoperable suppredsion chamber-to-dry
\ Kex,_cannot I_)e closed oN restored to QOPERAR

assecsate 5__ . rought to T

Conpk“-o& L(ne

Cannot bemel _ (continued)
BWR/4 STS B 3.6-51 ‘Rev 1, 04/07/95
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Insert B.2

With both manual isolation valves closed, the vacuum breaker is not capable of
performing the vacuum relief function. While the remaining three OPERABLE
vacuum breakers are capable of providing the vacuum relief function, the
overall 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, under this condition,
72 hours is allowed to restore the inoperable vacuum breaker to OPERABLE
status so that the 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.

Insert Page B 3.6-38f
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Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell VacuumBB;egktlars

BASES
ACTIONS C.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
osart challenging plant systems.
Do\ o
,. OT
SURVEILLANCE R B.1 .
REQUIREMENTS

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
G — position indication ar by verifying that a differential
B{ pressure of

psid between the suppression chamber and
drywell is maintained for 1 hour without makeup. The 14 day
Frequency is based on engineering judgment, is considered
adequate in view of other indications of vacuum breaker
status available to operations personnel, and has been shown
to be acceptable through operating experience. s
ours after any
chamber from the
at causes the

q
of steam to the suppress
f valves or any operation

Tewe Notes are Note G3-addad To ThisSK which allows suppression chamber-
cdied A Ahes to-drywell vacuum breakers opened in conjunction with the

Lot performance of a Surveillance to not be considered as
$€.The fes failing this SR. These periods of opening vacuum breakers
are controlled by plant procedures and do not represent
inoperable vacuum breakers. The Secomd Abole s invcluded c!ar:(l,

% Loy 6 ~ - Ny
foi)*s}v::::‘ “??\fﬁ,?g ::zu::? foew octua \ diferen $iol pressvve cre mod

(< ] (manu@ ) {3 ,
m G Each féqwired)vacuum breaker must beVcycled 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 " day Frequency GP"
of this SR was developed, based on Inservice Testing Program

requirements to perform valve testing at least once every -
92 days. CASH gay Frequenty wa3 ehgsen to provid (<)

(continued)
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Insert D.1
With two or more vacuum breakers inoperable, an excessive suppression chamber-

to-drywell differential pressure could occur during a DBA. Therefore, an
immediate plant shutdown in accordance with LCO 3.0.3 is required.

Insert Page B 3.6-38h
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Gm

BASES

SURVEILLANCE Mjﬁ@?;%nued)

REQUIREMENTS

est 1s required within 12 hours after either a discharge of
steam to the sup ression chamber from the safety/rehef

0{ /) PS\d
Lrown w. closed

Verification of the vacuum breaker opening setpoint¥is
necessary to ensure that the safety analysis assumption
@ regarding vacuum breaker full oper differential pressure of
. §0+b)k psid is valid. .The month Frequency is based on
E " the need to perform this Surveillance under the con on
that apply during a plant outage and the potential for an
unplanned transient if the Surveillance were performed with
(8 }{ the reactor at power. 1s facn ﬂ:*) the
Frequency has been shown to be acceptable, based on
operating experience, and is further justified because of
other surveillances performed at shorter Frequencies that
convey the proper functioning status of each vacuum breaker.

(¢.2.012

REFERENCES 1. zFSAR, Section -3

(2. FSAR, Responce +o NRC Question o:ub—

BWR/4 STS B 3.6-53 Rev 1, 04/07/95
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1

ITS BASES: 3.6.1.6 - SUPPRESSION CHAMBER-TO-DRYWELL VACUUM BREAKERS

A new Bases has been added, ITS Bases 3.6.1.6. This Bases is from BWR/4 ISTS
3.6.1.8 (NUREG-1433), since the LaSalle 1 and 2 design is similar to the BWR/4
design with regard to the vacuum breakers. Therefore, the BWR/4 Bases are used and
any deviations from the BWR/4 ISTS are discussed below.

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

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

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). '

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

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.

Editorial change made for enhanced clarity.

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

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



LLS Valves t
B 3.6.1.6

B 3.6 CONTAI
B 3.6.1.6 Low-LowN\Set (LLS) Valves

BASES

BACKGROUND The safetyXrelief valves (S/RVs) can actuate either in the
relief mode \the safety mode, the Automatic Depressurization
System mode, the LLS mode. In the LLS mode (or power
actuated mode o operation), a pneumatic diaphragm and stem
assembly overcom®\ the spring force and open the pilot valve.
As in the safety mdde, opening the pilot valve allows a
differential pressure to develop across the main valve
piston and thus opens\the main valve. The main valve can
stay open with valve iNet steam pressure as low as
[0] psig. The pneumatic\pperator is arranged so that its
malfunction will not preveéqt the valve disk from lifting if
steam inlet pressure exceedy, the safety mode pressure
setpoints.

[Six] of the S/RVs are equipped\to provide the LLS function.
The LLS logic causes the LLS valuwes to be opened at a lower
pressure than the relief or safety)\mode pressure setpoints
and stay open longer, such that reopening of more than one
S/RV is prevented on subsequent actuations. Therefore, the
LLS function prevents excessive short uration S/RV cycles
with valve actuation at the relief setpaint.

Each S/RV discharges steam through a dischyrge line and
quencher to a location near the bottom of the suppression
pool, which causes a load on the suppression’pool wall.
Actuation at lower reactor pressure results in\a lower load.

The LLS relief mode functions to ensure that the
LYSES containment design basis of one S/RV operating on
*subsequent actuations” is met (Ref. 1). In other wor\s,
multiple simultaneous openings of S/RVs (following the
initial opening) and the corresponding higher loads, are
avoided. The safety analysis demonstrates that the LLS
functions to avoid the induced thrust loads on the S/RV
discharge line resulting from "subsequent actuations”™ of the
S/RV during Design Basis Accidents (DBAs). Furthermore, the
LLS function justifies the primary containment analysis
sumption that multiple simultaneous S/RV openings occur
oy on the initial actuation for DBAs. Even though [six]

APPLICRBLE
SAFETY

(continued)

\. \)
BWR/6 STS B 3.6-39 “Rev 1, 04/07/95




LLS Valves

=

B 3.6.1.6

BASES

APPLICABLE LLS S/RVs are specified, all [six] LLS S/RVs do not operat

SAFETY ANALYSES any DBA analysis. _

{continued) '
LLSalves satisfy Criterion 3 of the NRC Policy Statement.

LCO [Six] LLS vglves are required to be OPERABLE to satisfy the
assumptions the safety analysis (Ref. 2). The
requirements this LCO are applicable to the mechanical
and electrical/ppeumatic capability of the LLS valves to
function for contxolling the opening and closing of the
S/RVs.

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, and 3, an'jvent could cause pressurization of
the reactor and opening o RVs. 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 LLS %alves OPERABLE is not
required in MODE 4 or 5.

ACTIONS Al

With one LLS valve inoperable, the remain¥gg OPERABLE LLS
valves are adequate to perform the designed\function.
However, the overall reliability is reduced.\ The 14 day
Completion Time takes into account the redundant capability
afforded by the remaining LLS S/RVs and the low Rrobability
of an event in which the remaining LLS S/RV capabNity would
be inadequate.

B.1and B.2

If two or more LLS valves are inoperable or if the .
inoperabie LLS valve, cannot be restored to OPERABLE status
ithin the required Completion Time, the plant must be
biNught to a MODE in which the LCO does not apply. To
achieve this status, the plant must be brought to at least
MODE'} within 12 hours and to MODE 4 within 36 hours. The
Completion Times are reasonable, based on operating
experience, to reach the required plant conditions from full

(continued)
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BASES

LLS Valves
B 3.6.1.6

ACTIONS

(continued)

power cdnditions in an orderly manner and without
plant systems.

ach LLS valve is performed to verify
ids are functioning properly and
the valve discharge line. This
sponse of the turbine control
or bypass valve, by a change the measured steam flow, or
by any other method that is suitable to verify steam flow.
Adequate reactor steam dome presswre must be available to
perform this test to ‘avoid damaging\the valve. Adequate
pressure at which this test is to be‘performed is

> [950] psig (the pressure recommended\bpy the valve
manufacturer). Also, adequate steam flow must be passing
through the main turbine or turbine bypass\valves to
continue to control reactor pressure when the ADS valves
divert steam flow upon opening. Adequate st flow is
represented by [at least 1.25 turbine bypass vaves open, or
total steam flow 2 10° 1b/hr]. The [18] month
was developed based on the S/RV tests required by
Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code, Section XI (Ref. 3
Frequency of [18] months on a STAGGERED TEST BASIS e
that each solenoid for each S/RV is alternately tested.
Operating experience has shown these components usually
the Surveillance when performed at the [18] month Frequenck.
Therefore, the Frequency was concluded to be acceptable fr
a reliability standpoint.

that the valve and sole
that no blockage exists
can be demonstrated by the

Since steam pressure is required in order to perform the
Surveillance, however, and steam may not be available during
a unit outage, the Surveillance may be performed during the
shutdown prior to or the startup following a unit outage.
Unit startup is allowed prior to performing this test

ecause valve OPERABILITY and the setpoints for overpressure
tection are verified by Reference 3 prior to valve
installation. After adequate reactor steam dome pressure
and Xlow are reached, 12 hours are allowed to prepare for

&""‘——_—-——f

BWR/6 STS

and p&cform the test.
{continued) )
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LLS Valves
B 3.6.1.6

BASES

SURVEILLANCE

REQUIREMENTS
{continued) The DLS designed S/RVs are required to actuate automatically

upon résegipt of specific initiation signals. A system
functional test is performed to verify that the mechanical
portions (THe., solenoids) of the automatic LLS function
operate as designed when initiated either by an actual or
simulated automatic initiation signal. The LOGIC SYSTEM
FUNCTIONAL TEST SR 3.3.6.5.4 overlaps this SR to provide
compiete testing oN the safety function.

The 18 month Frequency\is based on the need to perform this
Surveillance under the cqnditions that apply during a plant
outage and the potential Tqr an unplanned transient if the
Surveillance were performed\gith the reactor at power.
Operating experience has showh, these components usually pass
the Surveillance when performed\at the 18 month Freguency.
Therefore, the Frequency was conchuded to be acceptable from
a reliability standpoint.

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

REFERENC [1. GESSAR-II, Appendix 3BA.8.]
FSAR, Section [5.5.17].

ASME, Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code, Section XI.

N
.

W

AN
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ISTS BASES: 3.6.1.6 - LOW-LOW SET (LLS) VALVES

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

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



RHR Containment Sp;;;-;;;:;;\‘<:g:]
B 3.6.1.7
INMENT SYSTEMS

B 3.6.1.7 ReMdual Heat Removal (RHR) Containment Spray

BASES

BACKGROUND The pkimary containment is designed with a suppredgion pool
so that\ in the event of a loss of coolant accident\{LOCA),
steam rehteased from the primary system is channeled

ion pool water and condensed without produd\ng

significant Wressurization of the primary containment.
primary contaiqment is designed so that with the pool
initially at thh minimum water volume and the worst single
failure of the pA\mary containment heat removal systems,
suppression pool ehergy absorption combined with subsequent
operator controlled Rool cooling will prevent the primary
containment pressure Yrom exceeding its design value.

However, the primary ‘coqtainment must also withstand a

postulated bypass leakagh pathway that allows the passage of

steam from the drywell directly into the primary containment
airspace, bypassing the suppression pool. The primary
containment also must withstand a low energy steam release
into the primary containment aWspace. The RHR Containment

Spray System is designed to mitigate the effects of bypass

Jeakage and low energy line break

There are two redundant, 100% capacidy RHR containment spray
subsystems. Each subsystem consists oK a suction line from
the suppression pool, an RHR pump, a hedt exchanger, and
three spray spargers inside the primary cdgtainment (outside
of the drywell) above the refueling floor. \Dispersion of
the spray water is accomplished by 350 nozzlég in each
subsystem,

The RHR containment spray mode will be automaticaNly
initiated, if required, following a LOCA, or it may be
manually initiated according to emergency procedure

erence 1 contains the results of analyses that predict
rimary containment pressure response for a LOCA with
ximum allowable bypass leakage area.

APPLICABLE
SAFETY ANALYSES th
the

The equiyalent flow pathzarea for bypass leakage has been
specified\to be [0.9] ft°. The analysis demonstrates that -

U .

BWR/6 STS B 3.6-43 . Rev 1, 04/07/95
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RHR Consainment Spray System
B 3.6.1.7

BASES

APPLICABLE with containment spray operation the primary contajnment
SAFETY ANALYSES pressure remains within design limits.

(continued)
The RHR Containment Spray System satisfies Criterion

the NRC Policy Statement.

Lco In the event of a Design Basis Accident (DBA), a minimum of
one RHR containment spray subsystem is required to mitigate
potentNal bypass leakage paths and maintain the primary
containient peak pressure below design limits. To ensure

requirements are met, two RHR containment spray

subsystems\must be OPERABLE. Therefore, in the event of an
accident, a\ least one subsystem is OPERABLE assuming the

worst case siggle active failure. An RHR containment spray
subsystem is RABLE ‘when the pump, the heat exchanger, and
aszocia&ed piping, valves, instrumentation, and controls are

OPERABLE.

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a\DBA could cause pressurization of
primary containment. InWODES 4 and 5, the probability and
consequences of these evends are reduced due to the pressure
and temperature limitations \{n these MODES. Therefore,
maintaining RHR containment spray subsystems OPERABLE is not
required in MODE 4 or 5.

Al

With one RHR containment spray subsystem\ inoperable, the
inoperable subsystem must be restored to QPERABLE status
within 7 days. In this Condition, the remaining OPERABLE
RHR containment spray subsystem is adequate o perform the
primary containment cooling function. Howevek, the overall
reliability is reduced because a single failure\in the
OPERABLE subsystem could result in reduced prima
containment cooling capability. The 7 day Complet¥n Time
as chosen in light of the redundant RHR containment
capabilities afforded by the OPERABLE subsystem and t
probability of a DBA occurring during this period.

(continued)
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///’> RHR Conta¥gment Sprgy System

BASES
ACTIONS
{continued)
With two\RHR containment spray subsystems inoperable, one
subsystem Wyust be restored to OPERABLE status within

8 hours. Im\this Condition, there is a substantial loss of
the primary cOxtainment bypass leakage mitigation function.
The 8 hour Comp¥etion Time is based on this loss of function
and is considered\acceptable due to the low probability of a
DBA and because altwrnative methods to remove heat from
primary containment axe available.

Cland C.2

If the inoperable RHR containmgnt spray subsystem cannot be
restored to OPERABLE status witqin the required Completion
Time, the plant must ‘be brought 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 Complet¥on Times are
reasonable, based on operating experiensg, to reach the
required plant conditions from full power\conditions in an
orderly manner and without challenging plam{ systems.

SURVEILLANCE SR_3.6.1,7.1
REQUIREMENTS

Verifying the correct alignment for manual, power opégated,
and automatic valves in the RHR containment spray mode
path provides assurance that the proper flow paths will
exist for system operation. This SR does not apply to
valves that are locked, sealed, or otherwise secured in
position, since these were verified to be in the correct
position prior to locking, sealing, or securing. This SR
does not require any testing or valve manipulation; rather,
involves verification that those valves capable of being
ositioned are in the correct position. This SR does not
to valves that cannot be inadvertently misaligned,

The 31 day\\Frequency of this SR is justified because the
erated under procedural control and because
osition would affect only a single
subsystem. Thid Frequency has been shown to be acceptable
based on operatiny _experience.

(continued)
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RHR Containment Sprgy—;;;;;;:\‘\\i‘{::)

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

(continued)

spray subsystems to be considered OPERABLE during align
to and operatijon in the RHR shutdown cooling mode when belww
[the RHR cut permissive pressure in MODE 3], if capable
of being manually realigned and not otherwise inoperable.

At these low presdyres and decay heat levels (the reactor is
shut down in MODE 3, a reduced complement of subsystems can
provide the required sontainment pressure mitigation
function thereby allow operation of an RHR shutdown
cooling loop when necess

SR_3.6.1.7.2

Verifying each RHR pump develops a\flow rate 2 [5650] gpm
while operating in the suppression pqol cooling mode with
flow through the associated heat exchagger ensures that pump
performance has not degraded during theNcycle. It is tested
in the pool cooling mode to demonstrate p OPERABILITY
without spraying down equipment in primary‘containment.

Flow is a normal test of centrifugal pump pehformance
required by the ASME Code, Section XI (Ref. 2 This test
confirms one point on the pump design curve and\{s
indicative of overall performance. Such inservic
inspections confirm component OPERABILITY, trend
performance, and detect incipient failures by indicating
abnormal performance. [The Frequency of this SR is i
accordance with the Inservice Testing Program or 92 da

SR_3.6.1.7,3

This SR verifies that each RHR containment spray subsystem
automatic valve actuates to its correct position upon
receipt of an actual or simulated automatic actuation
signal. Actual spray initiation is not required to meet
this SR. The LOGIC SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TEST in SR 3.3.6.3.6
overlaps this SR to provide complete testing of the safety
function. The [18] month Frequency is based on the need to
perform this Surveillance under the .>nditions that apply
uring a plant outage and the potential for an unplanned
ansient if the Surveillance were performed with the
rexctor at power. Operating experience has shown that these
components usually pass the Surveillance when performed at

(continued)
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BASES

RHR Containment Sgray System
3.6.1.7

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

(continued)

the [18] mon

Frequency. Therefore, the Frequency was
concluded to

cceptable from a reliability standpoint.

SR 3.6.1.7.4

This Surveillance is perfotmed every 10 years to verify that
the spray nozzles are not obstcucted and that flow will be
provided when required. The 10“ygar Frequency is adequate
to detect degradation in performande due to the passive
nozzle design and its normally dry staie and has been shown
to be acceptable through operating expers

REFEREN

-

1. FSAR, Section [6.2.1.1.5].

2. ASME, Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code, Section X

N—

AN
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ISTS BASES: 3.6.1.7 - RHR CONTAINMENT SPRAY SYSTEM

1. This Bases has been deleted since the associated Specification has been deleted.
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PVLCS
B 3.6.1.8

BACKGROUND

also penetrate the secondary containment. These
sealed by air from the PVLCS to prevent
fission products\leaking past the isolation valves and
bypassing the secondary containment after a Design Basis
Accident (DBA) loss\of coolant accident (LOCA).

The PVLCS consists of Nwo] independent, manually initiated
subsystems, either of which is capable of preventing fission
product leakage from the ogntainment post LOCA. Each
subsystem is comprised of ak air compressor, an accumulator,
an injection valve, and three\ injection headers with
separate isolation valves. Th%s system has additional
headers, which serve the Main Steam Isolation Valve Leakage
Control System and safety/relief walve (S/RV) actuator air
accumulators. _

Each process line has two PCIVs and am\additional manual
isolation valve outside of the outboard\PCIV. The two
outboard valves are double disk gate valves. Each valve is
provided sealing air from its electrically\associated
division of PVLCS to the area between the d0g1 disk seats.
The PVLCS is started manually.

SAFETY ANALYGES

The analyses described in Reference 1 provide the Rvaluation
of offsite dose consequences during accident conditXons.
During the first 25 minutes following an accident, t
isolation valves on lines that penetrate primary contiinment
and also penetrate secondary containment are assumed td, leak
ission products directly to the environment, without
ocessed by the Standby Gas Treatment System. The analyges
credit for manually initiating PVLCS after 25 minute
?ndk 0 not assume any further secondary containment bypass
eaka

The PVLCH\satisfies Criterion 3 of the NRC Policy Statement.

AN {continued
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PVLCS
B 3.6.1.8

BASES Ycontinued)

LCO

[Two] PVLCS subsystems must be OPERABLEuch that in the
event of an accident, at least one subsys is OPERABLE
assuming the worst case single active failige. A PVLCS
subsystem is OPERABLE when all necessary components are
vailable to supply each associated dual seat \{solation
valve with sufficient air pressure to preclude ontainment
ledkage when the containment atmosphere is at thy maximum
peak\containment pressure, P,.

APPLICABILITY

In MODES 2, and 3, a DBA could cause a release of
radioactive\material to primary containment. In MODES
and 5, the probability and consequences of these events
reduced due to\the pressure and temperature limitations o
these MODES. TRerefore, the PVLCS is not required to be
OPERABLE in MODESM dnd 5 to prevent leakage of radioactive
material from primawy containment.

ACTIONS

BWR/6 STS

A.l

With one PVLCS subsystem indperable, the inoperable
subsystem must be restored tO\OPERABLE status within

30 days. In this Condition, the remaining OPERABLE PVLCS
subsystem is adequate to perfort, the leakage control
function. The 30 day Completion \{ime is based on the lTow
probability of the occurrence of a\LOCA, the amount of time
available after the event for operatQr action to prevent
exceeding this limit, the low probabi\ity of failure of the
OPERABLE PVLCS subsystem, and the avail\ability of the PCIVs.

With [two] PVLCS subsystems inoperable, at lexst one
subsystem must be restored to OPERABLE status &ithin 7 days.
The 7 day Completion Time is based on the low phgbability of
the occurrence of a DBA LOCA, the availability ol 25 minutes
r operator action, and the availability of the .

(continued
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PVLCS

f B 3.6.1.8
BASES
ACTIONS C.land C.2
{continue
If the inoperable PVLCS subsystem cannot be rgstored to
OPERABLE status within the required Completion\Jime, the
plant must be brought to a MODE in which the LCO, does not
pply. To achieve this status, the plant must brought to
Jeast MODE 3 within 12 hours and to MODE 4 with
36\hours. The allowed Completion Times are reasonable,
basdd on operating experience, to reach the required Rlant
conditions from full power conditions in an orderly mawner
and without challenging plant systems.
SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

The minimum a\r supply necessary for PVLCS OPERABILITY
varies with thh system being supplied with compressed air
from the PVLCS accumulators. Due to the support system
function of PVLCS\for S/RV actuator air, however, the
specified minimum pressure of [101] psig is required, which
provides sufficient \gir for [ ] S/RV actuations with the
drywell pressure at 38 psig. This minimum air pressure
alone is sufficient for\PVLCS to support the OPERABILITY of
these S/RV systems and 1% verified every 24 hours. The

24 hour Frequency is consijered adequate in view of other
indications available in thw control room, such as alarms,
to :}e;t the operator to an 2abnormal PVLCS air pressure
condition.

R _3.6.1.8.2

A simulated system operation is perfo
to ensure that the PVLCS will function
operating sequence. This includes corre
positioning of valves once the system is Iitiated manually.
Proper functioning of the compressor and valves is verified
by this Surveillance. The [18] month Frequehgy was
developed considering it is prudent that wmany Rurveillances
be performed only during a plant outage. Operaling
experience has shown that these components usually pass the
Surveillance when performed at the [18] month Frequency.
Therefore, the Frequency was concluded to be acceptahle from
reliability standpoint.

‘\\ (continued)
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B 3.6.1.8
BASES ont inued)
asrsmzncss\ 1. FSAR, Section [15.6.5]. \ J ,
\ AN

BWR/6 STS

B 3.6-51

. Rev 1, 04/07/95



JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ISTS BASES: 3.6.1.8 - PENETRATION VALVE LEAKAGE CONTROL SYSTEM
(PVLCS)

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

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



B 3.6.1.9

BASES

ONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
ain Steam Isolation Valve (MSIV) Leakage Control Sys

MSIV LCS
B 3.6.1.9

(LCS)

BACKGROUND

TheSIV LCS supplements the isolation function of the
by prdgessing the fission products that could leak throug
the cloded MSIVs after a Design Basis Accident (DBA) loss o
coolant adgident {LOCA).

The MSIV LCS
inboard subsyst

nsists of two independent subsystems: an
, which is connected between the inboard
and outboard MSIVs; and an outboard subsystem, which is
connected immediat downstream of the outboard MSIVs.
Each subsystem is capgble of processing leakage from MSIVs
following a DBA LOCA. “gach subsystem consists of blowers
(four blowers for the inbqard subsystem and two blowers for
the outboard subsystem), valves, piping, and heaters (for
the inboard subsystem only). \Jhe four electric heaters in
the inboard subsystem are provided to boil off any
%ondensate prior to the gas mixt passing through the flow
imiter.

Each subsystem operates in two process‘wodes:
depressurization and bleedoff. The depragsurization process
reduces the steam line pressure to within the operating
capability of equipment used for the bleedoff wmode. During
bleedoff (long term leakage control), the blowers maintain a
negative pressure in the main steam lines (Ref.N\l). This
ensures that leakage through the closed MSIVs is %pllected
by the MSIV LCS. In both process modes, the efflueqt is
discharged to the auxiliary building, which encloses
volume served by the Standby Gas Treatment (SGT) Syst

The MSIV LCS is manually initiated approximate]y 20 minutys
following a DBA LOCA (Ref. 2).

APPLICABLE
SAFETY ANALYSES

e MSIV LCS mitigates the consequences of a DBA LOCA by
enguring that fission products that may leak from the closed
MSIYs are diverted to the auxiliary building and ultimately
filthred by the SGT System. The analyses in Reference 3

the evaluation of offsite dose consequences. The

(continued) /

r this type of event. .
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MSIV LCS

B 3.6.1.9
BASES
APPLICABLE The MSIV LCS satisfies Criterion 3 of the NRC Policy
SAFETY ANALYRES Statement.
(continued)
LCo MSIV LCS subsystem can provide the required rocess1ng

of \the MSIV leakage. To ensure that this capabil is
avaf\able, assuming worst case single failure, two MSIV LCS
subsystems must be OPERABLE.

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1,\2, and 3, a DBA could lead to a fission product
release to pRimary containment. Therefore, MSIV LCS
OPERABILITY is\required during these MODES. In MODES 4
and 5, the probwbility and consequences of these events are
reduced due to the pressure and temperature limitations in
these MODES. Therefore, maintaining the MSIV LCS OPERABLE
is not required in WODE 4 or 5 to ensure MSIV leakage is
processed.

ACTIONS Al

With one MSIV LCS subsystem imoperable, the inoperable MSIV
LCS subsystem must be restoredo OPERABLE status within

30 days. In this Condition, the\remaining OPERABLE MSIV LCS
subsystem is adequate to perform “he required leakage
control function. However, the ovecall reliability is
reduced because a single failure in the remaining subsystem
could result in a total loss of MSIV \eakage control
function. The 30 day Completion Time based on the
redundant capability afforded by the rempining OPERABLE MSIV
LCS subsystem and the low probability of } DBA LOCA
occurring during this period.

B.1

With two MSIV LCS subsystems inoperable, at least
subsystem must be restored to OPERABLE status withi

e occurrence of a DBA LOCA.

— N
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BASES

ACTIONS
(continued)

IXthe MSIV LCS subsystem cannot be restored to OPERABLE
sta%us within the required Completion Time, the plant mus
be bPqught to a MODE in which the LCO does not apply. To
achievh this status, the plant must be brought to at least
MODE 3 within 12 hours and to MODE 4 within 36 hours. The
allowed pletion Times are reasonable, based on operating
experience), to reach the required plant conditions from full
power condidons in an orderly manner and without
challenging pYant systems.

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

\_-

SR 3.6.1.9.1

Each MSIV LCS blower operated for 2 [15] minutes to
verify OPERABILITY. The 31 day Frequency was developed
considering the known re\jability of the LCS blower and
controls, the two subsysteém redundancy, and the low
probability of a significanh degradation of the MSIV LCS
subsystem occurring between swrveillances and has been shown
to be acceptable through operading experience.

SR _3.6.1.9.2

The electrical continuity of each inbdard MSIV LCS subsystem
heater is verified by a resistance check, by verifying the
rate of temperature increase meets specifications, or by
verifying the current or wattage draw meeXs specifications.
The 31 day Frequency is based on operating\experience that
has shown that these components usually pass\ this
Surveillance when performed at this Frequenc

SR_3.6.1.9.3

A system functional test is performed to ensure tha the
MSIV LCS will operate through its operating sequence\ This
includes verifying that the automatic positioning of Whe
valves and the operation of each interlock and timer a
rrect, that the blowers start and develop the require
rate and the necessary vacuum, and the upstream healers
meed\ current or wattage draw requirements (if not used to~’
verifi\electrical continuity in SR 3.6.1.9.2). The 18 mont

(continued)
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MSIV LCS
B 3.6.1.9
BAS
SURVEIL SR 3.6.1.9.3 (continued)
REQUIREMENTS
Frequency is based on the need to perform thhs 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. Operadjng
experience has shown that these components usually\pass the
Surveillance when performed at the [18] month Frequwncy.
Therefore, the Frequency was concluded to be acceptahle from
reliability standpoint.

REFERENCES 1. SAR, Section [6.7].

2. Regulatory Guide_1.96, Revision [1].
3. FS Section [15.6.5].

S <
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, 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

/ mwtr tonfa ot ab [/ 2es o MarkIl over/Lude, }

BASES fre”“fﬁ SopPress/ow cow ‘guro‘bw witl $he

BACKGROUND The uppression oncentric open comfainer

. nTass 1 ocated at the bottom
of the primary containment. The suppression pool is
designed to absorb the decay heat and sensible heat released
during a reactor blowdown from safety/relief valve
discharges or from a loss of coolant accident (LOCA). The
suppression pool must also condense steam from the Reactor
Core Isolation Cooling System turbine exhaust and provides
the main emergen pr_supply source for the reactor

: ~-s steam is dependent upon the ¥
suppress\on poo] temperature. The lower\the initial pool

excessivel Since it is an open pool, its\temperature will
|affect both pgimary containment pressure and\g i

temperature. Uging conservative inputs and me
maximum calculateqd primary containment pressureuring and
following a Design™asis Accident (DBA) must remaWp below

the primary containmdqt design pressure of [15] ps¥q.
addition, the maximum Pximary containment average ai¥
temperature must remain 185)°F.

The technical concerns that lead to the development of
suppression pool average temperature limits are as follows:

Complete steam condensation [ ™the original IWM%: for
: a LU O‘F based on

a.

b. Primary containment peak pressure and temperature

\ompevatare. is' [1851-E)r—
temperatyre BS]1°F);

¢c. Condensation oscillation (CO) loadsY j
aNowable initial tegperature of [10
that\(O loads do not wxceed the Mark
definiXion]; and
d. i
(cont inued)
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Insert B 3.6.72.1 BACKGROUND

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 design value

(45 psig). Suppression pool average temperature (along with LCO 3.6.2.2,
“Suppression Pool Water Level™) is a key indication of the capacity of the
suppression pool to fulfill these requirements.

Insert Page B 3.6-56



Suppression Pool Average Temperature

B 3.6.2.1
BASES
M((:gg:gg:ﬁed) ‘E . -- aref are within e of Mark III tes@-@ ‘
APPLICABLE The postulated DBA against which the primary containment

SAFETY ANALYSES

performance is evaluated is the entire spectrum of

postulated pipe breaks within the primary containment.

Inputs to the safety analyses include initial suppression

pool water volume and suppression pool temperature Tan

(Reference 1 for LOCAs and Reference¥2 for the suppre:sion
n
e

pool temperature analyses required by Reference 3).
initial pool temperature of (SRILF is assumed for
Reference 1 @nd ) analyses. Reactor shutdown at a poo

temperature of %110%°F and vessel depressurization at_a pool
temperature_of $£120%’F are assumed for the Reference*2

analyses. Nhe T mit of [105F, at Which testing\Js
not used in the‘gafety analyses becaduse DBAs
qt initiate durihg plan : Ng

and 3 of Ghe~HRC Policy.Statemend.

0CFR SO ctr2)C: H

LCo

A limitation on the suppression pool average temperature is
required to assure that the primary 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 resulting in heatup
:f]%he suppression pool. The LCO requirements are as
ollows:

+

3 réqu rementsensures
exibility, (and was
(a1 4 ]

(continued)
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Suppression Pool Average Temperature
B 3.6.2.1

BASES
_ 2
LCO selected to provide margin below the X110k°F 1imit at
(continued) which reactor shutdown is required. /When testinyg
ends, Xemperature must be restored to < [95]°F wit
24 hourshgccording to Requireéd Action A.2. Therefo g'

the time pugiod that the tempeNature is > [95]°F is
short enough™qot to cause a significant increase in

plant risk. CoiF-200]

©. Average temperature < %110}3°Hiwhen all OPERABLE IRM
0 channels are < |2 sions of full scale on
H S requirement ensures tha e plant will

be shut down at > 110%°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.

ote that [25/40] ¥ivisions of full scale
a\convenient measure when the re
essentially equivalent 1% RTP.

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could cause significant heatup
of the suppression pool. In MODES 4 and 5, the probability
and consequences of these events are reduced due to the
pressure and temperature limitations in these MODES.
Therefore, maintaining suppression pool average temperature
within limits is not required in MODE 4 or §.

ACTIONS A B A gryand a.3VH)

With the suppression pool average temperature above the
specified 1imi Or pertarting_testing thaf adds\heat>
6 the supprw and when above the specified power
dheicaiom, the initial conditions exceed the conditions
assumed for the Reference 1 and @Panalyses. However,
primary containment cooling capability still exists, and the
primary containment pressure suppression function will occur
at temperatures well above that 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 temperature to be restored to below the

limit. Additionally, when pool temperature is > {9ED°F,
Gos )3

(continued)
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Suppression Pool Average Temperature
B 3.6.2.1

BASES

3 6.3 )
ACTIONS W

increased uonitoring of the pool temperature is required to
ensure it remains < §110%°F. The once per hour Completion
Time is adequate based on past experience, which has shown
that suppression pool temperature increases relatively
slowly except when testing that adds heat to the 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
n abnormal suppression pool average temperature condition.

does not apply.

be reduced to <
for_all SPERAB

Completion Time is reasonable, based on operating
experience, to reduce reactor power from full power in an
orderly manner and without challenging plant systems.

TsTF-206

c.kcpo es not

Suppression pool average\tempewature is allowed toNpe Show

ale on Range 7 When testing '
% > [105]°F, thy [gst Tt e Tamediate Fhatadds

EUspendet TU Presevve_tire puglsy heat 3] ap3 /[ ozatbo
« USp¢ c‘a pNd + ' 0 . =

Requited Actions and associated Completion Times e Soppcesy.os

applicabie

N Pooi

O IZand B 23 (L1LC2 adC3 )
Suppression pool average temperature > jﬂlﬂf‘g:glquires that

the reactor be shut down immediately. This is accomplished
by placing the reactor mode switch in the shutdown position.

Further cooldown to MODE 4,1s required at normal cooldown

(continued)
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BASES

Suppression Pool Average Tempgrgtgrg

A7

ACTIONS

f €L Ceand 3 )

(continued)
rates (provided pool temperature remains < }120}°F).
Additionally, when pool temperature is > X110}’F, increased
monitoring of pool temperature is required to ensure that it
remains < 1204°F. The once per 30 minute Completion Time
is adequate, based on operating experience. Given the high
pool temperature in this fondition, the monitoring Frequency
is increased to twice that of Condition A. Furthermore, the
30 minute Completion Time is considered adequate in view of
other indications available in the control room{ Ficluging)
(@larlns,) to alert the operator to an abnormal suppression
pool average temperature condition.

(E1 30 E.2¥( L.l endD2 )

If suppression pool average temperature cannot be maintained
< £120%°F, the plant must be brought to a MODE in which the
'LCO does not apply. To achieve this status, the reactor
pressure must be reduced to < $200k psig within 12 hours and
the plant must be brought 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 without challenging
plant systems.

Continued addition of heat to the suppression pool with pool
temperature > \£120X°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 temperature was >%1201°F, the maximum allowable
bulk and local temperatures could be exceeded very quickly.

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

SR _3.6.2.1.1

The suppression pool average temperature is regularly
monitored to ensure that the required limits are satisfied.
Average temperature is determined by taking an arithmetic
average of the OPERABLE suppression pool water temperature
channels. The 24 hour Frequency has been shown to be
acceptable based on operating experience. When heat is .
being added to the suppression pool by testing, however, it

and welude an allowlonce
,an ntflaﬁpe;#cﬁﬁ«ahon "‘<)'{Z] (continued)
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BASES

Suppression Pool Average Temperature
8 3.6.2.1

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

SR_3.6.2.1,1 (continued)

is necessary to monitor suppression pool temperature more
frequently. The 5 minute Frequency during testing is
justified by the rates at which testing will heat up the
suppression pool, has been shown to be acceptable based on
operating experience, and provides assurance that allowable
pool temperatures are not exceeded. The Frequencies are
further justified in view of other jndications available in
the control room, including alarms, to alert the operator to
an abnormal suppression pool average temperature condition.

REFERENCES DT@FSAR, Section 5625 4]

Za 5ﬂ//¢ (ﬂu-fﬂ’y Stztion

BWR/6 STS
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(E8aR, séctionA15.2 %qdri Z ﬁesgn Assessment
3.  NUREG-0783. eport, Echon 6.2, June 196/,
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ITS BASES: 3.6.2.1 - SUPPRESSION POOL AVERAGE TEMPERATURE

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

2. 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.

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

been provided.

4. Changes have been made to reflect those changes made to the Specification.
S. Typographical error corrected.
6. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity.
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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 Levell

Primary conts, unentih lizes « Mark IL sver/wder pressure
< PQSS,'go muﬁ vra ﬁc’ﬁ’, “-’r/‘ the

pression_poo a concentric open contaiper of water)
a_S “:!UIMI--w yhich is/Tocated at the bottom
the primary containment. The suppression pool is
designed to absorb the decay heat and sensible heat released
during a reactor blowdown from safety/relief valve (S/RV)
discharges or from a loss of coolant accident (LOCA). The
suppression pool must also condense steam from the Reactor
Core Isolation Cooling (RCIC) System turbine exhaust and
provides the main emergency water supply source for the
reacto vessgl. The suppression pool volume ranges between
(135,27 ft* at the Jow water level limit of&ﬁ ﬁ]
(4.5 inches¥ and (I38,JUIp ft° at the high water level limit
of T 975 inches§}. he level is reforeadsd

If the suppression pool water level is too low, an i :‘fz id ;:e",“hw
insufficient amount of water would be available to 79 Nischog,
adequately condense the steam from the S/RV quenchers, main ‘
vents, or RCIC turbine exhaust lines. Low suppression pool
water level could also result in an inadequate emergency
makeup water source to the Emergency Core Cooling System.
The Tower volume would also absorb less steam energy before
heating up excessively. Therefore, a minimum suppression
pool water level is specified.

BASES

BACKGROUND

If the suppression pool water level is too high, it could
result in exc:ssivcla]c}earing loads from S/RV discharges and
excessive pool swe 03ds re ng_from a Design Ba

0CA mpl dvertent upper pool dugp could )
3 - 3 io the drywel erefore, a
maximum pool water level is specified. s LCO specifies

an acceptable range to prevent the suppression pool water
Tevel from being either too high or too low.

APPLICABLE Initial suppression pool water level affects suppression

SAFETY ANALYSES pool temperature response calculations, calculated drywell
\ DI p(@0vIng vent Nearingfor a DBA, calculated pool
()] swell loads for a DBA LOCA, and calculated loads due to S/RV

discharges. Suppression pool water level must be maintained

(continued)
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Suppression Pool Water Level
B 3.6.2.2

BASES

APPLICABLE | within the limits specified so that the safety analysis of
SAFETY ANALYSES Reference 1 remains valid.

(continued) :
Suggression 2001 water level satisfies Criteria 2 and 3 of
’{io cFR $D.2¢ c¢>£2)c,-;) Z:Q

=

3
LCO A limit that suppression ooolgnater level be 2 @ ‘)‘@
(3+4.5 inches} and < (8T ¢ inches red—to ensure

that the primary containment conditions assu or the
safety analysis are met. Either the high or low water level
Timits were used in the safety analysis, depending upon
which is conservative for a particular calculation.

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could cause significant loads on
the primary containment. In MODES 4 and 5, the probability
and consequences of these events are reduced because of the
pressure and temperature limitations in these MODES. The
requirements for maintaining suppression pool water level
within limits in MODE 4 or 5 is addressed in LCO 3.5.2,
“ECCS-Shutdown.*®

ACTIONS Al

With suppression pool water level outside the limits, the
conditions assumed for the safety analysis are not met.

water level is below the minimum level, the pressure
suppression function still exists as long as @a¥a_yent:
covered, RCIC turbine exhausts are covered, and S/R
quenchers are covered. If suppression pool water level is

above the maximum level, protection against
CIJ overpressurization still exists due to the margin in the
eak containment pressure ana'lysis Tl ‘mmﬁm
. Suppesss; prays . fPromp

prudent,

continued operation Tor a time fs allowed. The
2 hour Completion Time is sufficient to restore suppression’
pool water level to within specified 1imits. Also, it takes

(continued)
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Suppression Pool Water Level
B 3.6.2.2

BASES

ACTIONS A.l (continued)

into account the low probability of an event impacting the
suppression pool water level occurring during this interval.

8.1 and B.2

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

SURVEILLANCE SR _3.6.2.2.1
REQUIREMENTS

Verification of the suppression pool water level is to
eénsure that the required limits are satisfied. The 24 hour
equency (o s SH veloped conSTUEr™NY OPErETIng

experience related to trendiny variations in suppresgion
pool waber level and water level instrument drift dur¥gg the

has bees Shows

Pbe dcm'o-\,\b\e : urthermore, the 24 hour
Basgg on oper; +' Frequency is considered adequate in view'of other
experie aTwg | indications available in the control room, including alarms,

to alert the operator to an abnormal suppression pool water
level condition.

P
REFERENCES 1. ;smz, Section %6.2%
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ITS BASES: 3.6.2.2 - SUPPRESSION POOL WATER LEVEL

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

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

3. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



RHR Suppression Pool Cooling
B 3.6.2.3

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
B 3.6.2.3 Residual Heat Removal (RHR) Suppression Pool Cooling

BASES

BACKGROUND Following a Design Basis Accident (DBA), the RHR Suppression
Pool Cooling System removes heat from the suppression pool.
The suppression pool is designed to absorb the sudden input
of heat from the primary system. In the long term, the pool
continues to absorb residual heat generated by fuel in the
reactor core. Some means must be provided to remove heat
from the suppression pool so that the temperature inside the
primary containment remains within design limits. This
function is provided by two redundant RHR suppression pool
cooling subsystems. The purpose of this LCO is to ensure
that both subsystems are OPERABLE in applicable MODES.

Each RHR subsystem contains a pump and eat” exchanger®
A0SSErYes and is manually initiated and independently
controlled. The two RHR subsystems perform the suppression
pool cooling function by circulating water from the
suppression pool through the RHR heat exchangen®and
returning it to the suppression pool. RHR 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.

The heat removal capability of one RHR subsystem is

sufficient to meet the overall DBA pool cooljng reguirement
to limit peak temperature to ((M5)°F for loss of coolan @ < ]
accidents (LOCAs) and transient events such as a turbine

trip or a stuck open safety/relief valve (S/RV). S/RV
Teakage and Reactor Core Isolation Cooling System testing
increase suppression pool temperature more slowly. The RHR
Suppression Pool Cooling System is also used to lower the
suppression pool water bulk temperature following such
events.

APPLICABLE Reference 1 contains the results of analyses used to predict

SAFETY ANALYSES primary containment pressure and temperature following large
and small break LOCAs. The intent of the analyses is to
demonstrate that the heat removal capacity of the RHR ,
Suppression Pool Cooling System is adequate to maintain the
primary containment conditions within design limits. The

{continued)
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BASES

RHR Suppression Pool Cooling
B 3.6.2.3

APPLICABLE
SAFETY ANALYSES
(continued)

suppression pool temperature is calculated to remain below
the design limit.

The RHR Suppression Pool Cooling System satisfies

Criterion 3 of
Y (TocFR Sb.36 ¢ M2 (7)) £

Lco

DO ":.{“
m Therefore, in the event of an accident, at least

During a DBA, a minimum of one RHR suppression pool cooling

subsystem is required to maintain the primary containment

peak pressure and temperature below the design limits

(Ref. 1). To ensure that these requirements are met, two

RHR suppression pool cooling subsystems must be OPERABLE
from_two satedy related independsal power

one subsystem is OPERABLE, assuming the worst case single
active failure. An RHR suppression pool cooling subsystem

is OPERABLE when the pump, heat exchangex®, and
a;zociated piping, valves, finstrumentation, and controls are I [:]
OPERABLE.

APPLICABILITY

~ _
In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could causega release of

radioactive material to primary containment and 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 RHR Suppression
Poo; Cooling System is not required to be OPERABLE in MODE 4
or 5.

ACTIONS

A.l

H;thione Rﬂg]suppression pool g:oling sugsystemE;:ngrable,

the inoperable subsystem must restored to OP LE status
within 7 days. In this fondition, the remaining RHR
suppression pool cooling subsystem is adequate to perform

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

is acceptable in light of the redundant RHR suppression pool

(continued)
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RHR Suppression Pool Cooling
B 3.6.2.3

BASES

ACTIONS A.l (continued)

cooling capabilities afforded by the OPERABLE subsystem and
the low probability of a DBA occurring during this period.

Crsect ctoiys

—_—
{TSTF-2
letion Time 30

Fﬂﬁfﬁmm annot be met JB% wo_RAR suppr n .
(EIQlﬂﬁlﬁﬂﬂivztmﬁ!lﬂiﬂlﬂﬂﬁ!ﬁkn.:, e plant must be brought
to a MODE in which the LCO does not apply. To achieve this
status, the plant must be brought to at least MODE 3 within
12 hours and to MODE 4 within 36 hours. The allowed
Completion Times are reasonable, based on operating
experience, to reach the required plant conditions from full
power conditions in an orderly manner and without
challenging plant systems.

SURVEILLANCE SR_3.6.2.3.1 :

REQUIREMENTS
Verifying the correct alignment for manuale’power operate%}.
valvesg in the RHR 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 being locked, sealed, or secured.
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 RHR suppression 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)
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Insert ACTION B.1

B.1

With two RHR suppression pool cooling subsystems inoperable, one subsystem
must be restored to OPERABLE status within 8 hours. In this condition, there
is a substantial l1oss 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 RHR suppression pool cooling subsystems to operate.

Insert Page B 3.6-67



BASES

RHR Suppression Pool Cooling
8 3.6.2.3

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

P.‘ZZQ St)”fﬁ‘nbn
peol |

e r [ erature
o

e
Marntuimd
ngu the &es}gn

taests Auﬁn:yz

OBA RS, 1),

: g
while operating in the suppression pool cooling
E flow through the associated heat exchanger ESHasL_every D 1]

SR _3.6,2.3.1 (continued)

has been shown to be acceptable, based on operating
experience.

Verifying each®RHR pump develops a flow rate 2

performance required by X :
confirms one point on the pump design curve,
are indicative of overall performance. Such inservice ‘Ei:}

By and detect incipien by indicatin
abnormal performance. The Frequency of this SR is
accordance with the Inservice Testing Program .

REFERENCES

1. EFSAR, Section y6.2%.[ %]

2. ASME, Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code, Section XI.

BWR/6 STS
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ITS BASES: 3.6.2.3 - RHR SUPPRESSION POOL COOLING

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

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

The specific requirement for the subsystems to be powered from two safety related
independent power supplies has been deleted since the design of the system already
reflects this. There are only two subsystems, and each is powered from a separate
power supply; the power supplies cannot be cross-connected. This statement is not
used in other LCO Bases where the system is designed with independent power supplies
(e.g., Bases 3.6.1.6, "RHR Drywell Spray," and Bases 3.6.3.1, "Primary Containment
Hydrogen Recombiners”). The BWR/4 ISTS Bases has this statement since some
BWR/4s have two pumps per subsystem, with only one required for the subsystem to
be Operable (as described in the BWR/4 ISTS Bases), and due to the electrical design
of the system, one pump in each subsystem is powered from the same electrical
division. Thus, for this design, the words in the NUREG are necessary. However, as
described above, LaSalle 1 and 2 does not have this design.

Editorial change made for enhanced clarity.
Changes have been made to reflect those changes made to the Specification.
Typographical/grammatical error corrected.

The IST Program at LaSalle 1 and 2 is not required to provide information for trend
purposes. Therefore, these words have been deleted.

A new Bases has been added, ITS Bases 3.6.2.4. This Bases is from the BWR/4 ISTS
(NUREG-1433 ISTS B 3.6.2.4), since the LaSalle 1 and 2 design is similar to the
BWR/4 design with regard to RHR suppression pool spray. Therefore, the BWR/4
Bases is used and any deviations from the BWR/4 ISTS Bases are discussed in the
Justification for Deviations for ITS Bases: 3.6.2.4.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1
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RHR Suppression Pool Spray

B 3.6.2.4
B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
B 3f6.2.4 Residuaj Heat Removal (RHR) Suppression Pool Spray
BASES
BACKGROUND Fol]owing 2 Design Basis Accident (DBA), the RHR Suppress1on

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 (RPV)
through safety/relief valves. The heat addition to the
suppression pool results in increased steam in the
suppression chamber, which increases primary containment
pressure. Steam blowdown from a DBA can also bypass the
suppression pool and end up in the suppression chamber
airspace. Some means must be provided to remove heat from
the suppression chamber so that the pressure and temperature
inside primary containment remain within analyzed design
limits. This function is provided by two redundant RHR
suppression pool spray subsystems. The purpose of this LCO
is to ensure that both subsystems are OPERABLE in applicable

MODES.

e :
Each of the/two RHR/suppression pool spray subsystems
contains ¢yD pump§and ene heat exchanger, which are

manually initiated and independently controlled. The two
subsystems perform the suppression pool spray function by
circulating water from the suppression pool through the RHR -
heat exchangers and returning it to the suppression pool

spray sparger®. The sparger® only accommodateSa small
portion of the total RHR pump flow; the remainder of the

flow returns to_the suppression pool through the suppression

. 00T cooling return Jinet Thus, both suppressio
(P““‘A%L He cooling and suppression pool spray functions are perfomed @ E
associaled ¥
Value (s open

RHR suppressron pool spray subsystem is sufficient to
condense the steam from small bypass leaks from the drywell
BgAthe suppression chamber airspace during the postulated

* I‘/:gﬂc;f/w Specifica oo wis used domatch Hhe Bwr/Y (continued)
BHR/A STE ™ '~ SRrted inthe Lo SRR 4 Rev 1, 04/07/95
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Leonfrnued)

RHR Suppression Pool Spray
B 3.6.2.4

BASES (continued)

APPLICABLE
SAFETY ANALYSES

Reference 1 contains the results of analyses used to predict
primary containment pressure and temperature following large
and small break loss of coolant accidents. The intent of
the analyses is to demonstrate that the pressure reduction
capacity of the RHR Suppression Pool Spray System is
adequate to maintain the primary containment conditions
within design limits. The time history for primary
containment pressure is calculated to demonstrate that the
maximum pressure remains below the design limit.

The RHR Suppression Pool Spray System satisfies Criterion 3
of ¢NeMURT Polick StatemenD.

(O CFR SO.3C(c

LCO

In the event of a DBA, 2 minimum of one RHR suppression pool
spray subsystem is reguired 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 RHR suppression pool spray
subsystems must be OPERABLE fcom Twosafely
ﬁﬁie Nependent_power supplies:” Therefore, in the event
of an accident, at least one subsystem is OPERABLE assuming
the worst case single active failure. An RHR suppression
pool spray subsystem is OPERABLE when one of the pumps, the
heat exchanger, and associated piping, valves,
instrumentation, and controls are OPERABLE.

APPLICABILITY

In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could cause pressurization of
primary containment. In MODES 4 and 5, the probability and
consequences of these events are reduced due to the pressure
and temperature limitations in these MODES. Therefore,
maintaining RHR suppression pool spray subsystems OPERABLE
is not required in MODE 4 or 5.

ACTIONS

Al

With one RHR suppression pool spray subsystem inoperable,

the inoperable subsystem must be restored to OPERABLE status
within 7 days. In this fondition, the remaining OPERABLE
RHR suppression pool spray subsystem is adequate to perform”

the primary containment bypass leakage mitigation function.

(continued)
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Tusert Bwr/S ISTS B3.4.2.9 (0]
Ceombuyed )

RHR Suppression Pool Spray
B 3.6.2.4

ACTIONS A.1 {(continued)

However, the overall reliability is reduced because a single
failure in the OPERABLE subsystem could result in reduced
primary containment bypass mitigation capability. The 7 day
Completion Time was chosen in light of the redundant RHR
suppression pool spray capabilities afforded by the OPERABLE
subsystem and the low probability of a DBA occurring during
this period.

B.1

With both RHR suppression pool spray subsystems inoperable,
at least one subsystem must be restored to OPERABLE status
within 8 hours. In this fondition, there is a substantial
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

L probability of a DBA and because alternative methods to
Wprimry containment are available.
10 Hhe
C.1 and C.2 ary Resuiced Actiom and )

If €he _thepera
2 FEST]

100 O RAL SN Y SURS YL el )/
LSS withyrthe) associated
8, the plant must be brought to a MODE in

O does not 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.

DI1e _KHE _SHRANre

e e
BrEl_ 10 LIVt KRB

SURVEILLANCE SR _3.6.2.4.1
REQUIREMENTS
( Verifying the correct alignment for nannai;)pouer operatedg
ow

valves in the RHR suppression pool spray mode

path provides assurance that the proper flow paths will
exist for system operation. This SR does not apply to
valves that are locked, sealed, or otherwise secured in
position since these valves were verified to be in the

correct position prior to locking, sealing, or securing. A

(continued)
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RHR Suppression Pool Spray
B 3.6.2.4

BASES

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.2.4.1 (continued)

REQUIREMENTS
valve is also allowed to be in the nonaccident position
provided it can be aligned to the accident position within
the time assumed in the accident analysis. This is 9
acceptable since the RHR suppression pool de 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
subsystem is a manually initiated system. This Frequency
has been shown to be acceptable based on operating

experience.
58_3...6...2..3..2

Verifying each*RHR pump develops a f1ow rate 2 ( '771

[ . _ while operating in the suppression -ool spra mode 7&
| bel, ea,""”*‘"”‘é Shroudh TNE e EXCHAGey) eRures tha!
W the ktsv‘go mot deqrided during IAE ¢ O
t . cent pump performance required by Section X1 of the

(SME Code ReT.

X ! e Frequency of this SR
is in accordance uit the Inservice Testm Program¢<typ

9
rt‘%"'feﬂueﬁis

LD 3.0.2,3 \
J P/st:m /& g“/gz‘g

REFERENCES AR Section ¥6. z GLk3 - (8)

ASME, Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code, Section XI.
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ITS BASES: 3.6.2.4 - RHR SUPPRESSION POOL SPRAY

A new Bases has been added, ITS Bases 3.6.2.4. This Bases is from the BWR/4 ISTS
(NUREG-1433 ISTS B 3.6.2.4), since the LaSalle 1 and 2 design is similar to the
BWR/4 design with regard to RHR suppression pool spray. Therefore, the BWR/4
Bases is used and any deviations from the BWR/4 ISTS Bases are discussed below.

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

The RHR suppression pool spray mode does not credit the cooling effect of the heat
exchangers, therefore, the requirement to demonstrate flow through the heat exchangers
has been deleted. Additionally, clarification of flow demonstration through the spray
sparger is provided.

Not used.

The specific requirement for the subsystems to be powered from two safety related
independent power supplies has been deleted since the design of the system already
reflects this. There are only two subsystems, and each is powered from a separate
power supply; the power supplies cannot be cross-connected. This statement is not
used in other LCO Bases where the system is designed with independent power supplies
(e.g., Bases 3.6.3.1, "Primary Containment Hydrogen Recombiners"). The BWR/4
ISTS Bases has this statement since some BWR/4s have two pumps per subsystem, with
only one required for the subsystem to be Operable (as described in the BWR/4 ISTS -
Bases), and due to the electrical design of the system, one pump in each subsystem is
powered from the same electrical division. Thus, for this design, the words in the
NUREG are necessary. However, as described above, LaSalle 1 and 2 does not have
this design.

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

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

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

Editorial change made to be consistent with context of the Specification.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



SPMU Syst;;—i\\
B 3.6.2.4

CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

B 3.6.2.% Suppression Pool Makeup (SPMU) System

BASES

BACKGROUND e function of the SPMU System is to transfer water fr
thd upper containment pool to the suppression pool after a
Toss\of coolant accident (LOCA). For a LOCA, with Emergenc
Core Bpoling System injection from the suppression pool, a
large Wqlume of water can be held up in the drywell behind
the weir\wall. This holdup can significantly lower
suppressidn pool water level. The water transfer from the
SPMU System\ensures a post LOCA suppression pool vent
coverage of x 2 ft above the top of the top row vents so
that long term\steam condensation is maintained. The
additional makelp water is used as part of the long term
suppression pool geat ‘sink. The post LOCA delayed transfer
of this water to the suppression pool provides an initially
Jow vent submergenceé, which results in lower drywell
pressure Toading and Nower pool dynamic loading during a
Design Basis Accident WBA) LOCA as compared to higher vent
submergence. The sizind\of the residual heat removal heat
exchanger takes credit fok the additional SPMU System water
mass in the calculation of the post LOCA peak containment
pressure and suppression pool\ temperature.

The required water dump volume Xrom the upper containment
pool is equal to the difference between the total post LOCA
drawdown volume and the assumed volume loss from the
suppression pool. The total drawdowgq volume is the volume
of suppression pool water that can be\entrapped outside of
the suppression pool following a LOCA.\ The post LOCA
ent;agment volumes causing suppression prol level drawdown
include:

a. The free volume inside and below the todr of the
drywell weir wall;

b. The added volume required to fill the reactyr pressure
vessel from a condition of normal power operation to a
post accident complete fill of the vessel, in®uding

the top dome;

(continued)

\ S—— . —————amiay
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BASES

SPMU System
B 3.6.2.4

BACKGROUND
(continued)

d. Allowances for primary containment spray holdup\on
equipment and structural surfaces.

The \SPMU System consists of two redundant subsystems, ea
capabhe of dumping the makeup volume from the upper
containment pool to the suppression pool by gravity flow.
Each dump\]ine includes two normally closed valves in
series. The upper pool is dumped automatically on a
suppression papl water level Low-Low signal (with a LOCA
signal permissiwe) or on the basis of a timer following a
LOCA signal alone\to ensure that the makeup volume is
available as part the long term energy sink for small
breaks that might nob cause dump on a suppression pool water
level Low-Low signal. 30 minute timer was chosen, since
the initial suppression ‘ool mass is adequate for any
sequence of vessel blowdowq energy and decay heat up to at
least 30 minutes.

Although the minimum freeboard\distance above the
suppression pool high water leve] limit of LCO 3.6.2.2,
"Suppression Pool Water Level," the top of the weir wall
is adequate to preclude flooding o the drywell, a LOCA
permissive signal is used to prevent\an erroneous
suppression pool level signal from cabdsing pool dump. In
addition, the SPMU System mode switch be keylocked in
the "OFF" position to ensure that inadvextent dump will not
occur. Inadvertent actuation of the SPMUSystem during
MODE 4 or 5 could create a radiation hazard\to plant
personnel due to a loss of shield water from\the upper pool
if irradiated fuel were in an elevated positidp.

\

APPLICABLE
SAFETY ANALYS

Analyses used to predict suppression pool temperatiyre
following large and small break LOCAs, which are th
applicable DBAs for the SPMU System, are contained i
References 1 and 2. During these events, the SPMU System is
elied upon to dump upper containment pool water to maiktain
ywell horizontal vent coverage and an adequate suppresdion
1 heat sink volume to ensure that the primary contain
intkrnal pressure and temperature stay within design limit
a1ysi§ assumes an SPMU System dump volume of
at a temperature of [125] F.

System satisfies Criterion 3 of the NRC Policy

N—

‘\\ (continued
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SPMU System
B 3.6.2.4

BASES (continued)

LCo During a DBA, a minimum of one SPMU subsystem is required to
intain peak suppression pool water temperature below the

dedjgn limits (Ref. 1). To ensure that these\requirements
are Met, two SPMU subsystems must be OPERABLE wNth power
from twp independent safety related power supplieg.
Therefore, in the event of an accident, at least o
subsystem\js OPERABLE, assuming the worst case single active
failure. SPMU System is OPERABLE when the upper
containment pQol water temperature is < [125]°F, the water
level is 2 [23\ft 3 inches], gates are in the stored
condition, the pNping is intact, and the system valves ar
OPERABLE. The aboye temperature and water level conditions
correspond to_an $ System available dump volume of
> [36,380] ft’.

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA\¢could cause heatup and
pressurization of the primary\containment. In MODES 4
and 5, the probability and condequences of these events are
reduced due to the pressure and temperature limitations in
these MODES. Therefore, maintaindg the SPMU System
OPERABLE is not required in MODE 4 5.

ACTIONS Al

the suppression pool and maintain water coverage ovar the
uppermost drywell vents. Loss of water volume has a
relatively large impact on heat sink capability. Therafore,

ithin 1imit within 4 hours. The 4 hour Completion Time \s
fficient to provide makeup water to the upper containmen

1 to restore level within specified limit. Also, it

into account the low probability of an event occurring
that \Would require the SPMU System. |

(continued)

= — LY
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S

SPMU System
B 3.6.2.4

BASE

B.l

When upper containment pool water temperature is >\[125]°F,
the heat absorption capacity is inadequate to ensure, that

the suppression pool heat sink capability matches the\safety
analysis assumptions. Increased temperature has a
elatively smaller impact on heat sink capability.
refore, the upper containment pool water temperature mbst
stored to within limit within 24 hours. The 24 hour

ACTIONS
(continuad)

It also takes into account the low probability of an event
occurring\that would require the SPMU System.

<

With one SPMU subgystem inoperable for reasons other than
Condition A or B, Ythe inoperable subsystem must be restored
to OPERABLE status within 7 days. The 7 day Completion Time
is acceptable in ligh¥ of the redundant SPMU System
capabilities afforded the OPERABLE subsystem and the low
probability of a DBA occhyrring during this period.

D.1and D.2

If any Required Action and requ¥red Completion Time cannot
be met, the plant must be brought\to a MODE in which the LCO
does not apply. To achieve this sdatus, the plant must be
brought to at least MODE 3 within 12\hours and to MODE 4
within 36 hours. The allowed CompletiQn Times are
reasonable, based on operating experiense, to reach the
required plant conditions from full poweN conditions in an
orderly manner and without challenging plagt systems.

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

upper containment pool water level is regularl
monitored to ensure that the required limits are satsfied.

operatng experience related to upper containment pool Water

level vyriations and water level instrument drift during\the
MODES and considering the low probability of a

(continued)
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1)

The upper
The 24 hour F

operation.

experience.

additi

DBA occurring between surveillances.
24 hour Frequency is considered adequate in view of other
jndications available in the control room, including atyrms,
alert the operator to an abnormal upper containment poQl

waber level condition.

ntainment p001 water temperature is regularly
monitored toMensure that the required limit is satisfied.

experience reladed to upper containment pool temperature
variations during\the applicable MODES.

Verifying the correct alidgment for manual, power operated,
and automatic valves in the\SPMU System flow path provides
assurance that the proper f1
This SR does not apply to valves that are
locked, sealed, or otherwise secyred in position, since
these valves are verified to be i
prior to being locked, sealed, or shcured. This SR does not
require any testing or valve manipul
involves verification that those valve) capable of
potentially being mispositioned are in
This SR does not apply to valves that canhgt be :
inadvertently misaligned, such as check val\es.

The Frequency of 31 days is justified because the valves are
operated under procedural control and because i
position would affect only a single subsystem.
Frequency has been shown to be acceptable through Qperating

The\upper containment pool has two gates used to separate
the ppol into distinct sections to facilitate fuel transfe

and maintenance during refueling operations and two ’
al gates in the separator pool weir wall extension,

N \

SPMU System
B 3.6.2.4
BASE
SURVEIL SR_3.6,2.4.1 (continued)
REQUIREMENT

Furthermore,

uency was developed, based on operating

paths will exist for system

the correct position
ijon. Rather, it

e correct position

roper valve

{continued)

BWR/6 STS

B 3.6-73 . Rev 1, 04/07/95



SPMU System “\\
B 3.6.2.4

BASES

SURVEILLANCEN\ [ SR_3.6.2.4.4 (continued)

REQUIREMENTS
which, when installed, limit personnel exposure and ensu
equate water submergence of the separator when the
separator is stored in the pool. The SPMU System dump line
pend{rations are located in the steam separator storage

dump volume to the suppression pool, the gates must be

removed (wr placed in their stored position) to allow
communicatiqn between the various pool sections. The 31 day
Frequency is \yppropriate because the gates are moved under
procedural condrol and only the infrequent movement of these
|__gates is required in MODES 1, 2, and 3. —

sectidp of the pool. To provide the required SPMU System /

This SR requires a verifidation that each SPMU subsystem
automatic valve actuates to\its correct position on receipt
of an actual or simulated aubtqmatic initiation signal. This
includes verification of the cocrect automatic positioning
of the valves and of the operatidp of each interlock and
timer. As noted, actual makeup to\the suppression pool may
be excluded. The LOGIC SYSTEM FUNCRONAL TEST in

SR 3.3.6.4.6 overlaps this SR to provide complete testing of
the safety function. The [18] month Fraguency is based on
the need to perform this Surveillance under the conditions
that apply during a plant outage and the pdt{ential for an
unplanned transient if the Surveillance were\performed with
the reactor at power. Operating experience has shown that
these components usually pass the Surveillance :
performed at the [18] month Frequency. Therefore,
Frequency was concluded to be acceptable from a reliability
standpoint.

REFERENCES 1. FSAR, Section [6.2].
2\  FSAR, Chapter [15].

N N\
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ISTS BASES: 3.6.2.4 - SUPPRESSION POOL MAKEUP (SPMU) SYSTEM

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

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



Primary Containment Hydrogen Recombiners
B 3.6.3.1

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
B 3.6.3.1 Primary Containment Hydrogen Recombiners

BASES

BACKGROUND The primary containment hydrogen recombiner eliminates the
potential breach of primary containment due to a hydrogen
oxygen reaction and is part of combustible gas control
required by 10 CFR 50.44, "Standards for Combustible Gas
Control in Light-Water-Cooled Reactors® (Ref. 1), and
GDC 41, "Containment Atmosphere Cleanup" (Ref. 2). The
primary containment hydrogen recombine equired to
reduce the hydrogen concentration in the primary containment
following a loss of coolant accident (LOCA). The primary
containment hydrogen recombine@fnccomplishéa this by
recombining hydrogen and oxygen to form water vapor. The
VaporCEas Th IThe PIyy comtainmend, thus eliminating
any discharge to the environment. The primary containment
hydrogen recombiner is manually initiated, since
flammability limits would not be reached until severa
after a Design Basis Accid A),
Oud cre S are& bg-kuew qu" lat)'&Up .
Two 100% capacity independent primaryJcon nt hydrogen (e’ =
recombiner subsystems are provided¢” Each consists of LYNOE
ontrols located 1T g conirol _roomy a power supply, and a ‘5
ifary containmeRt.  The Tecombiners.
Recombination is accomplished by

heating a hydrogen air mixture to > ¥11503°F. The resuIting){::]

water vapor and discharge gases are cooled prior to
(7] discharge from the unit. Air flows through the unit at
X100 cfm, with¢hatdral ciredlatiqn in the unit providing:
ive force. A single recombiner is capable of
maintaining the hydrogen concentration in primary
containment below the 4.0 volume percent (v/o) flammability
Timit. Two recombiners are provided to meet the requirement
for redundancy and independence. Each recombiner is powered

’;[OQxeugeé
and & re"u‘-”eé

recombiner located in/p

with sne eCombiaer from a separate Engineered Safety Feature bus and is
Poverel Grom Uwif| | provided with separate power panel and control pane},.
Gwd ihe sther recombiner

Emergency operating procedures direct that the hydrogen
Powered (pm Uwit 1) concentration in primary containment be monitored following
a2 DBA and that the primary containment hydrogen recombiner
be manually activated to prevent the primary containment
:tgos?here from reaching a bulk hydrogen concentration of
.0 v/o.

(continued)
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BASES (continued)

Primary Containment Hydrogen Recogb;ngr:

APPLICABLE
SAFETY ANALYSES

The primary containment hydrogen recombiners provided the )_’m .

capability of-controlling the bulk hydrogen concentration in
primary containment to less than the lower flammable
concentration of 4.0 v/o following a DBA. This control
would prevent a primary containment wide hydrogen burn, thus
ensuring that pressure and temperature conditions assumed in
the analysis are not exceeded. The limiting DBA relative to
hydrogen generation is a LOCA.

Hydrogen may accumulate in primary containment following a
LOCA as a result of:

a. A metal steam reaction between the zirconium fuel rod
cladding and the reactor coolant; or

b. Radiolytic decomposition of water in the Reactor
Coolant System.

To evaluate the potential for hydrogen accumulation in
primary containment following a LOCA, the hydrogen
generation as a function of time following the initiation of
the accident is calculated. Assumptions recommended. by
Reference 3 @FE ysEdto maximize the amount of hydrogen
calculated. STred\

The calculation confirms that when the mitigating systems
are actuated in accordance with plant procedures, the peak
hydrogen concentration in the primary containment remains
< 4 v/o (Ref. 4).

The primary containment hydrogen recombiners satisfy

LCO

Criterion 3 of A
0erR 56.260 52 S0, 15 ) ]

Two primary containment hydrogen recombiners must be
OPERABLE. This ensures operation of at least one primary
containment hydrogen recombiner in the event of a worst case
single active failure.

Operation with at least one primary containment hydrogen
recombiner subsystem ensures that the post LOCA hydrogen
concentration can be prevented from exceeding the
flammability limit.

BWR/6 STS

(continued)
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Primary Containment Hydrogen Recombiners
B 3.6.3.1

BASES (continued)

APPLICABILITY

In MODES 1 and 2, the two primary containment hydrogen
recombiners are required to control the hydrogen
concentration within primary containment below its
flammability 1imit of 4.0 v/o following a LOCA, assuming a
worst case single failure. v

In MODE 3, both the hydrogen production rate and the total
hydrogen production after a LOCA would be less than that
calculated for the DBA LOCA. Also, because of the limited
time in this MODE, the probability of an accident requiring
the primary containment hydrogen recombiner is low.

Therefore, the primary containment hydrogen recombinenr (3§
not requir"ed in MODE 3. é){ﬂ

In MODES 4 and 5, the probability and consequences of a LOCA
are low due to the pressure and temperature limitations in
these MODES. Therefore, the primary containment hydrogen

recombineé%required in these MODES. 5’_@

ACTIONS

By

A.l

With one primary containment hydrogen recombiner inoperable,
the inoperable primary containment hydrogen recombiner must
be restored to OPERABLE status within 30 days. In this
JLondition, the remaining OPERABLE primary containment
recombiner is adequate to perform the hydrogen control
function. However, the overall reliability is reduced
because a single failure in the OPERABLE recombiner could
result in reduced hydrogen control capability. The 30 day
Completion Time is based on the low probability of the
occurrence of a LOCA that would generate hydrogen in amounts
capable of exceeding the flammability limit, the amount of
time available after the event for operator action to
prevent hydrogen accumulation exceeding this 1limit, and the
Tow probability of failure of the OPERABLE primary
containment hydrogen recombiner.

Required Action A.1 has been modified by a Note stating that
the provisions of LCO 3.0.4 are not applicable. As a
result, a MODE change is allowed when one recombiner is
inoperable. This allowance is provided because of the lTow
probability of the occurrence of a LOCA that would generate
hydrogen in amounts capable of exceeding the flammability -

(continued)
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Primary Containment Hydrogen Recogbéngri

BASES

ACTIONS A.1 (continued)

1imit, the low probability of the failure of the OPERABLE
recombiner, and the amount of time available after a
postulated LOCA for operator action to prevent exceeding the
filammability limit.

B.l and B.2 ,

jewer’s Note: ThisNfondition is only allowed\ for units
n alternate hydroger control system accepta to the

1 staff.

With two primary containment hydrogen recombiners
inoperable, the ability to perform the hydrogen control
function via alternate capabilities must be verified by
administrative means within 1 hour. The alternate hydrogen
control capabilities are provided b

thydregen igaitorsp. The 1 hour Completion Time allows a

the ﬁﬁNij

Comtajument reasonable period of time to verify that a loss of hydrogen
Ventand Yode trol function does not exist. {[Reviewer's Note: \Jhe [y
Syste followipg is to use a ndn-Technical Specificat

alternat

Con 3 In addition, the alternate hydrogen control

system capability must be verified once per 12 hours
thereafter to ensure its continued availability.y§ XBothk
the Xinitialk verification Yand all subseguent
verificationsk may be performed as an administrative check
by examining logs or other information to determine the
availability of the alternate hydrogen control system. It
does not mean to perform the Surveillances needed to
demonstrate OPERABILITY of the alternate hydrogen control
system. If the ability to perform the hydrogen control
function is maintained, continued operation is permitted
with two hydrogen recombiners inoperable for up to 7 days.’
Seven days is a reasonable time to allow two hydrogen
recombiners to be inoperable because the hydrogen control
function is maintained and because of the low probability of
the occurrence of a LOCA that would generate hydrogen in the
amounts capable of exceeding the flammability limit.

{continued)
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Primary Containment Hydrogen Recogb;ngrf

BASES

ACTIONS c.l % 2]
(continued)
If any Required Action and fequjredCompletion 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. The allowed
Completion Time of 12 hours is reasonable, based on
operating experience, to reach MODE 3 from full power
conditions in an orderly manner and without challenging
plant systems.

SURVEILLANCE SR_3.6.3.1.1

REQUIREMENTS

Performance of a system functional test for each primary
containment hydrogen recombiner ensures that the recombiners
are OPERABLE and can attain and sustain the temperature
g:cessany for hydrogen recombination. In particular, this

by Am %‘
Hhe “’"20"' 10|

Ph Gse
%fs [N
(?:s Heowo c 3‘2’
) 0 Z From H.e
%"r Phesee gud
s with,o SY of @
? Jalue observad ensures that there are no physica\l problems that
» e o, /ru/ could afNfect primary containment hydrogen hecombiner
a“‘P*Auce-+! operationy Since the recombiners are mechanjcally passive,
o ;f they are ndt subject to mechanical failure.
frectes R credible faNures involve loss of power, bloc

IA?{ d0(+‘3 e
: e,

that could causé\ such failures.

Operating experien
pass the Surveillan

Frequency. Therefo
kacceptable from a reli

has shown that these components\usually
when performed at the [18] mont .
the Frequency was concluded to
ility standpoint.

{continued)
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Primary Containment Hydrogen Recombiners
B 3.6.3.1

BASES

Vi ” . .
SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.3.1.9" o R e Py complefva
REQUIREMENTS —

(continued) This SR requires performance of a resistance to ground test

of each heater phase to ensure that there are no detectable

a grounds in any heater phase. This is accomplished by
verifying that the resistance to ground for any heater phase
@ is 2 16,000D ohms,
Operating experience has shown that these components usually
pass the Surveillance when performed at the (28)*mon e'
Frequency. Therefore, the Frequency was concluded to be

acceptable from a reliability standpoint.

10 CFR 50.44.
10 CFR 50, Appendix A, GDC 41.

1
20
(4]
3. Regulatory Guide 1.7, Revision
% 4. NFSAR, Section %6.2.58—(2) -

REFERENCES

. .
wsert TTS 83.6.3, 2 (Bwr/y IsTg B33 3>>

BWR/6 STS B 3.6-80 Rev 1, 04/07/95



JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ITS BASES: 3.6.3.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT HYDROGEN RECOMBINERS

1. Changes have been made (additions, deletions, and/or changes to the NUREG) to
reflect the plant specific nomenclature, number, reference, system description, or
analysis 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. This Reviewer's Note has been deleted. This information is for the NRC reviewer to
be keyed in to what is needed to meet this requirement. This is not meant to be
retained in the final version of the plant specific submittal.

5. Change made to provide the current licensing basis details related to performing the
Surveillance.
6. Changes made to be consistent with changes made to the Specification. The following

SR has been renumbered due to the changes.

7. A new Bases has been added, ITS Bases 3.6.3.2. This Bases is from the BWR/4 ISTS
(NUREG-1433 ISTS B 3.6.3.3), since the LaSalle 1 and 2 design is similar to the
BWR/4 design with regard to oxygen concentration requirement (LaSalle 1 and 2 inerts
the primary containment since the containment is a Mark II). Therefore, the BWR/4
Bases is used and any deviations from the BWR/4 ISTS Bases are discussed in the
Justification for Deviations for ITS Bases: 3.6.3.2.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



m kr,u_sm Fwkh/d TsTS £2.£.3.2

Priuary Containment Oxygen Concgn;r;t;on

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
B 3.6.3.% Primary Containment Oxygen Concentration

BASES The Pr;‘“‘l‘j Qh’fﬂ -'-u-he.u-} is
BACKGROUND @y_}vyuieg‘_[ﬁ‘mdesigned 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
containment. With the primary containment Gnerty
oxygen concentration < 4.0 volume percent (v/o
combustible mixture cannot be present in the primary
containment for any hydrogen concentration. The capability
to inert the primary containment and maintain oxygen

< 4.0 v/o works together with the Hydrogen Recombiner System
(LCO 3.6.3.1, "P ry Containment Hydrogen Recombiners®)

rywell Cooling Sy ans 3.6,3.
e tem Fans o provide redundant and

pryl
diverse methods to mitigate events that produce hydrogen.
For example, an event that rapidly generates hydrogen from
zirconium metal water reaction will result in excessive
hydrogen in primary containment, but oxygen concentration
will remain < 4.0 v/o and no combustion can occur. Long
term generation of both hydrogen and oxygen from radiolytic
decomposition of water may eventually result in a
combustible mixture in primary containment, except that the
hydrogen recombiners remove hydrogen and oxygen gases faster
than they can be produced from radiolysis and again no
combustion can occur. This LCO ensures that oxygen
concentration does not exceed 4.0 v/o during operation in
the applicable conditions.

APPLICABLE The Reference 1 calculations assume that the primary

SAFETY ANALYSES 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 recombined by the hydrogen
recombiners (LCO 3.6.3.1) more rapidly than it is produced.

Primary containment oxygen concentration satisfies
Criterion 2 of (LMe~BRC Polivy Statemend
(16 <¢@ 50.36( X200 ) E’,

*This .%Nli/‘l BesesTosert w65 used hmateh Hhe Bwl/Y (cont inued)
Pees y . - .
BUR/A ST8 2" interted ju e Lee Secfep e o Rev 1, 04/07/95
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Tosert BWR/y T57s B32.6.3.3 M
Ceonhmued )

Primary Containment Oxygen Concentration %
Y ad B 3.6.3.9—

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 1imit 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
highest probability of an event that could produce hydrogen.

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 Tow and the primary containment need not be inert.
Furthermore, the probability of an event that generates
hydrogen occurring within the first §24X hours of a startup,
or within the last }24¥ hours before a shutdown, ts Tow
enough that these "windows,” when the primary containment is
not inerted, are also justified. The 243chour time period
is a reasonable amount of time to allow plant personnel to
perform inerting or de-inerting.

ACTIONS

Al

If oxygen concentration is 2 4.0 v/o at any time while
operating in MODE 1, with the exception of the relaxations
allowed during startup and shutdown, oxygen concentration
must be restored to < 4.0 v/o within 24 hours. The 24 hour
Completion Time is allowed when oxygen concentration is

2 4.0 v/o because of the availability of other hydrogen
mitigating systems (e.g., hydrogen recombiners) and the low
probability and long duration of an event that would
generate significant amounts of hydrogen occurring during
this period.

(continued)
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BASES

Trsert BwR/y Tst1s R33,4.3.3

(cosbroucd)d _
Primary Containment Oxygen Concentration

B 3.5.3.@%

ACTIONS
{continued)

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 < X15)% 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.

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

s 36307 O

The primary containment must be determined to be i

verifying that oxygen -concentration is < 4.0 v/o. The 7 day
Frequency is based on the slow rate at which oxygen '
concentration can change and on other indications of @ E’
abnormal conditions (which @BXdfTead to more frequent

checking by operators in accordance with plant procedures).

Also, this Frequency has been shown to be acceptable through
operating experience. N

REFERENCES

Gyl
1. “FSAR, Section ﬁG.Z.SIrE
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ITS BASES: 3.6.3.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT OXYGEN CONCENTRATION

1. A new Bases has been added, ITS Bases 3.6.3.2. This Bases is from the BWR/4 ISTS
(NUREG-1433 ISTS B 3.6.3.3), since the LaSalle 1 and 2 design is similar to the
BWR/4 design with regard to the inerting requirements of the primary containment.
Therefore, the BWR/4 Bases are used and any deviations from the BWR/4 ISTS are
discussed below.

2. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity.

3. This bracketed requirement/information has been deleted because it is not applicable to
LaSalle 1 and 2.

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

analysis description.

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

6. Typographical/grammatical error corrected.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



Primary Containment and Drywall HydrogenBlgnitors

3.6.3.2

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
B 3.6.3.2 Prim Containment and Drywell Hydrogen Ignitors

BASES

BACKGROUND The prim containment and drywell hydrogen ignitors are a
part of thd combustible gas control required by 10 CFR 50.44
(Ref. 1) and\GDC 41, “"Containment Atmosphere Cleanup”
(Ref. 2), to Peduce the hydrogen concentration in the
primary containment following a degraded core accident. The
hydrogen ignitors\ensure the combustion of hydrogen in a
manner such that cbptainment overpressure failure is
prevented as a resuly of a postulated degraded core
accident.

10 CFR 50.44 (Ref. 1) reguires boiling water reactor units
with Mark III containmentd to install suitable hydrogen
control systems. The hydrogen ignitors are instalied to
accommodate an amount of hydxogen equivalent to that
generated from the reaction oX 75% of the fuel cladding with
water. This requirement was phaced on reactor units with
Mark III containments because they were not designed for
jnerting and because of their low\design pressure.
Calculations indicate that if hydrdgen equivalent to that
generated from the reaction of 75% the fuel cladding with
water were to collect in primary contginment, the resulting
hydrogen concentration would be far abgve the lower
flammability 1imit such that, without the hydrogen ignitors,
if the hydrogen were ignited from a ran ignition source,
the resulting hydrogen burn would seriously challenge the
primary containment.

The hydrogen ignitors are based on the concept of controlled
ignition using thermal ignitors designed to be capable of
functioning in a post accident environment, seiymically
supported and capable of actuation from the cont ol room.
Ignitors are distributed throughout the [32] regiyns of the
drywell and primary containment in which hydrogen &ould be
released or to which it could flow in significant
quantities. The hydrogen ignitors are arranged in t
independent divisions such that each containment regi has
two ignitors, one from each division, controlled and pdwered
dundantly so that ignition would occur in each region gven
one division failed to energize.

(continued)
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S

Primary Containment and Drywel Hydrogenslgnétgr;

BASES

When the hydrogen ignitors are energized they heat up
surface temperature > [1700]°F. At this temperature, t
nite the hydrogen gas that is present in the airspace i
vicinity of the ignitor. The hydrogen ignitors depend
e dispersed location of the ignitors so that local
pockets of hydrogen at increased concentrations would burn
before eaching a hydrogen concentration significantly
higher than the lower flammability limit. Hydrogen ignition
in the vic\pity of the ignitors is assumed to occur when the
local hydroden concentration reaches [8.0] volume percent
{v/0) agd reswlts in [85)% of the hydrogen present being
consumed.

BACKGROUND
(continued)

APPLICABLE The hydrogen ignitors\cause hydrogen in containment to burn

SAFETY ANALYSES in a controlled manner\as it accumulates following a
degraded core accident {Ref. 3). Burning occurs at the
lower flammability concen¥ration, where the resulting
temperatures and pressures yre relatively benign. Without
the system, hydrogen could bwiid up to higher concentrations
that could result in a violent\reaction if ignited by a
random ignition source after sush a buildup. }

The hydrogen ignitors are not inclbded for mitigation of a
Design Basis Accident (DBA) because amount of hydrogen
equivalent to that generated from the‘geaction of 75% of the
fuel cladding with water is far in exceds of the hydrogen
calculated for the limiting DBA loss of ceplant accident
(LOCA). The hydrogen concentration resultiqg from a DBA can
be maintained less than the flammability 1imit using the
hydrogen recombiners. However, the hydrogen Ignitors have
been shown by probabilistic risk analysis to be\a
significant contributor to limiting the severity\gf accident
sequences that are commonly found to dominate risk\for units
with Mark IIl containment.

he hydrogen ignitors are considered to be risk signif
accordance with the NRC Policy Statement.

LCo Two divi¢ions of primary containment and drywell hydrogen
ignitors Wust be OPERABLE, each with more than 90% of the .
jgnitors OPERABLE.

{continued)
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LCO This ensures operation of at least one ignitor
(continued with adequate coverage of the primary containment\3nd
drywell, in the event of a worst case single active failure.
This will ensure that the hydrogen concentration rema{ns
ear 4.0 v/o.
APPLICABILITY

In MODES 1 and 2, the hydrogen ignitor is required to
control\pydrogen concentration to near the flammability

limit of X.0 v/o following a degraded core event that would
generate hydrogen in amounts equivalent to a metal water
reaction of X5% of the core cladding. The control of
hydrogen concégtration prevents overpressurization of the
primary containment. The event that could generate hydrogen
in quantities suRficiently high enough to exceed the
flammability 1imit\is limited to MODES 1 and 2.

In MODE 3, both the hydrogen production rate and the total
hydrogen produced afteéx a degraded core accident would be
less than that calculatad for the DBA LOCA. Also, because
of the limited time in thjs MODE, the probability of an
accident requiring the hydxogen ignitor is low. Therefore,
the hydrogen ignitor is not\required in MODE 3.

In MODES 4 and 5, the probabilNty and consequences of a
degraded core accident are reduted due to the pressure and
temperature limitations. Therefowe, the hydrogen ignitors
are not required to be OPERABLE in“WODES 4 and 5 to control
hydrogen.

Al

With one hydrogen ignitor division inoperable, the
inoperable division must be restored to OPERARLE status
within 30 days. In this Condition, the remain\ng OPERABLE
hydrogen ignitor division is adequate to perform the
hydrogen burn function. However, the overall reNability is
educed because a single failure in the OPERABLE shbsystem
coyld result in reduced hydrogen control capability.\ The

y Completion Time is based on the low probabiliti of
currence of a degraded core event that would genexate
in amounts equivalent to a metal water reaction\of"

(continued)

.
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Primary Containment and Drywell Hydrqgen Ignitors
B 3.6.3.2

BASES

A.l (continued)

75% of the core cladding, the amount of time available after
he event for operator action to prevent hydrogen

ascumulation from exceeding the flammability limit, and the
probability of failure of the OPERABLE hydrogen ignitor

division.

ACTIONS

Required Action A.l has been modified by a Note indicating
the provisions of LCO 3.0.4 are not applicable. As a
result, a MQDE change is allowed when one hydrogen ignitor
division is ‘Woperable or when one or more areas with
adjacent igniters are inoperable. The allowance is provided
because of the Nw probability of the occurrence of an event
that would genera%g hydrogen in amounts capable of exceeding
the flammability Tiwit, the low probability of the failure
of both hydrogen ignWor divisions or adjacent ignitors, and
the amount of time avd{lable after the event for operator
action to prevent exceeliing the flammability limit.

drywell ignitor divisions

With two primary containment a
the hydrogen control

inoperable, the abjlity to perfo
function via alternate capabilitiég must be verified by
administrative means within 1 hour.\ The alternate hydrogen
control capabilities are provided by\one hydrogen recombiner
and one drywell purge subsystem. The '\ hour Completion Time
allows a reasonable period of time to veri
hydrogen control function does not exist.\ The verification

mean to perform the Surveillances needed to demapstrate
OPERABILITY of the alternate hydrogen control capabilities.
If the ability to perform the hydrogen control fungtion is

maintained, continued operation is permitted with t
ignitor divisions inoperable for up to 7 days. Sevem days
is a reasonable time to allow two ignitor divisions to\be

inoperable because the hydrogen control function is

aintained and because of the low probability of the
odcurrence of a-LOCA that would generate hydrogen in the
amoynts capable of exceeding the flammability limit.

(continued)
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Primary Containment and Drywell Hydrogen lgngtgrg

ACTIONS
(continued)

f any Required Action and required Completion Time canno
met, the plant must be brought to a MODE in which the L
not apply. To achieve this status, the plant must be
brodght to at least MODE 3 within 12 hours. The allowed
Completion Time of 12 hours is reasonable, based on
operat\ng experience, to reach MODE 3 from full power
conditians in an orderly manner and without challenging
plant syStems.

SURVEILLANCE

REQUIREMENTS
These SRs verify that there are no physical problems that
could affect the\jgnitor operation. Since the ignitors are
mechanically passiye, they are not subject to mechanical
failure. The only xredible failures are loss of power or
burnout. The verifigation that each required ignitor is
energized is performed by circuit current versus voltage
measurement . .

The Frequency of 184 days\has been shown to be acceptable
through operating experiense because of the low failure
occurrence, and provides aslurance that hydrogen burn
capability exists between theé more rigorous 18 month
Surveillances. Operating expexience has shown these
components usually pass the Surweillance when performed at a
184 day Frequency. Additionally)\ these surveillances must
be performed every 92 days if four\or more ignitors in any
division are inoperable. The 92 day Frequency was chosen,
recognizing that the failure occurrence is higher than
normal. Thus, decreasing the Frequency from 184 days to

92 days is a prudent measure, since only two more inoperable
ignitors (for a total of six) will resulX in an inoperable
ignitor division. SR 3.6.3.2.2 is modifidd by a Note that
indicates that the Surveillance is not reghired to be
performed until 92 days after four or more ¥gnitors in the
division are discovered to be inoperable.

SR_3.6.3.2.3 and SR _3.6.3.2.4

ify system OPERABILITY. The current draw to devel
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SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

Primary Containment and Drywell“jydrogen Ignitors
. B 3.6.3.2
| BASES

(continued)

surfate_temperature of 2 1700°F is verified for ignitors
jnaccess¥ble areas, e.g., in a high radiation area.
Additional the surface temperature of each accessible
ignitor is meéasured to be 2 1700°F to demonstrate that a
cient for ignition is achieved. The

s based on the need to perform this
conditions that apply during a plant
for an unplanned transient if the
with the reactor at power.
Operating experience has sh that these components usually
pass the Surveillance when perfgrmed at the 18 month
Frequency. Therefore, the Frequency was concluded to be
acceptable from a reliability standpoint.

Surveillance under t
outage and the potenti
Surveillance were perform

BWR/6 STS

REPERENCES 1. 10 CFR 50.44.
2. 10 CFR 50, Appendix A, GDC 41.
3. FSAR, Section [6.2.5].
\
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ISTS BASES: 3.6.3.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AND DRYWELL HYDROGEN
IGNITORS

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

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



BASES

ONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
B 3.6.3.3\[Drywell Purge System]

.6.3.3

BACKGROUND

The [Drywell Purge System] ensures a uniformly mixed post
accident containment atmosphere, thereby minimizing the
potential for local hydrogen burns due to a pocket of
above the flammable concentration.

The [Drywd]1 Purge System] is an Engineered Safety Feature
and is designed to operate following a loss of coolant
accident (LOBA) in post accident environments without loss
of function. Nhe system has two independent subsystems,
each consisting\pf a compressor and associated valves,
controls, and piping. Each subsystem is sized to

pump [500] scfm. Each subsystem is powered from a separate
emergency power supply. Since each subsystem can provide
100% of the mixing reguirements, the system will provide its
design function with a\worst case single active failure.

11 is immediately pressurized due
to the release of steam inty the drywell environment. This
pressure is relieved by the Wowering of the water level
within the weir wall, clearing\the drywell vents and
allowing the mixture of steam and noncondensibles to flow
into the primary containment throygh the suppression pool,
removing much of the heat from thé\steam. The remaining
steam in the drywell begins to condepse as steam flow from
the reactor pressure vessel ceases, dhe drywell pressure
falls rapidly. Both drywell purge conpressors start
automatically 30 seconds after a LOCA s¥gnal is received
from the Emergency Core Cooling System instrumentation, but
only when drywell pressure has decreased to\within
approximately [0.087) psi above primary contajnment
pressure. This ensures the blowdown from the\{rywell to the
primary containment is complete. The drywell pyrge
compressors force air from the primary containmenl into the
drywell. Drywell pressure increases until the water level
between the weir wall and the drywell is forced dowh to the
first row of suppression pool vents forcing drywell
atmosphere back into containment and mixing with containment
atmosphere to dilute the hydrogen. While drywell purg
continues following the LOCA, hydrogen continues to be ]
roduced. Eventually, the 4.0 v/o 1imit is again approacked

Following a LOCA, the dr

{continued)
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[Dxywell Purge System]

B 3.6.3.3
BASES
BACKGROUND and the hydrogen recombiners are manually placed
(continued) operation.
APPLICABLE e [Drywell Purge System] provides the capability for
SAFETY ANALYSES reducing the drywell hydrogen concentration to approximateNy

the\bulk average primary containment concentration followin
a Dedjgn Basis Accident (DBA). The limiting DBA relative to
hydrogen generation is a LOCA.

Hydrogen Way accumulate in primary containment following a
LOCA as a hesult of:

eam reaction between the zirconium fuel rod
d the reactor coolant; and

a. A metal
cladding

b. Radio]ytfc deécomposition of water in the Reactor
Coolant System\and drywell sump.

To evaluate the potentiql for hydrogen accumulation in
primary containment folldying a LOCA, the hydrogen
generation as a function of time following the initiation of
the accident is calculated. \Conservative assumptions
recommended by Reference 1 ary used to maximize the amount
of hydrogen calculated.

Based on a conservative assumptionm\used to calculate the
hydrogen concentration versus time a€ter a LOCA, the
hydrogen concentration in the primary‘\containment would
reach [3.5 v/o about 6 days] after the LWOCA and [4.0 v/o
about 2 days] later if no hydrogen mixing\and recombiner
were functioning (Ref. 2).

The [Drywell Purge System] satisfies Criterioh 3 of the NRC
Policy Statement.

LCO

Two [drywell purge] subsystems must be OPERABLE to ehsure
operation of at least one primary containment [drywel
purge] subsystem in the event of a worst case single ac\ive
failure. Operation with at least one OPERABLE [drywell
urge] subsystem provides the capability of controlling the
drogen concentration in the drywell without exceeding the\
flammability limit.

\\\~_-'==‘--.__
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Drywell Purge System]
[Oryw B 3.6.3.3

BASES ont inued)

In MODES 1 and 2, the two [drywel) purge] sybsystems ensure
the capability to prevent localized hydrogen\concentrations
ve the flammability limit of 4.0 v/o in the\ drywell,

ing a worst case single active failure.

APPLICABILITY

3, both the hydrogen production rate and
hydrogem\produced after a LOCA would be .less than that
calculated\ for the DBA LOCA. Also, because of the 1
MODE, the probability of an accident requiing
the [Drywell\urge System] is low. Therefore, the [Drywd]l
Purge System] not required in MODE 3.

In MODES 4 and 5,\the probability and consequences of a LOCA
are reduced due tothe pressure and temperature limitations
in these MODES. Thexefore, the [Drywell Purge System] is
not required in these WODES.

ACTIONS A.l

With one [drywell purge] subsystem inoperable, the
inoperable subsystem must be resbpred to OPERABLE status
within 30 days. In this Condition) the remaining OPERABLE
subsystem is adequate to perform thd drywell purge function.
However, the overall reliability is reduced because a single
failure in the OPERABLE subsystem could\result in reduced
drywell purge capability. The 30 day Cowmpletion Time is
based on the availability of the second sisystem, the low
probability of a LOCA that would generate h¥drogen in
amounts capable of exceeding the flammabilit\limit, and the
amount of time available after the event for operator action
to prevent hydrogen accumulation from exceeding this limit.

Required Action A.1 has been modified by a Note inaNcating
the provisions of LCO 3.0.4 are not applicable. As

result, a MODE change is allowed when one subsystem i
inoperable. This allowance is provided because of the Now

drogen in amounts capable of exceeding the flammability
it, the low probability of the failure of the OPERABLE
stem, and the amount of time available after a
postiklated LOCA for operator action to prevent exceeding the
flammability limit.

{continued)

\= Y
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BASES

Drywell Purge System]
B 3.6.3.3

ACTIONS
(continued)

B.1 and B.2

Reviewer’s Note: This Condition is only allowed for\units
with an alternate hydrogen control system acceptable the
chnical staff.

With\¢wo [drywell purge] subsystems inoperable, the abilit
to perform the hydrogen control function via alternate
capabil¥ies must be verified by administrative means within
1 hour. e alternate hydrogen control capabilities are
provided b\ [one division of the hydrogen ignitors]. The

1 hour Complstion Time allows a reasonable period of time to
verify that a\oss of hydrogen control function does not
exist. [Reviewar’s Note: The following is to be used if a
non-Technical Spegification alternate hydrogen control
function is used td justify this Condition: In addition,
the alternate hydro control system capability must be ‘
verified once per 12 hIqurs thereafter to ensure its [
continued availability.} [Both] the [initial] verification
may [and all subsequent ifications] may be performed as
an administrative check by jxamining logs or other
information to determine the\availability of the alternate
hydrogen control system. It dees not mean to perform the
surveillances needed to demonst™yte OPERABILITY of the
alternate hydrogen control system\ If the ability to
perform the hydrogen control functiqn is maintained,
continued operation is permitted with\ two [drywell purge]
subsystems inoperable for up to 7 days)\ Seven days is a
reasonable time to allow two [drywell puxge] subsystems to
be inoperable because the hydrogen controN function is
maintained and because of the low probability of the
occurrence of a LOCA that would generate hydregen in amounts
capable of exceeding the flammability limit.

If any Required Action and the required Completion Ti
cannot be met, the plant must be brought to a MODE in wh¥ch
e LCO does not apply. To achieve this status, the plant
mud¢, be brought to at least MODE 3 within 12 hours. The
alloved Completion Time of 12 hours is reasonable, based on
experience, to reach MODE 3 from full power

in an orderly manner and without challenging

BWR/6 STS

plant systegs.
- SS—Ty

B 3.6-90 .Rev 1, 04/07/95



P

Drywely Purge System] *—\\
[Dryw B 3.6.3.3

BASES ntinued)

SR 3.6.3.3.1

erating each [drywell purge] subsystem for 2 15 minutes
ensures that each subsystem is OPERABLE and that all
assdciated controls are functioning properly. It also

that blockage, compressor failure, or excessive

can be detected for corrective action. The 92 day
consistent with Inservice Testing Program
Freguencies,\gperating experience, the known reliability of
nd controls, and the two redundant

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

Verifying that each [dryweN purge] subsystem flow rate is
> [500] scfm ensures that eabh subsystem is capable of
maintaining drywell hydrogen cbgcentrations below the
flammability 1imit. The 18 month Frequency is based on the
need to perform this Surveillance Wqder the conditions that
apply during a plant outage and the potential for an
unplanned transient if the Surveillancd\were performed with
the reactor at power. Operating experiehge has shown that
these components usually pass the Surveillagce when
performed at the [18] month Frequency. Therd{ore, the
Frequency was concluded to be acceptable from 3 reliability
- standpoint.

REFERENCES . Regulatory Guide 1.7, Revision [1].
2.\ FSAR, Section [6.2.5].

. X
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ISTS BASES: 3.6.3.3 - DRYWELL PURGE SYSTEM

1. This Bases has been deleted since the associated Specification has been deleted.
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Secondary Containment}k
B 3.6.4.1

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
B 3.6.4.1 )Secondary Containment

BASES

BACKGROUND

The function of the‘£secondary containment} is to contain,
dilute, and hold up fission products that may leak from
primary containment following a Design Basis Accident (DBA).
In conjunction with operation of the Standby Gas Treatment
(SGT) System and closure of certain valves whose lines
penetrate the?ﬁsecondar_y containmenty, the sksecondary m
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.

The ¥secondary containment) is a structure that completely 5’@
encloses the primary containment and those components that

may be postulated to contain primary system fluid. This
structure forms a control volume that serves to hold up and
dilute the fission products. It is possible for the

pressure in the control volume to rise relative to the
environmental pressure (e.g., due to pump/motor heat load
additions). To prevent ground level exfiltration while

allowing the Xsecondary containment} to be designed as a }_m
conventional structure, the ‘ksecondary containmentk requires
support systems to maintain the control volume pressure at

less than the external pressure. Requirements for these

systems are specified separately in LCO 3.6.4.2, "Secondary
Containment Isolation Valves (SCIVs)," and LCO 3.6.4.3,

*Standby Gas Treatment (SGT) System."

APPLICABLE
SAFETY ANALYSES

There are Qhxe® principal accidents for which credit is }m

taken for Rsecondary containmentk OPERABILITY. These are a
LOCA (Ref. 1)¢ Uel ha : FTRary

g acc
The fsecondary containmentk
performs no active function in response to each of these
Timiting 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,

{continued)
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JXSecondary Containmenty

\EB 3.6.4.1

BASES 7
APPLICABLE and that fission products entrapped within the ,éecondary-
SAFETY ANALYSES containmentk structure will be treated by the SGT System
{continued) prior to discharge to the environment. ‘
m—- econdary containmentk satisfies Criterion 3 of he RO
Qerr s55-2463(2)( 1
LCO An OPERABLE Rsecondary containment)k provides a control )—-'m

2]
blow out panels rmust be
cloged ov sealed, the
Sed;ws wmeclhaniims
associited itk eschh
Secom Aary con tatnm

Penetvetion (e D) we\is,

volume into which fission products that bypass or leak from
-primary containment, or are released from the reactor
coolant pressure boundary components located in>secondary
containment}, can be diluted and processed prior to release
to the environment. For the jsecondary containmentk to be
considered OPERABLE, it must have adequate leak tightness to
ensure that the required vacuum can be established and

APPLICABILITY
bellows, or o'-r'vua(ﬂ
must be OPERABLE
(5 uch +hwat secondary
containw enk jeak
tiqhtness con be mewm-
-ﬁ@ngd), ond e\l inner
o oll ouker doors 1w
each Secondery :

tovd'as‘lv\MM ocless
o'“'|y;,s Mub+ b& Gbsed-

In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a LOCA could lead to a fission product
release to primary containment that leaks to Xsecondary )__G
containment}. Therefore, jfsecondary containmenti

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
sksecondary 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 secondary containmentl:.}@

ACTIONS Al
If fsecondary containment) is inoperable, it must be
restored to OPERABLE status within 4 hours. The 4 hour
Completion Time provides a period of time to correct the
problem that is commensurate with the importance of
- {continued)
BWR/6 STS B 3.6-93
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BASES

MSecondary Containment¥

B 3.6.4.1

ACTIONS

A1 (continued)

maintaining ‘¥secondary containment) during MODES 1, 2,

and 3. This time period also ensures that the probability
of an accident (requiring {secondary containment¥
OPERABILITY) occurring during periods where M secondary
containment) is inoperable is minimal.

B.1 and B.2

If the jsecondary 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 withjn 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.

£.1. C.2, and C.3

Movement of irradiated fuel assemblies in them
secondary containmentX, CORE ALTERATIONS, and OPDRVs can be
postulated to cause fission product release to the
Xsecondary containmenty. In such cases, the ¥secondary
containmentX is the only barrier to release of fission
products to the environment. CORE ALTERATIONS and movement
of irradiated fuel assemblies must be immediately suspended
if the Xsecondary containmentX is inoperable.

m"- Suspension of these activities shall not preclude completing

an action that involves moving a component to a safe
position. Also, action must be immediately initiated to
suspend OPDRVs to minimize the probability of a vessel
draindown and subsequent potential for fission product
release. Actions must continue until OPDRVs are suspended.

equired 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
erations. BRg BE_C3 : y

Cy

Ld2.0.3 45 wot app lrewble while jm MoDE Y

O 5. However, symce ircedinted foel ascembl

BWR/6 STS
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Insert C.1, C.2, and C.3

Entering LCO 3.0.3 while in MODE 1, 2, or 3 would require the unit to be
shutdown, but would not require immediate suspension of movement of irradiated
fuel assemblies. The Note to the ACTIONS, “LCO 3.0.3 is not applicable,”
ensures that the actions for immediate suspension of irradiated fuel assembly
movement are not postponed due to entry into LCO 3.0.3.

Insert Page B 3.6-94



BASES

kSecondary Containment}
B 3.5.4.1}'

ACTIONS

mover nt of i \(:ted fuel\assemblies Would not be a x
sufficignt reasonto require \ reactor shutdown. —

€1, .2, and .3 (continued)

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

TSTF
-18

in each
Geeess o Pev\'mj

is

TSTF
"l?

Al

SR_3.6.4.1.1

This SR ensures that the ksecondary containment} boundary is )—Ej
|

sufficiently leak tight to preclude exfiltrationcunder
—'Emz@ The 24 hour Frequency of this SR
was developed based on operating experience related to

ksecondary containmentX vacuum condition.

In ERT 65&.4@'_—’3'7% e other

atlons of door
an ch statu are availabbe to the erator. .

fsecondary containment} vacuum variations during the
applicable MODES and the low probability of a DBA occurring |

LAY

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

Ly

Verifying that'fsecondary contaim%whe_ﬁ@

access door® closed ensures that the infiltration of

outside air offsuch a magnitude as to prevent maintaining

the desired negative pressure does not occur. Verifying

openings) are closed provides adequate

at exfﬂtratlon from the fsecondar containmentj(
applicatign, the Serm “sedled” has

leak tiyhtness, ksecondary  [1]

: door in the
;_except when the a cess open
or\entr and\exit then) at 'Ieas one_doo

assurance
will not occur.

exstivng adwministrahive
Zén:ra\s on doov gtatuy

(continued)
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Insert B 3.6.4.1.2

*RAn access opening contains one inner and one outer door. In some cases

e ' XsecondaryX containment access openings are shared such that a Xsecondar
containment barrier may have multiple inner or multiple outer doors. ffor 5
i.e.

Gﬁése cases, the access openings share the inner door or the outer door,

he access openings have a common_inner or outer door.S The intent is to not
L{breach the >ksecondaryX containment at any time when xsecondaryX containment is
required. This is achieved by maintaining the inner or outer portion of the

barrier closed at all times¥/ i.e., all inner doors closed or all outer doors o
. (Closed. Thus each access opening has one door closed. However, all

~EIE]

—ksecondaryX 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.

Insert Page B 3.6-95



Each S6T subsysten 18 detigned b drawdowsn pressure i the
3e¢°mr\1 Co-u(’ﬂ.'lvtmch.* Yo = 025 iN’—‘ves VaC o awn o.uv*'!r 5“‘33 e

< 300 Secowmds amd maintain pressuce (n the Secomdary contarnment
&% 2= 0.1S inches of vacuum weter Juage foc | hour fSecondary Containmentk

at & $low rete of < U400 cfwn. B 3.6.4.1
e

BASES unless aheervuiSe (‘M!Cd,'&’ed

® y
SURVEILLANCE 6.4 4 r?::::ﬁ;:
REQUIREMENTS Contvanwaent

(continued)

SR ZL4N3 and atmosphere\to the environment through appropriate/treatment

equipment . \W¥To ensure that all fission products¥are treated, Can rqp'.dl.,

—— R 3.6.4.1 that establis
Establighment of a pressure in_the ah:; m?f:\%\um‘;j
RS pressure conta tk that is Jess than the g
sure external to the jfseconda
Whew the $6¢T s confirmed bydemonstratfing that one GE
Systew 1¢ operating At own) the gsecondary containmentjtd T oo
as designed , the 5 0.25% inches of vacuum water gauge in < 26 . @_
- " cannot be accomplishe ksecondary containmenty) down
estelolish mewkt ard oundary is not intact./ SR 3.6.4.1 .8 demonstrates that @ach -

U268k inches of vacuum water

gauge for 1 houraat a flow rate < j406g% cfm. e 1 hour Gl
test period allows £secondar

@equ' 1{brium at steady state conditions.
the pressure

yE Two tests wre used ty econd
t"’;?‘? one ndary 1
in +he Sulosusk nment] dests, they

Second .oy S\\ i !

Contain wmaewh Care
be Maintained,

Mmaintenance of
SeCondary contsin-
mend pregiure

Y Operat& experience has Shown the
usually pass th€Surveillancédwhen performed at
Therefore, the Frequency was

REFERENCES

@ 3 Fsar, Section £15.7.4x.

The primary Qurpese of +he SRy 1¢ Yo
EnSure SQCOWf'-‘ Cov\i‘a'\wueud’ bou.nJAr\'
iv\'\'esr'rk‘. The Sece ndary Purpose oF the
SRs is to ensure the SGT Su‘osﬂ stewn bc'wxs
tested funciiong &% dﬁ&gnco\. Theve 1y a
scpau*e LCO Wit Swryellance

Re?’u‘qrew\ﬁ\‘\*‘o el secves the Pr'twsmru‘
Pucgose ot ensuring OPERABIL(TY of
the IGT Systew. These Sts

The inoperalnlity of the SBT Systemn
does not '\ECCSSGr'aH constitute o -
-ﬁ-@’.‘u,re O'F +hece Survelllances ra(q,{'we,
4o secondary contmment OPCRABILITY.
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ITS BASES: 3.6.4.1 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT

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

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

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

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

ISTS SRs 3.6.4.1.4 and 3.6.4.1.5 are tests that ensure the Secondary Containment is
OPERABLE,; the leak tightness of the Secondary Containment boundary is within the
assumptions of the accident analyses. However, they are written in such a manner that
they imply that if a SGT subsystem is inoperable, the SRs are failed ("Verify each
standby gas treatment (SGT) subsystem will/can..."). As stated above, this is not the
intent of the SRs. Therefore, to ensure this misinterpretation cannot occur, the SRs and
this Bases description have been rephrased to more clearly convey the original intent of
the SRs, to verify the Secondary Containment is OPERABLE. With the new wording,
if a SGT subsystem is inoperable, ITS SRs 3.6.4.1.3 and 3.6.4.1.4 will still be met and
only the SGT System Specification, LCO 3.6.4.3, will be required to be entered. This
is clearly identified in the Bases.

The Bases have been modified to provide additional clarity when describing the design
of each access opening.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



SCIVs
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
dnd 2 release during and following postulated Design Basis
nts (DBAs) (Ret. 1). Secondary containment isolation
1 s within the time Tamits specified for those isolation valves
designed to close automatically;ensures that?i
. products that leak from primary“containment following a DBA,
that are released during certain operations when primary
containment is not required to be OPERABLE, or that take
place outside primary containment, are maintained within the
secondary containment boundary.

The OPERABILITY requirements for SCIVs help ensure that an
adequate secondary containment boundary is maintained during
and after an accident by minimizing potential paths to the
environment. 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), and blind

es are considered passive devices.
other™qutomatic valves designed close without op
action lowing an accident aretzahsgg::ed active dew\
Isolation rier(s) for the penetratibs are discussed
Reference 2. j

‘;'e') AQM 0-(5)
Automatic SCIVs‘c;ose on a secondary containment isolation

signal to establish a boundary for untreated radioactive
material within secondary containment following a DBA or
other accidents. !

Yapured 1 be closed dorng aecident condihions ]
Other penetrations¥are isolated by the use of valves in the

closed position or blind flanges.

APPLICABLE The SCIVs must be OPERABLE to ensure the secondary

SAFETY ANALYSES containment barrier to fission product releases is
established. The principal accidents for which the
secondary containment boundary is required are a loss of

coolant accident (Ref. 1)8[3 fuel handling accident Gisige) )_m

{continued)

BWR/6 STS B 3.6-97 -Rev 1, 04/07/95



SCIVs

B 3.6.4.2
BASES
APPLICABLE rimary containment) (Ref. -and a_fuel han )ﬂ
SAFETY ANALYSES |in the . 4 he secondary
{continued) containment performs no active function in response to each

of these limiting events, but the boundary established by
SCIVs is required to ensure that leakage from the primary
containment is processed by the Standby Gas Treatment (SGT).
System before being released to the environment.

Maintaining SCIVs OPERABLE with isolation times within
1imits ensures that fission products will remain trapped
inside secondary containment so that they can be treated by
the SGT System prior to discharge to the environment.

SCIVs satisfy Criterion 3 of £he NRC Policy Natemeni)
16 CER 5O- 36N 2)(ri) m
. e e—————————

LCo SCIVs form a part of the secondary containment boundary. The

SCIV safety function is related to control of offsite -
radiation releases resulting from DBAs. +he Technical
Requi rements Manud
The¥automatic Power operated,)isolation valves are considered) ({ef. 3)
OPERABLE when their isolation times are within 1imits and »
the valves actuate on an automatic isolation signal. The Il

valves covered by this LCO, along with their associated
stroke times, are listed inm —

n \’
ranual SCIVs The normally closed tsotatiy ind—H-angesare

“considered OPERABLE whemmanual valves are closedqor/Gpeném
accordance appropriate) administrative controlspro 7)
Us are de-¢ ated and secured in theiwclosed)
blind flanges are in placep). Jhese passive
ation valves or devices are listed in Reference & m
APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could lead to a fission product
release to the primary containment that leaks to the

secondary containment. Therefore, OPERABILITY of SCIVs 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

{continued)
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SCIVs

B 3.6.4.2
BASES
APPLICABILITY situations under which significant releases of radiocactive
(continued) 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

in Yhe Secondany
Contarn ment

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
penetration can be rapidly isolated when the need for

;[zsecondary containment) isolation is indicated.

lﬂ The second Note provides clarification thatsfor the purpose
of this LCQ: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
:on?ition entry and application of assaciated Required
ctions.

The third Note ensures appropriate remedial actions are
taken, if necessary, if the affected system(s) are rendered
inoperable by an inoperable SCIV.

Al and A2

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 criteria are a closed and
de-activated automatic SCIV, a closed manual valve, and a
blind flange. For penetrations isolated in accordance with
Required Action A.l, the device used to -isolate the
penetration should be the closest available device to

{continued)
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BASES

SCIVs
B 3.6.4.2

ACTIONS

[ The Con\p le‘b‘a»T;D
o‘{ 0"Cepef‘$\ éﬁ(ts
(54 arp(‘opf;‘*e

A.]l and A.2 (continued)

secondary containment. This Required Action must be
completed within the 8 hour Completion Time. The specified
time period is reasonable considering the time required to
isolate the penetration and the low probability of a DBA,
which requires the SCIVs to close, occurring during this
short time.

For affected penetrations that have been isolated in
accordance with Required Action A.l, the affected
penetration must be verified to be isolated on a periodic
basis. This is necessary to ensure that secondary
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

€cause +he
150 Vadis . deyice s
aceoperatel wsdec

—occUr.g This Required Action does not require any testing or
device manipulation. Rather, it involves verification that
the affected penetration remains isolated.

devices located in high radiation areas and allows

be verified 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,
ey have been verified to be in the proper position,

B4

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 low probability of a DBA, which requires the SCIVs to
close, occurring during this short time.

The Condition has been modified by a Note stating that
Condition B is only applicable to penetration flow paths

(continued)
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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.

Insert Page B 3.6-100



SCIVs
B 3.6.4.2

BASES

ACTIONS Bl [1MMMnued)

with two isolation valves. This clarifies that only :
Condition A is entered if one SCIV is inoperable in each of
two penetrations. v

C.land 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. 0.2, and D.3

If any Required Action and associated Completion Time cannot
be 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 (primary~\and }_{::]
secondary containment} must be immediately suspended.

Suspension of these activities shall not preclude completion
of movement of a component to a safe position. Also, if
applicable, action 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.

L2 3,0-3 (s mot
spplicable while jm
MODE YorS . Hyvover
Smee itradisted  /
-cut\ asse'“b\s

Moveme 1t can
occur in WM oDE

\’ll“.sJ

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 irradiated fuel assemblies while in

MODE 1, 2, or 3, the fuel movement is independent of res
operations. ereftore, 1n ¢ R case, inability tb
movement 0% irradiated fuel assemblies would not be &
sufficient Meason to require a reacder shutdown.

%m Do\, .2 s b.a)

B

(continued)
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Insert D.1, D.2, and D.3

Entering LCO 3.0.3 while in MODE 1, 2, or 3 would require the unit to be
shutdown, but would not require immediate suspension of movement of irradiated
fuel assemblies. The Note to the ACTIONS, “LCO 3.0.3 is not applicable,”
ensures that the actions for immediate suspension of irradiated fuel assembly
movement are not postponed due to entry into LCO 3.0.3.

Insert Page B 3.6-101



SCIVs
B 3.6.4.2

BASES (continued)

SURVEILLANCE SR _3.6.4.2.]1
REQUIREMENTS

nat

lockeA, sealed, o ¢

Mendise secured, andi<

This SR verifies each secondary containment isolation manual
1 nd blind flange that issrequired to be closed during

accident conditions is closed. The SR helps to ensure that

post accident leakage of radioactive fluids or gases outside

of the Xsecondary containmentX boundary is within design
limits. This SR does not require any testing or valve

manipulation. Rather, it involves verification that those
SCIVs in ¥secondary containment)k that are capable of being
mispositioned are in the correct position.

Since these SCIVs are readily accessible to personnel during
normal unit operation and verification of their position is
relatively easy, the 31 day Frequency was chosen to provide
added assurance that ,the SCIVs are in the correct positions.,

%

Two Notes have been added to this SR. The first Note
applies to valves and blind flanges located in high
radiation areas and allows them to be verified by use of
administrative controls. Allowing verification by
administrative controls is considered acceptable, since
access to these areas is typically restricted during

MODES 1, 2, and 3 for ALARA reasons. Therefore, the
probability of misalignment of these SCIVs, once they have

?

‘\\:}5,55,@/05 ,WL%/ 4 ) been verified to be in the proper position, is low.
valles fhatare lich
Seoled, or shhpruise szured are open under administrative controls are not required to

A second Note has been included to clarify that SCIVs that

M‘f/lc‘l/a.mﬂ’ .ﬁéﬂ) Jice meet the SR during the time the SCIVs are open.
Hhese were erfed 40 ben The : Twsert
Corec? posiden ypm fockmg SR3.6.9.2.)
L'su/’ 2,87 J&()’us. ’
: Verifying the isolation time of each power operate <h‘£!ﬂ!? _TSTF'%
“ automatic SCIV is within limits is required to demastrate _
g OPERABILITY. The isolation time test ensures that the SCIV
will isolate in a time period less than or equal to that
- G assumed in the safety analyses. The 4sQtatjon Time anlD
requency 0 15 SRUGIED Yin—gceordance—with—4 DAV EE
| Testing Hrogran-oF) 92 daysk. =
(continued)
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Insert SR 3.6.4.2.1

These controls consist of stationing a dedicated operator at the controls of

the valve, who is in continuous communication with the control room.

way, the penetration can be rapidly isolated when a need for secondary
containment isolation is indicated.

Insert Page B 3.6-102
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SCIVs

B 3.6.4.2
BASES
SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.4.2.3
REQUIREMENTS
{continued) Verifying that each automatic SCIV closes on a ‘Ysecondary

containmenty isolation signal is required to prevent leakage
of radioactive material from ¥secondary containmenty
following a DBA or other accidents. This SR ensures that
each automatic SCIV will actuate to the isolation pasition

LCo 33,502,

"Secon dar

Conly + on a fsecondary containment} isolation signal. The LOGIC

\“"‘: “hew SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TEST in overlaps this SR to Tole 4o
Solahow provide complete testing of the safety fu Whilt s
I*'S-V\-Me.\r\zﬁo‘,) " [18\month Frequency : E:Sve.(lquce

Jul: erformed with thereactorat pouerﬁ>
[D—‘p’perating experience has shown these components usually pass
the Surveillance when performed at the (18] month Frequencys)e

a reliability standpoint.

REFERENCES 1. iFSAR, Section k15.6.583]

@X. @FSAR, Section 15.7.47 (3] 0],
c§ . gt [ Pt (Techvicol Reuirements Mannt )
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, 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, or
analysis description.

2. This statement has been deleted since it is incorrect. Automatic SCIVs that are de-
activated and secured in the closed position are not OPERABLE; they are inoperable.

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

4. Typographical/grammatical error corrected.

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.

6. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity.

7. 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 will not include the times for the SCIVs. They are
located in the Technical Requirements Manual.

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.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



SGT System

B 3.6.4.3
B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
B 3.6.4.3 Standby Gas Treatment (SGT) System
BASES
BACKGROUND The SGT System is.required by 10 CFR 50, Appendix.A, GDC 41,

"Containment Atmosphere Cleanup” (Ref. 1).. The function of
the SGT System is to ensure that radioactive materials that
leak from the primary containment into the secondary
containment -fpllowing a Design Basis Accident (DBA) are
filtered and adsorbed prior to exhausting to the At ate shaced

environment. L etweco Onid |}

The SGT System consists of two

each with its own set of ductwork, dampers, charcoal filter

train, and controls.c./Zuch SET Systom chschnaes o the ploat it
Slrck Hogh 2 commpn exbaud orde.

Each charcoal filter train consists of (compone

order of the direction of the air flow):

o NIRRT (st

. An electric heater;

A prefi'lte

A high efficiency particulate air (HEPA) fi'lte

A charcoal adsorber;

The sizing of the SGT System equipment and components is
based on the results of an infiltration analysis{ as a
an_extihtration analysis of auxi losure
CRIDAINg _sHucturED. ¢ The internal pressure of the SGT
ative pressure
p y water gauge when the system is in operation,
which represents the internal pressure required to ensure

zero exfiltration of air from the buildin enexposed to
[10] @:wina bTowing at dnangle of [45]° to the Byildin

is provided to remove entrained water

Ecr\ SGTSVLS\,s-,gM

5 cq

+k PGHQ DF P{p(esS"‘g

. ¢ 59:9»1“,1
on*c\i.n.\e.,.' volu,,

wbich INeludec

(continued)
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SGT System
B 3.6.4.3

BASES P

e—

BACKGROUND humidity of the airstream to G{@@Cﬁ% (Ref. 2). The

(continued) prefilter removes large particulate matter, while the HEPA
filter is provided to remove fine particulate matter and -
protect the charcoal from fouling. The charcoal adsorber
removes gaseous elemental iodine and organic iodides, and
the final HEPA filter is provided to collect any carbon
fines exhausted from the charcoal adsorber.

'Vfomeil(
Unid Vo wf The SGT System automatically starts and operates in response
to actuation signals¥indicative of conditions or an accident
u that could require operation of the system. Following -

initiation, rmmmm-
(both charcoal W in ffans start. SGI System flows are
m ontrolledsby ModuTaLing inTet vanes STYET on the
arcoat—FiTter trainexhaust fans and two podtion volume
sﬁousco\+nu4h,ru,, contxpl dampers installed branch ducts to intNvidua
logokﬂup,mah of egions, of the secondary combainment/
he sug

\y Lax

P

APPLICABLE The design basis for the SGT System is to mitigate the

SAFETY ANALYSES conseguences of a loss of coolant accident and fuel handling
acc1Eents !Ee!. 3). For all events analyzed, the SGT System
S shown to De automatically initiated to reduce, via

filtration and adsorption, the radioactive material released
to the environment.

The SGT System satisfies Criterion 3 o
ChetegEny.

(lo cre s0. 206 BCM

LCO Following a DBA, a minimum of one SGT subsystem is required
to maintain the secondary containment at a negative pressure
with respect to the environment and to process gaseous
releases. Meeting the LCO requirements for two ggerab'li
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. K

{continued)
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SGT System
B 3.6.4.3

BASES

APPLICABILITY In MODES 4 and 5, the probability and consequences of these
{continued) events are reduced due to the pressure and temperature

Timitations in these MODES. Therefore, maintaining the SGT
System OPERABLE is not required in MODE 4 or 5, except for
other situations under which significant re]eases 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 thesecondary ),_@
containmenti,

ACTIONS Al

With one SGT subsystem inoperable, the inoperable subsystem
must be restored to OPERABLE status within 7 days. In this

gondition, 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 subsystem and the
Tow probability of a DBA occurring during this period.

8.1 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 Comp]etion 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.

€1, ¢.2.1,¢.2.2, and €.2.3

During movement of irradiated fuel assemblies in the
secondary containmentX, during CORE ALTERATIONS,
or during OPDRVs, when Required Action A.]l cannot be

(continued)
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SGT System
B 3.6.4.3

BASES

ACTIONS €1.¢21,C.2.2 and C.2.3 (continued)

completed within the required Completion Time, the OPERABLE
SGT subsystem should be immediately placed in operation.
This Required Action ensures that the remaining subsystem is
OPERABLE, that no failures that could prevent automatic
‘actuation @ay@.occurr€P, and that any other failure would be

readily detected. @

An alternative to Required Action C.1 is to immediately

suspend activities that represent a potential for releasing
: radioactive material to the secondary containment, thus

E,( placing the unit in a gondition that minimizes risk. If

applicable, CORE ALTERATIONS and movement of irradiated fuel
assemblies must be immediately suspended. Suspension of
these activities shal] not preclude completion of movement
of a component to a safe position. Also, if applicable,
action must be immediately initiated to suspend OPDR¥s to

Lcogf 03 is ol minimize the probability of a vessel draindown and
4PPlicabfe wohile (o \ Subsequent potential for fission product release. Action
oDE y . must continue until OPDRVs are suspended.
Sirce | °TS, Youews,
vee 'r'“&'aké e Required Actions of Condition C have been modified by a
yef RS Semb ote stating that LCO 3.0.3 is not applicable. If moving
o overnesf o irradiated fuel assemblies while in MODE 4 or 5, LCO 3.0.3
- . - would not specify any action. If moving irradiated fuel
o|c=~f (» Mo assemblies while in MODE 1, 2, or 3, the fuel movement is
'l,o(SJ s N

If both SGT subsystems are inoperable in MODE 1, 2, or 3,
the SGT system may not be capable of supporting the required
radioactivity release control function. Therefore, actions
are required to enter LCO 3.0.3 immediately.

E1. E2 and E.3
When two SGT subsystems are inoperable, if applicable, CORE

ALTERATIONS and movement of irradiated fuel assemblies in -
@( the (primarnand secondary containmentX must be immediately

(cont inued)
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Insert ACTION C

Entering LCO 3.0.3 while in MODE 1, 2, or 3 would require the unit to be
shutdown, but would not require immediate suspension of movement of irradiated
fuel assemblies. The Note to the ACTIONS, “LCO 3.0.3 is not applicable,”
ensures that the actions for immediate suspension of irradiated fuel assembly
movement are not postponed due to entry into LCO 3.0.3.
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SGT System

B 3.6.4.3
BASES
ACTIONS E.l. E.2, and £.3 (continued)
gy suspended. Suspension of these activities shall not
r1'6'93"0'-? s nof preclude completion of movement of a component to a safe
a,opl,cﬁéf hif position. Also, if applicable, actiong must be immediately
Akbbe e whilein initiated to suspend OPDRVs to minimize the probability of a
fors. However, vessel draindown and subsequent potential for fission
50“:<arr¢ product release. Action must continue until OPDRVs are
Yicfed fel
456e suspended.
b Moyement

(“;%ur W AMOE
/ téfgj

Trosest
\fl,auxfl

'

Required Action E.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, or3 the fuel movement is independent of reactor

operations. JNerefore, in e -
movement of irrjdiated fuel asse Hes would not be
sufficient reasol to require a reachor shutdowr

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

(HFon +h wtrol Fooa)
R 3.6.43] ¢ co > 7

Operating® each SGT subsystem for 2 ¥10%-Continuous hours
ensures that both subsystems are OPERABLE and that all
associated controls are functioning properly. It also
ensures that blockage, fan or motor failure, or excessive
vibration can be detected for corrective action. Operation

ith_the heaters on fomatic hgé
eratufe or 2 X continuous hours every
elimina

ays
tes moisture on the adsorbers and HEPA filters. The
31 day Frequency was developed in consideration of the known
reliability of fan motors and controls and the redundancy
available in the system.

SR _3.6.4.3.2

performed in accordance with thefVentilation Filter Testing

Program (VFTP). The SGT System{filter tests @a_rg_%n,_,—@—m
accordance with(Redulatory Gudde 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). Specified test frequencies

(continued)
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Insert E.1, E.2, and E.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 SR _3.6.4.3.2 (continued)

and additional information are discussed in detail in the
VFTP.

L1}
SR 3.6.4.3.3 solaton Tosiromes tatos,
This SR requires verification that each SGT subsystem starts
upon receipt of an actual or simulated jnitiation signal.
The LOGIC SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TEST in overla
this SR to provide complete testing of the safety function.
While this Surveiilance can be performed with the reactor at
power, operating experience has shown these components
ually pass the Surveillance when performed at the
month Frequency, which is based on the refueling cycle.

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

the [18] month\frequency, which is based on the refueling
cycle. Therefors, the Frequency was concluded to be
L_:?_acceptable from a weliability standpoint.

REFERENCES 1. 10 CFR 50, Appendix A, GDC 41.
' m 2. SAR, Section X6.

3. YFSAR, Section ¥15.6.53«
1

: . (Regy¥atory Gyide 1.52/ Rev. X20X¥ dusz/asme atsrn-989, )
L

G wshe, Secton 157)
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, 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, or
analysis 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. Changes have been made to reflect those changes made to the Specification.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



Drywell
B 3.6.5.1

BACKGROUND

The ¥rywell houses the reactor pressure vessel (RPV), the
reactox coolant recirculating loops, and branch connections
actor Coolant System (RCS), which have isolation
valves at\the primary containment boundary. The function of
the drywell\is to maintain a pressure boundary that channels
steam from a Moss of coolant accident (LOCA) to the
suppression pod), where it is condensed. Air forced from
the drywell is raleased into the primary containment. The
pressure suppressiqn capability assures that peak LOCA
temperature and preSsure in the primary containment are
within design limits.\ The drywell also protects accessible
areas of the containmeh} from radiation originating in the
reactor core and RCS.

To ensure the drywell pressyre suppression capability, the
drywell bypass leakage must minimized to prevent
overpressurization of the primgry containment during the
drywell pressurization phase of\a LOCA. This requires
periodic testing of the drywell bypass leakage, confirmation
that the drywell air lock is leak tight, OPERABILITY of the
drywell isolation valves (DIVs), an¥ confirmation that the
drywell vacuum relief valves are cloded.

netrations are a
this barrier:

The isolation devices for the drywell
part of the drywell barrier. To maintai

a. The drywell air 1ock is OPERABLE exce
LCO 3.6.5.2, "Drywell Air Lock";

as provided in

The drywell penetrations required to be cNosed during

accident conditions are either:

1. c?gable of being closed by an OPERABLE Y{utomatic
DIV, or

2. closed by manual valves, blind flanges, or
de-activated automatic valves secured in clhsed
positions except as provided in LCO 3.6.5.3,
"Drywell Isolation Valves (DIVs)"; and

(continued)

\
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BASES

BACKGROUND
(continued)

The Drywell Vacuum Relief System is OPERABL
provided in LCO 3.6.5.6, "Drywell Vacuum Reli
System.”

This Sgecification is intended to ensure that the
performagce of the drywell in the event of a DBA meets th
assumptions used in the safety analyses (Ref. 1).

APPLICABLE
SAFETY ANALYSES

Analytical methads and assumptions involving the drywell are
presented in Reféyence 1. The safety analyses assume that
for a high energy \ine break inside the drywell, the steam
is directed to the dyppression pool through the horizontal
vents where it is condensed. Maintaining the pressure
suppression capability\assures that safety analyses remain
valid and that the peak\LOCA temperature and pressure in the
primary containment are wjthin design limits.

The drywell satisfies CriteXia 2 and 3 of the NRC Policy ¢
Statement.

LCo

Maintaining the drywell OPERABLE required to ensure that
the pressure suppression design functions assumed in the
safety analyses are met. The drywelN is OPERABLE if the
drywell structural integrity is intact and the bypass
leakage is within limits, except prior\to the first startup
after performing a required drywell bypdss leakage test. At
this time, the drywell bypass leakage mus¢{ be < [10%] of the
drywell bypass leakage limit.

In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could cause a reledse of
radioactive material to the primary containment.\ In MODES 4
and 5, the probability and consequences of these Rvents are
reduced due to the pressure and temperature limitakions of
these MODES. Therefore, the drywell is not required to be
OPERABLE in MODES 4 and 5.
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(continued)

ACTIONS

Ad

In the event the drywell is inoperable, it must be resdqred
to OPERABLE status within 1 hour. The 1 hour Completion
Time provides a period of time to correct the problem
ommensurate with the importance of maintaining the drywell
ORERABLE during MODES 1, 2, and 3. This time period also
ensyres that the probability of an accident (requiring
drywa]1 OPERABILITY) occurring during periods when the
dryweN 1is inoperable is minimal. Also, the Completion Time
is the same as that applied to inoperability of the primary
containmdpt in LCO 3.6.1.1, "Primary Containment.®

If the drywell \cannot be restored to OPERABLE status within
the required ComRletion Time, the plant must be brought to a
MODE in which the\LCO does not apply. To achieve this
status, the plant hust be brought to at least MODE 3 within
12 hours and to MODE 4 within 36 hours. The allowed
Completion Times are \teasonable, based on operating
experience, to reach the required plant conditions from full
power conditions in an drderly manner and without
challenging plant system

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

u

SR 3.6.5.1.1

The analyses in Reference 2 are Yased on a maximum drywell
bypass leakage. This Surveillanck ensures that the actual
drywell bypass leakage is less thal or egual to the
acceptable A//K design value of [1.8] ft° assumed in the
safety analysis. As left drywell bypgss leakage, prior to
the first startup after performing a raguired drywell bypass
Jeakage test, is required to be < [10%] \of the drywell
bypass leakage limit. At all other times\between required
drywell leakage rate tests, the acceptance\¢riteria is based
on design A/Jk. At the design Ak the confyinment
temperature and pressurization response are bdunded by the
assumptions of the safety analysis. The leakage test is
performed every [18) months, consistent with the\difficulty
of performing the test, risk of high radiation expqsure, and
the remote possibility that a component failure thay is not
identified by some other drywell or primary containmeqt SR

(continueq)
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SURVEILLANC SR 3.6,5.1.1 (continued)
REQUIREMENTS
might occur. Operating experience has shown that \these

omponents usually pass the Surveillance when perfo
the [18] month Frequency. Therefore, the Frequency
conNuded to be acceptable from a reliability standpoint.

The exposed abgessible drywell interior and exterior
surfaces are inspected to ensure there are no apparent
physical defects ‘Shat would prevent the drywell from
performing its intended function. This SR ensures that
drywell structural inbegrity is maintained. The [40] month
Frequency was chosen so“that the interior and exterior
surfaces of the drywell c2m_be inspected at every other
refueling outage. Due to thw passive nature of the drywell
structure, the [40] month Freqbency is sufficient to
identify component degradation t may affect drywell
structural integrity.

REFEREN;:;\\\\\> 1. FSAR, Chapter [6] and Chapter [15]. ‘\\\\\\\\\

AN N

\
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ISTS BASES: 3.6.5.1 - DRYWELL

1. This Bases has been deleted since the associated Specification has been deleted.
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Drywell Air Lock
B 3.6.5.2

BASES

BACKGROUND The drywell
provides a means for personnel access during MODES 2 and
hase of unit startup. For this purpose,
el]l air lock has been provided, which
maintains drywell idplation during personnel entry and exit
from the drywell. Umder the normal unit operation, the
drywell air lock is kept sealed. The air pressure in the
seals is maintained > [ psig by the seal air flask and
pneumatic system, which iS\maintained at a pressure
> [90] psig.

The drywell air lock is designed to the same standards as
the drywell boundary. Thus, thd drywell air lock must
withstand the pressure and temperfqture transients associated
with the rupture of any primary system line inside the
drywell and also the rapid reversal \in pressure when the
steam in the drywell is condensed by the Emergency Core
Cooling System flow following loss of Bpolant accident
flooding of the reactor pressure vessel \{RPV). It is also
designed to withstand the high temperature associated with
the break of a small steam line in the dryyell that does not
result in rapid depressurization of the RP

The air lock is nominally a right circular cyNnder, [10] ft
in diameter, with doors at each end that are interlocked to
prevent simultaneous opening. During periods wh
drywell is not required to be OPERABLE, the air 1
interlock mechanism may be disabled, allowing both \Joors of
the air lock to remain open for extended periods wh
frequent drywell entry is necessary. Each air lock dgor has

essure in excess of the maximum expected pressure
ing a Design Basis Accident (DBA).

e control room indication of door position.
Additionally, control room indication is provided to alert
the operator'wyhenever an air lock interlock mechanism is

defeated.

(continuedzdj
\_- \
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Drywell Air Lock

B 3.6.5.2
BACKGROUND The drywell air lock forms part of the drywe ' pressure
(continued) boundary. Not maintaining air lock OPERABILITY may result

n degradation of the pressure suppression capab{lity, which
assumed to be functional in the unit safety ani]yses.

The\drywell air lock does not need to meet the requyrements
of 10\CFR 50, Appendix J (Ref. 1), since it is not part of
the prigary containment leakage boundary. However, i
prudent specify a leakage rate requirement for the
drywell a¥¢ lock. A seal leakage rate limit of < 200 sc
and an air Yock overall leakage rate limit of < 200 scfh,
pressure 2 P\(11.5 psig), have been established to assure
the integrity ®f the seals. ~

APPLICABLE
SAFETY ANALYSES

Analytical methods agd assumptions involving the drywell are
presented in Reference 2. The safety analyses assume that
for a high energy line\break inside the drywell, the steam
is directed to the supphession pool through the horizontal
vents where it is condensed. Since the drywell air lock is
part of the drywell pressuxe boundary, its design and
maintenance are essential td, support drywell OPERABILITY,
which assures that the safety\ analyses are met.

The drywell air lock satisfies Bpiterion 3 of the NRC Policy
Statement.

The drywell air lock forms part of thé\drywell pressure
boundary. The air lock safety function\assures that steam
resulting from a DBA is directed to the uppression pool.
Thus, the air lock’s structural integrity\js essential to
the successful mitigation of such an event)

The air lock is required to be OPERABLE. For\the air lock
to be considered OPERABLE, the air lock interldck mechanism
must be OPERABLE, air lock leakage must be with¥dp limits,
and both air lock doors must be OPERABLE. The imterlock
allows only one air lock door of an air lock to be\opened at
one time. This provision ensures that a gross breakh of the
ryweIlEdoes not exist when the drywell is required Yo be
RABLE.

Clodyre of a single door in the air lock is necessary t
suppoct drywell OPERABILITY following postulated events.

(continued

Ny
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Drywell Air Loc

=

B 3.6.5.2
BASES
LCO Nevertheless, both doors are kept closed when\the air lock
{continued) is not being used for entry into and exit from the drywelj.
APPLICABILITY. In ES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could cause a release of
radioactive material to the primary containment. In ES 4
and 5, the probability and consequences of these events \§re
reduced dye to the pressure and temperature limitations i
these MODES. Therefore, the drywell air lock is not
required to\pe OPERABLE in MODES 4 and 5.
ACTIONS The ACTIONS are modified by Note 1 that allows entry and

exit to perform repairs on the affected air lock component.
If the outer door is\jnoperable, then it may be easily
accessed to repair. the inner door is inoperable,
however, then there is a short time during which the drywell
boundary is not intact (dyring access through the outer
door). The ability to opeR the OPERABLE door, even if it
means the drywell boundary temporarily not intact, is
acceptable due to the low probability of an event that could
pressurize the drywell during the short time in which the
OPERABLE door is expected to begpen. The OPERABLE door
must be immediately closed after ach entry and exit.

The ACTIONS are modified by a second Note, which ensures
appropriate remedial actions are takéy when necessary.
Pursuant to LCO 3.0.6, ACTIONS are not\required even if the
drywell is exceeding its bypass leakage\limit. Therefore,
the Note is added to require ACTIONS for\.CO 3.6.5.1 to be
taken in this event.

A.l. A.2, and A.3

With one drywell air lock door inoperable, the QPERABLE door
must be verified closed (Required Action A.l). is ensures
that a leak tight drywell barrier is maintained b} the use

an OPERABLE air lock door. This action must be
within 1 hour. The 1 hour Completion Time is consi
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BASES

7

Drywell Air Lock
B 3.6.5.2

ACTIONS

A..L.A..Z..Qn.d.A..& (continued)

In addition, the air lock penetration must isolated by
Jocking closed the OPERABLE air lock door within the 24 hour
letion Time. The Completion Time is consN\dered

Required
isolated byxthe use of a locked and closed OPERABLE
door. This epsures that an acceptable drywell bounda
maintained. e Completion Time of once per 3] days is
based on engineéving judgment and is considered adequate\jn
view of the low 1ikelihood of a locked door being
mispositioned and dther administrative controls that ensure
that the OPERABLE aih lock door remains closed.

The Required Actions are modified by two Notes. Note 1
ensures only the Required\Actions and associated Completion
Times of Condition C are réqQuired if both doors in the air
Tock are inoperable. The exeeption of the Note does not
affect tracking the Completiom Times from the initial entry
jnto 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 adwministrative controls.
Drywell entry may be required to pekform Technical
Specifications (TS) Surveillances and, Required Actions, as
well as other activities on equipment \jnside the drywell
that are required by TS or activities equipment that
support TS-required equipment. This Note is not intended to
preclude performing other activities (i.e\, non-TS-required
activities) if the drywell was entered, us¥ng the inoperable
air lock, to perform an allowed activity 1isted above. This
allowance is acceptable due to the low probadjlity of an
event that could pressurize the drywell during\the short
time that the OPERABLE door is expected to be ojhen.

Witl\the drywell air lock interlock mechanism inoperable,
the Required Actions and associated Completion Times
consistent with Condition A are applicable.

(=
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Drywell Air Lock
B 3.6.5.2

ACTIONS

B.1. B.2, and B.3 (continued)

The Required Actions are modified by two Noges. Note 1

ensures only the Required Actions and associyted Completion
Times of Condition C are required if both dooks in the air
Tock are inoperable. Note 2 allows entry and exit into the
rywell under the control of a dedicated indivi

the drywell inoperable if both doors in
an air lock have fajled a seal test or the overall air lock
leakage is not withig limits. In many instances (e.g., only
one seal per door has\failed), drywell remains OPERABLE, yet
only 1 hour (per LCO 36.5.1) would be provided to restore
the air lock door to OP LE status prior to requiring a
plant shutdown. In additlpn, even with both doors failing
the seal test, the overall \drywell leakage rate can still be
within limits.

Required Action C.2 requires that one door in the drywell
air lock must be verified to be'glosed. This Required
Action must be completed within the 1 hour Completion Time.
This specified time period is conshstent with the ACTIONS of
LCO 3.6.5.1, which requires that the\drywell be restored to
OPERABLE status within 1 hour.

Additionally, the air lock must be restoxed to OPERABLE
status within 24 hours. The 24 hour Completion Time is
reasonable for restoring an inoperable air\ock to OPERABLE
status, considering that at least one door maintained
osed in the air lock.

(continued)
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BASES

Drywell Air Lock
B 3.6.5.2

ACTIONS
(continued)

If the inoperable drywell air lock cannot be restored to -
PERABLE status within the required Completion Ti the
plant must be brought to a MODE in which the LCO doeX not
To achieve this status, the plant must be brought to
at Teast MODE 3 within 12 hours and to MODE 4 within
36 houxs. The allowed Completion Times are reasonable,
based oh operating experience, to reach the required plan
conditions from full power conditions in an orderly manner
and without\ challenging plant systems.

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

=

This SR requires a Xest be performed to verify seal leakage
of the drywell air ldck doors at pressures > [11.5] psig. A
seal leakage rate limN, of < [200] scfh has been established
to ensure the integrity\of the seals. The Surveillance is
only required to be perf d once after each closing. The
Frequency of 72 hours is bysed on operating experience and
is considered adequate in view of the other indications
available to plant operationd personnel that the seal is
intact.

SR _3.6.5.2.2

Every 7 days the drywell air lock sed air flask pressure is
verified to be > [90]) psig to ensure that the seal system
remains viable. It must be checked bechuse it could bleed
down during or following access through
occurs regularly. The 7 day Frequency had been shown to be
acceptable, based on operating experience, \and is considered
adequate in view of the other indications to\the plant
?perations personnel that the seal air flask Nressure is

owW.

air lock door interlock is designed to prevent
1taneous opening of both doors in the air lock.
boti\the inner and outer doors of the air lock are desiyned
to withstand the maximum expected post accident drywell

(continu
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Drywell Air Lock
B 3.6.5.2

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

SR_3.6.5.2.3 (continued)

essure, closure of either door will support drywell

echanism is only challenged when drywell i
entered, this dest is only required to be performed once

every [18] monthg. The [18] month Frequency is based on the

need to perform thjs Surveillance under the conditions that
apply during a plant outage and the potential for an
unplanned transient the Surveillance were performed with
the reactor at power. \ Operating experience has shown these
components usually pass\the Surveillance when performed at
the [18] month Frequency)\ which is based on the refueling
cycle. Therefore, the Fréguency was concluded to be
acceptable from a reljabil standpoint.

The Surveillance is modified a Note requiring the
3urve{}lance to be performed oy upon entry into the
rywell.

R_3.6.5.2.4

This SR requires a test to be performéd to verify overall
air lock leakage of the drywell air lock at pressures

2 [11.5] psig. The [18] month Frequency\is based on the
need to perform this Surveillance under the conditions that
apply during a plant outage and the potent¥al for an
unplanned transient if the Surveillance wereé\performed with
the reactor at power. Operating experience hys shown these
components usually pass the Surveillance when herformed at
the [18] month Frequency, which is based on the\refueling
cycle. Therefore, the Frequency was concluded td be
acceptable from a reliability standpoint.

This SR has been modified by a Note indicating that\an

inoperable air lock door does not invalidate the prewjous
ccessful performance of an overall air lock leakage \test.

ThNs is considered reasonable, since either air lock ddor is

(continu
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Drywell Air Lock 4‘\\\

B 3.6.5.2

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

(continued)

This SR ensures™hat the drywell air lock seal pneumatic
system pressure does not decay at an unacceptable rate. The
air lock seal will port drywell OPERABILITY down to a
pneumatic pressure of\(90] psig. Since the air lock seal
air flask pressure is vegified in SR 3.6.5.2.2 to be

2 [90] psig, a decay rate g [30] psig over [10] days is
acceptable. The [10] day ihterval is based on engineering
Jjudgment, considering that thdge is no postulated DBA where
the drywell is still pressurized, [10] days after the event.
The [18] month Frequency is based the need to perform
this Surveillance under the conditioms that apply during a
plant outage and the potential for an dgplanned transient if
the Surveillance were performed with the\reactor at power.
Operating experience has shown that these \tomponents usually
pass the Surveillance when performed at the\[18) month
Frequency. Therefore, the Frequency was concluded to be
acceptable from a reliability standpoint.

REFERENCES

1. 10 CFR 50, Appendix J.
FSAR, Chapters [6 and 15].

\Z

N

BWR/6 STS

B 3.6-121 Rev 1, 04/07/95




JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ISTS BASES: 3.6.5.2 - DRYWELL AIR LOCK

1. This Bases has been deleted since the associated Specification has been deleted.
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Drywe]l Isolation Valve[s]
B 3.6.5.3 i

BACKGROUND The\drywell isolation valves, in combination with other
accident mitigation systems, function to ensure that steam
and water releases to the drywell are channeled to the
suppression pool to maintain the pressure suppression
function the drywell.

The OPERABILIJY requirements for drywell isolation valves
help ensure tRqt valves are closed, when required, and
isolation occurs _within the time limits specified for those
jsolation valves \Jesigned to close automatically.

Therefore, the OP ILITY requirements support minimizing
drywell bypass leakage assumed in the safety analysis

(Ref. 1) for a DBA. ese jsolation devices are either
passive or active (autdmatic). Manual valves, de-activated
automatic valves secured\in their closed position {including
check valves with flow through the valve secured), blind
flanges, and closed systems\ are considered passive devices.
Check valves, or other automatic valves designed to close
without operator action following an accident, are
considered active devices. Two\barriers in series are
provided for each penetration so\that no credible single
failure or malfunction of an actiwe component can result in
a loss of isolation.

The Drywell Vacuum Relief System valvds serve a dual
function, one of which is drywell isol&ion. However, since
the other safety function of vacuum relief would not be
available if the normal drywell isolation\valve actions were
taken, the drywell isolation valve OPERABINTY requirements
. are not applicable to the Drywell Vacuum ReNef System
isolation valves. Similar surveillance requitements in the
LCO for Drywell Vacuum Relief System provide aSsurance that
the isolation capability is available without copflicting
with the vacuum relief function.

The Drywell Vent and Purge System is a high capacity system
with a [20] inch line, which has isolation valves coyered by
this LCO. The system supplies filtered outside air directly
the drywell through two lines, each containing two
pNmary containment isolation valves (PCIVs) and two drywell
isolation valves called drywell purge isolation valves.

{continued)
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- - ell Isolation Valve{s]
B 3.6.5.3

BASES

BACKGROUND drywell air is exhausted through a line also\containing two
(continued) drywell purge isolation valves by means of two\fan units,
ich are part of the Containment Cooling Systex charcoal

fNter trains located inside primary containment), After the
airN{s conditioned and filtered, it is exhausted t{rough two
PCIVs The system is used to remove trace radioactye
airbornd_products prior to personnel entry. The Drywell
Vent and Rurge System is seldom used in MODE 1, 2, or 3
therefore, \the drywell purge isolation valves are seld
open during power operation.

The drywell purge isolation valves fail closed on loss of
instrument air oN\ power. The drywell purge isolation valves
are fast closing vylves (approximately [4] seconds). These
valves are qualifiet to close against the differential
pressure induced by a\loss of coolant accident (LOCA).

APPLICABLE This LCO is intended to enshre that releases from the core
SAFETY ANALYSES do not bypass the suppressiom\pool so that the pressure
suppression capability of the ¥rywell is maintained.
Therefore, as part of the drywel\ boundary, drywell °
jsolation valve OPERABILITY minim¥zes drywell bypass
leakage. Therefore, the safety analysis of any event
Igguiring isolation of the drywell id\applicable to this

The DBA resulting in a release of steam, Mater, or
radioactive material within the drywell is\a LOCA. In the
analysis for these accidents, 1t is assumed that drywell
isolation valves either are closed or functioh, to close
within the required isolation time following event
initiation. Analyses (Ref. 1) also assumed a 4

Ives satisfy Criterion 3 of the NRC Policy Statement)
LCO ell isolation valve safety function is to form a \\\q
part of\the drywell boundary.
(continued))
p—— Y —— ~—>
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Drywell Isolation Valve[s]

3.6.5.3

‘The drywell isolation valves are required to\have isolation
times of automatic drywell isolation valves within limits,
automatic drywell isolation valves actuate on amautomatic
isolation signal, drywell isolation manual valves‘¢losed,
urge valves closed, and 20 inch purge valves blockad to
rastrict maximum valve opening. While the Drywell Vacuum
ReNef System valves isolate drywell penetrations, the} are
excladed from this Specification. Controls on their
isolation function are adequately addressed in LCO 3.6.5.
"Drywelh Vacuum Relief System.” The valves covered by this
LCO are included (with their associated stroke time for
‘automatic walves} in Reference 2.

The normally &Josed isolation valves or blind flanges are
considered OPERABLE when manual valves are closed or open in
accordance with appropriate administrative controls,
automatic vaives axe de-activated and secured in their
closed position (ind}uding check valves with flow through
the valve secured), and blind flanges are in place. These
passive isolation valveés and devices are those listed in
Reference 2.

APPLICABILITY

In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA coyld cause a release of
radioactive material to 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. Therefore, the drywelNisolation valves are
not required to be OPERABLE in MODES & and 5.

The ACTIONS are modified by three Notes. e first Note
allows penetration flow paths to be unisolat
intermittently under administrative controls. \ These
controls consist of stationing a dedicated operjtor, who is
in continuous communication with the control rook, at the
controls of the valve. In this way, the penetratdon can be
rapidly isolated when a need for drywell isolation\is

indicated.

e second Note provides clarification that for the pukpose
of\this LCO separate Condition entry is allowed for eac
penktration flow path.

=
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Drywell Isolation Valve[s] \
B 3.6.5.3

ACTIONS
(continued)

The third Note requires the OPERABILITY of affested systems
to be evaluated when a drywell isolation valve i

operable. This ensures appropriate remedial actipns are
taken, if necessary, if the affected system(s) are Pendered
able by an inoperable drywell isolation valve.

The foulkth Note ensures appropriate remedial actions are
taken wheh the drywell bypass leakage limits are exceeded.)
Pursuant to\LCO 3.0.6, these ACTIONS are not required even
when the associated LCO is not met. Therefore, Note 4 is
added to requixe the proper actions be taken.

A.l and A.2

With one or more penetwation flow paths with one drywell
isolation valve inoperadle, the affected penetration flow
path must be isolated. method of isolation must include
the use of at least one isoation barrier that cannot be
adversely affected by a single active failure. Isolation
barriers that meet this critehjon are a closed and
de-activated automatic drywell \solation valve, a closed
manual valve, a blind flange, and a check valve with flow
through the valve secured. In thig Condition, the remaining
OPERABLE drywell isolation valve is\adequate to perform the
isolation function. However, the oveérall reliability is
reduced because a single failure in the OPERABLE drywell
isolation valve could result in a loss drywell isolation.
The 8 hour Completion Time is acceptab]e,\since the drywell
design bypass leakage A//K of [1.0] ft° wolld be maintained
even with a single failure due to applicatioq of ACTIONS
Note 4. In addition, the Completion Time is Xeasonable,
considering the time required to isolate the papetration and
the relative importance of supporting drywell ORERABILITY
during MODES 1, 2, and 3.

For affected penetration flow paths that have been \jsolated
in accordance with Required Action A.l, the affecte
penetrations must be verified to be isolated on a perjodic
basis. This is necessary to ensure that drywell
penetrations that are required to be isolated following\an
accident, and are no longer capablie of being automatical
olated, will be in the isolation position should an evelt

odcur. This Required Action does not require any testing Wr
dewjce manipulation; rather, it involves verification that
thosk devices outside drywell and capable of potentially

(continued)
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Drywell Iswlation Valve[s]
B 3.6.5.3

ACTIONS

A.l and A.2 (continued)

ing mispositioned are in the correct position. Since
thege devices are inside primary containment, the time
peridd specified as "prior to entering MODE 2 or 3 from
MODE if not performed within the previous 92 days," is
based on\engineering judgment and is considered reasonable
in view o the inaccessibility of the devices and other
administratiye controls that will ensure that device
misalignment an unlikely possibility. Also, this
Completion Time\is consistent with the Completion Time
specified for PCNs in LCO 3.6.1.3, "Primary Containment
Isolation Valves Ivs)."

Required Action A.2 id\ modified by a Note that applies to
isolation devices located in high radiation areas and allows
them to be verified by ude of administrative controls.
Allowing verification by 2dministrative controls is
considered acceptable, sincd access to these areas is
typically restricted. Therefgre, the probability of
misalignment once they have bedp verified to be in the
proper position, is low. .

B.1

With one or more penetration flow pathd\ with two drywell
isolation valves inoperable, the affecte penetration flow
path must be isolated. The method of isoNation must include
the use of at least one isolation barrier that cannot be
adversely affected by a single active failurx. Isolation
barriers that meet this criterion are a closed and
de-activated automatic valve, a closed manual Walve, a blind
flange, and a check valve with flow through the yalve
secured. The 4 hour Completion Time is acceptably, since
the drywell design bypass leakage A//K of [1.0] ftX is
maintained due to application of ACTIONS Note 4.
Completion Time is reasonable, considering the time
to isolate the penetration, and the probability of a
which requires the drywell isolation valves to close,
ccurring during this short time is very low.

Coxdition B is modified by a Note indicating this Conditio

is dply applicable to penetration flow paths with two
isola(ion valves. For penetration flow paths with one

(continued)
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Dr 1 Isolation Valve[s] \
B 3.6.5

BASES

ACTIONS

B.l (coﬁtinued)

drywell isolation valve, Condition A provides the
ppropriate Required Actions.

uired Action and associated Completion Time cannot
be met, the plant must be placed in 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 hour 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

L

[ SR_3.6.5.3.1

Each [ ] inch drywell purge\isolation valve is required to
be verified sealed closed at\31 day intervals. This’
Surveillance is intended to b&\ used for drywell purge
isolation valves that are not qualified to open under
accident conditions. This SR is\designed to ensure that a
gross breach of drywell is not cauged by an inadvertent or
spurious drywell purge isolation valve opening. Detailed
analysis of these [ ] inch drywell Pyrge valves failed to
conclusively demonstrate their ability\to close during a
LOCA in time to support drywell OPERABINITY. Therefore,
these valves are required to be in sealed\ closed position
during MODES 1, 2, and 3. These [ ] inch\drywell purge
valves that are sealed closed must have mothye power to the
valve operator removed. This can be accompl
de-energizing the source of electric power or
air supply to the valve operator. In this appl
term "sealed” has no connotation of leakage with
The Frequency is a result of the NRC resolution o
Issue B-24 (Ref. 3) related to purge valve use duri
operations.

ation, the
Timits.

(continued)
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Drywel] Isolation Valve[s]
B 3.6.5.3

BASES

SURVEILLAN  SR_3.6.5.3.2
REQUIREMENT
{continued) This SR ensures that the [20] inch drywell purge isol
valves are closed as required or, if open, open for an
allowable reason. This SR is intended to be used for
drywell purge isolation valves that are fully qualified to
ose under accident conditions; therefore, these valves ar
aNowed to be open for limited periods of time. This SR has
beeh modified by a Note indicating the SR is not required to
be when the drywell purge supply or exhaust valves are \\
open pressure control, ALARA or air quality
considergqtions for personnel entry, or surveillances that
require the valve to be open [provided the [20] inch
containmen®\ [purge system supply and exhaust] lines are
isolated]. e 31 day Frequency is consistent with the
valve requirements discussed under SR 3.6.5.3.1.

jon

SR _3.6.5.3.3

This SR requires ver¥ication that each drywell isolation
manual valve and blind\flange that is required to be closed
during accident conditidps is closed. The SR helps to
ensure that drywell bypasg leakage is maintained to a
minimum. Since these valvks are inside primary containment,
the Frequency specified as “prior to entering MODE 2 or 3
from MODE 4, if not performed\in the previous 92 days," is
appropriate because of the ina¥cessibility of the drywell
isolation valves and because thdgse drywell isolation valves
are operated under administrativé\controls and the

required to demonstrate OPERABILITY. The isolatiyn time
est ensures the valve will isolate in a time peridd less
than or equal to that assumed in the safety analysi The
jsof\ation time and Frequency of this SR are [in accordance °
with\the Inservice Testing Program or 92 days].

(continukd)
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BWR/6 STS B 3.6-128 Rev 1, 04/07/95




o

A

Drywa)1 Isolation Valve[s]
B 3.6.5.3

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS
{continued)

erifying that each automatic drywell isolation valke closes
a drywell isolation signal is required to prevent\bypass
leakgge from the drywell following a DBA. This SR ensyres
each aytomatic drywell isolation valve will actuate to
position on a drywell isolation signal. The L
TIONAL TEST in SR 3.3.6.1.6 overlaps this SR to
provide complete testing of the safety function. The
[18] month Frequency is based on the need to perform this
Surveillance uhder the conditions that apply during a plant
outage and the patential for an unplanned transient if the
Surveillance were gerformed with the reactor at power, since
isolation of penetra{ions would eliminate cooling water flow
and disrupt the norma\ operation of many critical
components. Operating wxperience has shown these components
usually pass this SurveiNance when performed at the
[18] month Frequency. Thehefore, the Frequency was
concluded to be acceptable m a reliability standpoint.

SR_3.6.5.3.6

Verifying that each [ ] inch drywel\ purge valve is blocked
to restrict opening to > [50)% is reqiNred to ensure that
the valves can be closed under DBA condNions within the
time Timits assumed in the safety analysex.

The [18] month Frequency is appropriate becdyse the blocking
de:ices are typically removed only during a rafueling
outage.

REFERENCES

FSAR, Section [6.2.4].
AR, Table [6.2-44].
3. Genépic Issue B-24.

\ -
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ISTS BASES: 3.6.5.3 - DRYWELL ISOLATION VALVE[S]

1. This Bases has been deleted since the associated Specification has been deleted.
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Drywell Pressure
B 3.6.5.4

BACKGROUND

assumed\jnitial condition in the analyses that determine\the
primary cqntainment thermal hydraulic and dynamic loads
during a pdstulated loss of coolant accident (LOCA).

If drywell pressure is less than the primary containment
airspace presstre, the water level in the weir annulus will
increase and, cogsequently, the 1iquid inertia above the top
vent will increash. This will cause top vent clearing
during a postulated\ LOCA to be delayed, and that would
increase the peak drywell pressure. In addition, an
inadvertent upper pooY, dump occurring with a negative
drywell-to-primary condainment differential pressure could
result in overflow over the weir wall.

The limitation on negative \drywell-to-primary containment
differential pressure ensurey that changes in calculated
peak LOCA drywell pressures dde to differences in water
level of the suppression pool 3ud the drywell weir annulus
are negligible. It also ensures\that the possibility of
weir wall overflow after an inadvirtent pool dump is
minimized. The limitation on posikive drywell-to-primary
containment differential pressure hdlps ensure that the
horizontal vents are not cleared with normal weir annulus
water level.

APPLICABLE
SAFETY

LYSES

Primary containment performance is evaluated for the entire
spectrum of break sizes for postulated LOCAY. Among the
inputs to the design basis analysis is the iNitial drywell
internal pressure (Ref. 1). The initial drywd]l internal
pressure affects the drywell pressure response\to a LOCA
gge;. l; and the suppression pool swell load deNinition

ef. 2). :

Auditional analyses (Refs. 3 and 4) have been perfoxmed to
shoy that if initial drywell pressure does not exceed, the
ive pressure limit, the suppression pool swell ang vent
clear\ng loads will not be significantly increased and the
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Drywell Pressure

B 3.6.5.4
BASES
APPLICABLE probability of weir wall overflow is minimized after Wn
SAFETY ANALYS inadvertent upper pool dump.
{continued) '
rywell pressure satisfies Criterion 2 of the NRC Policy
atement.
LCO A limitation on the drywell-to-primary containment

differehtial pressure of [2 -0.26 psid and < 2.0 psid] is
required %o ensure that suppression pool water is not forced
over the weir wall, vent clearing does not occur during
normal operation, containment conditions are consistent with
the safety anqlyses, and LOCA drywell pressures and pool
swell loads ary within design values.

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, and 2 DBA could cause a release of
radioactive material the primary containment. In MODES 4
and 5, the probability ¥nd consequences of these events are
reduced due to the pressire and temperature limitations of
these MODES. Therefore, maintaining the drywell-to-primary
containment differential pressure limitation is not required
in MODE 4 or 5. ‘

ACTIONS A.l

With drywell-to-primary containment Wifferential pressure
not within the Timits of the LCO, it must be restored within
1 hour. The Required Action is necessagy to return
operation to within the bounds of the safety analyses. The
1 hour Completion Time is consistent with\the ACTIONS of
LCO 3.6.5.1, "Drywell,” which requires thad the drywell be
restored to OPERABLE status within 1 hour.

B.1 and B.2

1f drywell-to-primary containment differential pregsure
cannot be restored to within limits within the requ\red
Completion Time, the plant must be brought to a MODEN{n
which the LCO does not apply. To achieve this status,
Jant must be brought to at least MODE 3 within 12 hour), and

(continu
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—r | Drywell Pressure
B 3.6.5.4

BASES

ACTIONS B.1 and B.2 (continued)

DE 4 within 36 hours. The allowed Completion Ti
able, based on operating experience, to reach the
plant conditions from full power conditions in a
nner and without challenging plant systems.

SURVEILLANCE SR_3.6.5.4.]1

REQUIREMENTS
This SR provides assurgnce that the limitations on
drywell-to-primary containment differential pressure stated
in the LCO are met. The hour Frequency of this SR was
developed, based on operating experience related to trending
of drywell pressure variations\during the applicable MODES
and to assessing proximity to the\specified LCO pressure
limits. Furthermore, the 12 hour Wcequency is considered
adequate in view of other indicationd\available in the
control room, including alarms, to aleMt the operator to an
abnormal drywell pressure condition.

REFERENCES FSAR, Section [6.2.1].
FSAR, Section [3.8].

FSAR, Section [6.2.1.1.6].

. FSAR, Section [6.2.7].
N, J

oo w ~n —
- - »
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ISTS BASES: 3.6.5.4 - DRYWELL PRESSURE

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

The d 11 contains the reactor vessel and piping, which
add hea% to the airspace. Drywell coolers remove heat and
maintain g suitable environment. The drywell average air
temperaturd, affects equipment OPERABILITY, personnel access,
and the calcylated response to postulated Design Basis

a design basis 10ss of coolant accident (LOCA) does not
exceed the design temperature of [330]°F. The limiting DBA
for drywell atmosphehe temperature is a small steam line
break, assuming no heat transfer to the passive steel and
concrete heat sinks in dhe drywell.

APPLICABLE
SAFETY ANALYSES

Primary containment performande for the DBA is evaluated for
the entire spectrum of break siges for postulated LOCAs
inside containment (Ref. 1). Amapg the inputs to the design
basis analysis is the initial drywell average air
temperature. Increasing the initia\ drywell average air

design bases analysis. The safety andyses (Ref. 1) assume
an initial average drywell air temperatWre of [135]°F. This
limitation ensures that the safety analydes remain valid by
maintaining the expected initial conditiony and ensures that
the peak LOCA drywell temperature does not Wxceed the
maximum allowable temperature of [330]°F. The consequence
of exceeding this design temperature may resul} in the
degradation of the drywell structure under acciyent loads.
Equipment inside the drywell that is required to\mitigate
the effects of a DBA is designed and qualified to\operate
nder environmental conditions expected for the acgident.

Drywell average air temperature satisfies Criterion ¥ of the
NRC Rolicy Statement.

LCO If the iniyjal drywell average air temperature is less th
or equal to the LCO temperature 1imit, the peak accident
temperature cdq be maintained below the drywell design
(\‘> (continued{/
— <
BWR/6 STS B 3.6-133 Rev 1, 04/07/95

s



BASES

0

Drywell Air Temperature
B 3.6.5.5

LCO
(continued)

temperature during a DBA. This ensures the ability of the
drywell to perform its design function.

APPLICABILITY

In BQDES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could cause a release of
radiodctive material to the primary containment. In MODES, 4
and 5, the probability and consequences of these events ar
reduced 8ye to the pressure and temperature limitations of
Therefore, maintaining drywell average air

ithin the 1imit is not required in MODE 4 or 5.

ACTIONS

When the drywell avérage air temperature is not within the
1imit of the LCO, it Wust be restored within 8 hours. The
Required Action is neckssary to return operation to within
the bounds of the safetk analyses. The 8 hour Completion
Time is acceptable, cons¥dering the sensitivity of the
analyses to variations in\this parameter, and provides
sufficient time to correct pinor problems.

B.1 and B.2

If drywell average air temperatuke cannot be restored to
within limit 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 Rlant must be brought to
at Jeast MODE 3 within 12 hours and t{ MODE 4 within

36 hours. The allowed Completion TimeX 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

e LCO 1imit ensures that operation remains withiy the
its assumed for the drywell analysis. Drywell a\r

elevations. Since the measurements are uniformly
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Drywell Air Temperatur;——\\\\
B 3.6.5.5

SR 3.6.5.5.1 (continued)

distributed, an arithmetic average is af accurate
representation of actual drywell average\temperature.

The 24 hour Frequency of the SR was developed based on
operating experience related to variations \in drywell
average air temperature variations during the applicable
MODES. Furthermore, the 24 hour Frequency i} considered
adequate in view of other indications availab{e in the
control room, including alarms, to alert the operator to an
bnormal drywell air temperature condition.

REFERENCES lj\\\:SAR, Section [6.2]. \\\

.
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ISTS BASES: 3.6.5.5 - DRYWELL AIR TEMPERATURE

1. This Bases has been deleted since the associated Specification has been deleted.
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Drywel N\ Vacuum Relief System
e B 3.6.5.6

B 3.6 \CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

B 3.6.5.6\ Drywell Vacuum Relief System

BASES

Mark III pressure suppression containment is design
condense, in the suppression pool, the steam released int
the dcywell in the event of a loss of coolant accident
(LOCA)N, The steam discharging to the pool carries the
noncondégsibles from the drywell. Therefore, the drywell
atmosphere changes from low humidity air to nearly 100%
steam (no ajr) as the event progresses. When the drywell
subsequent1y\cools and depressurizes, noncondensibles in the
drywell must replaced to avoid excessive weir wall
overflow into dhe drywell. Rapid weir wall overflow must be
controlled in a \arge break LOCA, so that essential
equipment and systems located above the weir wall in the
drywell are not subjected to excessive drag and impact
loads. The drywell Rost-LOCA and the drywell purge vacuum
relief subsystems are\the means by which noncondensibles are
3rans{$rred from the pkimary containment back to the

rywell.

BACKGROUND

The vacuum relief systems yre a potential source of bypass

bypass leakage could degrade th® pressure suppression
function, the Drywell Vacuum Reldef System has been designed
with at least two valves in series\in each vacuum breaker
line. This minimizes the potential\for a stuck open valve
to threaten drywell OPERABILITY. Thd [two] drywell purge

drywell, and each subsystem consists of a
valve in series with a check valve. At least\two [10] inch
lines must be available to provide adequate re\ief to
control rapid weir wall overflow.

\\““’ A\ ' (continued}sj
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BASES (contVpued)

Drywe\1 Vacuum Relief ;;;:;;5\\\
B 3.6.5.6

APPLICABLE
SAFETY ANALYSES

The Drywell Vacuum Relief System must function
vent of a large break LOCA to control rapid wei
overflow that could cause drag and impact loadings\pn
esdential equipment and systems in the drywell above\ the
weir\wall. The Drywell Vacuum Relief System is not raguired
to askist in hydrogen dilution or to protect the structyral
integrity of the drywell following a large break LOCA.
Furthermare, their passive operation (remaining closed an
not leaking during drywell pressurization) is implicit in
all of the Y\OCA analyses (Ref. 1).

The Drywell Vacuum Relief System satisfies Criterion 3 of
the NRC Policy {tatement.

LCo

The LCO ensures that\in the event of a LOCA, [two] drywell
post-LOCA and [two] dhywell purge vacuum relief subsystems
are available to mitigate the potential subsequent drywell
depressurization. Each \acuum relief subsystem is OPERABLE
when capable of opening a¥ the required setpoint but is
maintained in the closed pogition during normal operation.

LICABILITY

In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a Design Bysis Accident could cause
pressurization of primary containgent. Therefore, Drywell
Vacuum Relief System OPERABILITY i¥ required during these
MODES. In MODES 4 and 5, the probabjlity and consequences
of these events are reduced due to the pressure and
temperature limitations in these MODE Therefore,
maintaining the Drywell Vacuum Relief Sxstem OPERABLE is not
required in MODE 4 or 5.

ACTIONS

when \the associated LCO is not met. Therefore, t
added Yo require the proper actions be taken.

(continued)
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Drywell Vxcuum Relief System
B 3.6.5.6

ACTIONS

(continued)

Al

ith one or more vacuum relief subsystems open, the
system must be closed within 4 hours. This assures th
11 leakage would not result if a postulated LOCA were
to octyr. The 4 hour Completion Time is acceptahle,zsince
11 design bypass leakage (A//Kk) of [1.0] ft° is
and is considered a reasonable length of time
needed to cqmplete the Required Action.

A Note has beeh added to provide clarification that separate
C?ndlzion entry \s allowed for vacuum relief subsystems not
closed.

B.l1and C.]

With one [or two] drywellN\post-LOCA vacuum relief subsystems
inoperable or one drywell pyrge vacuum relief subsystem
inoperable, for reasons othek then being not closed, the
inoperable subsystem(s) must restored to OPERABLE status
within 30 days. In these Conditions, the remaining OPERABLE
vacuum relief subsystems are adeQuate to perform the
depressurization mitigation functigqn since two [10] inch
lines remain available. The 30 day\Completion Time takes
into account the redundant capability\afforded by the
remaining subsystems, a reasonable timy for repairs, and the
Jow probability of an event requiring the vacuum relief
subsystems to function occurring during tRi

D.land E.1

With [two] drywell purge vacuum relief subsyst
or with [two] drywell post-LOCA and one drywell
relief subsystems inoperable, for reasons other than being
not closed, at least one inoperable subsystem must
restored to OPERABLE status within 72 hours. In the

72 hour Completion Time takes into account at least one
vacuum relief subsystem is still OPERABLE, a reasonable j\ime
r repairs, and the low probability of an event requirin
vacuum relief subsystems to function occurring during

thid, period.
(continffle/)
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BASES

Drywell Vacuuw Relief Systemﬁ——i\\
B 3.6.5.6

ACTIONS
(continued)

If the inoperable drywell vacuum relief subsystem(s) cann
be chased or restored to OPERABLE status within the requir
Compledjon Time, or if two drywell purge vacuum relief
subsystels are inoperable, for reasons other than being not
closed, and one or two drywell post-LOCA vacuum relief
subsystem(s\are inoperable, for reasons other than being
not closed, the plant must be brought to a MODE in which the
LCO does not aprly. To achieve this status, the plant must
be brought to at\]east MODE 3 within 12 hours and to MODE 4
within 36 hours. he allowed Completion Times are
reasonable, based oh, operating experience, to reach the
required plant conditNons from full power conditions in an
orderly manner and withQut challenging plant systems.

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

Each vacuum breaker and its assbgiated isolation valve is
verified to be closed to ensure that this potential large
bypass leakage path is not present) This Surveillance is
performed by observing the vacuum bheaker or associated
isolation valve position indication by verifying that the
vacuum breakers are closed when a diffwrential pressure of
[1.0] psid between the drywell and primary containment is
wmaintained for 1 hour without makeup. The 7 day Frequency
is based on engineering judgment, is consi{ered adequate in
view of other indications of vacuum breaker\or isolation
valve status available to the plant personnel, and has been
shown to be acceptable through operating expenjence.

Two Notes are added to this SR. The first Note {llows
drywell vacuum breakers opened in conjunction with the
performance of a Surveillance to not be considered\gs
failing this SR. These periods of opening drywell VWqcuum
breakers are controlled by plant procedures and do no \

represent inoperable drywell vacuum breakers. A secony Note
is included to clarify that vacuum breakers open due to\an
tua;RdifferentiaI pressure are not considered as faili

: (continuedidj
AY
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Drywell Vacuum Relief System
B 3.6.5.6

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS
(continued)

Each\yacuum breaker and its associated isolation valvé\must
be cycled to ensure that it opens adequately to perform\its
design ction and returns to the fully closed position.
This provides assurance that the safety analysis assumptio
are valid. 31 day Frequency was chosen to provide
additional assbrance that the vacuum breakers and their
associated isolatjon valves are OPERABLE.

Verification of the vacuum\breaker opening setpoint is
necessary to ensure that the\gafety analysis assumption that
the vacuum breaker will open 1y at a differential
pressure of [1.0] psid is valid.\ The [18] month Frequency
is based on the need to perform this Surveillance under the
conditions that apply during a plant\putage and the
potential for an unplanned transient the Surveillance
were performed with the reactor at powe Operating
experience has shown these components usually pass the
Surveillance when performed at the [18] month Frequency,
which is based on the refueling cycle. Ther&fore, the
Frequency was concluded to be acceptable from a reliability
standpoint.

REFERENCES \\\l‘\\ FSAR, Section [6.2]. ' \\\\\\
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1
ISTS BASES: 3.6.5.6 - DRYWELL VACUUM RELIEF SYSTEM

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

TECHNICAL CHANGES - MORE RESTRICTIVE
("M.x" Labeled Comments/Discussions)

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

The proposed change provides more stringent requirements for operation of the facility.
These more stringent requirements do not result in operation that will increase the
probability of initiating an analyzed event and do not alter assumptions relative to
mitigation of an accident or transient event. The more restrictive requirements
continue to ensure process variables, structures, systems, and components are
maintained consistent with the safety analyses and licensing basis. Therefore, this
change does not involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The proposed change does not involve a physical alteration of the plant (no new or
different type of equipment will be installed) or changes in the methods governing
normal plant operation. The proposed change does impose different requirements.
However, these changes are consistent with the assumptions in the safety analyses and
licensing basis. Thus, this change does not create the possibility of a new or different
kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The imposition of more restrictive requirements either has no impact on or increases
the margin of plant safety. As provided in the discussion of the change, each change in
this category is by definition, providing additional restrictions to enhance plant safety.
The change maintains requirements within the safety analyses and licensing basis.
Therefore, this change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: SECTION 3.6 - CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

"GENERIC" LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES:
RELOCATING DETAILS TO TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION BASES, UFSAR, TRM, OR
OTHER PLANT CONTROLLED DOCUMENTS

("LA.x" Labeled Comments/Discussions)

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

The proposed change relocates certain details from the Technical Specifications to the
Bases, UFSAR, TRM, or other plant controlled documents. The Bases, UFSAR,
TRM, and other plant controlled documents containing the relocated information will
be maintained in accordance with 10 CFR 50.59. In addition to 10 CFR 50.59
provisions, the Technical Specification Bases are subject to the change control
provisions in the Administrative Controls Chapter of the ITS. The UFSAR is subject
to the change control provisions of 10 CFR 50.71(g), and the plant procedures and
other plant controlled documents are subject to controls imposed by plant administrative
procedures, which endorse applicable regulations and standards. Since any changes to
the Bases, UFSAR, TRM, or other plant controlled documents will be evaluated per the
requirements of the Bases Control Program in Chapter 5.0 of the ITS or 10 CFR
50.59, no increase (significant or insignificant) in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated will be allowed. Therefore, this change does not involve
a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously
evaluated.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The proposed change does not involve a physical alteration of the plant (no new or
different type of equipment will be installed) or a change in the methods governing
normal plant operation. The proposed change will not impose or eliminate any
requirements, and adequate control of the information will be maintained. Thus, this
change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?
The proposed change will not reduce a margin of safety because it has no impact on

any safety analysis assumptions. In addition, the details to be transposed from the
Technical Specifications to the Bases, UFSAR, TRM, or other plant controlled
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GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: SECTION 3.6 - CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

"GENERIC" LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES:
RELOCATING DETAILS TO TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION BASES, UFSAR, TRM, OR

OTHER PLANT CONTROLLED DOCUMENTS
{("LA.x" Labeled Comments/Discussions)

3. (continued)

documents are the same as the existing Technical Specifications. Since any future
changes to these details in the Bases, UFSAR, TRM, or other plant 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-1434, 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.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The proposed change involves a change in the surveillance testing intervals from 18
months to 24 months. The proposed change does not introduce any failure mechanisms
of a different type than those previously evaluated since there are no physical changes
being made to the facility. In addition, the Surveillance Requirements themselves and
the way Surveillances are performed will remain unchanged. Furthermore, an
historical review of surveillance test results indicated no evidence of any failures that
would invalidate the above conclusions. Therefore, the proposed change does not
create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any previously
evaluated.
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GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: SECTION 3.6 - CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

"GENERIC" LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES:
EXTENDING SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCIES FROM 18 MONTHS TO 24 MONTHS

FOR SURVEILLANCES OTHER THAN CHANNEL CALIBRATIONS
("LD.x" Labeled Comments/Discussions) (continued)

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

Although the proposed change will result in an increase in the interval between
surveillance tests, the impact on system availability is minimal based on other, more
frequent testing or redundant systems or equipment, and there is no evidence of any
failures that would impact the availability of the systems. Therefore, the assumptions
in the licensing basis are not impacted, and the proposed change does not involve a
significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT

L.1 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

This change provides an allowed outage time to restore drywell-to-suppression chamber
bypass leakage during operation in MODE 1, 2, or 3. With the drywell-to-suppression
chamber bypass leakage outside of limits in MODE 1, 2, or 3, the current Technical
Specifications do not provide actions. The proposed change provides 1 hour for
restoration of this condition prior to commencing a required shutdown. Drywell-to-
suppression chamber bypass leakage is an attribute of maintaining Primary Containment
Integrity (in ITS terminology, primary containment OPERABILITY) and is not
considered as an initiator of any previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change
does not significantly increase the probability of such accidents. The proposed change
allows temporary operation when the drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass leakage
requirement is not met. However, the consequences of an event that may occur during
the proposed allowed outage time are not any different than during the current allowed
outage time for other loss of primary containment integrity (OPERABILITY)
situations. Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the consequences of
any previously analyzed accident.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities or to
the operation of the plant. Further, the change impacts only the Required Action
Completion Time for restoring drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass leakage and
does not result in any change in the response of the equipment to an accident.
Therefore, the change does not increase the possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any previously analyzed accident.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

This change impacts only the Required Action Completion Time for restoration of
drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass leakage during operation in MODE 1, 2, or 3.
The methodology and limits of the accident analysis are not affected, nor is the primary
containment response. This change results in an allowed outage time consistent with
other ITS ACTIONS for similar primary containment degradations. Therefore, the
change does not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT

L.2 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

This change deletes the accelerated test basis and elevated test pressure requirements of
CTS 4.6.2.1.d.2. CTS 4.6.2.1.d.2 requires verification of drywell-to-suppression
chamber bypass leakage on an accelerated test basis and at a higher test pressure in the
event that the results of consecutive drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass leakage
tests are outside Technical Specification specified limits. Under the proposed change,
drywell-to-suppression chamber will continue to be verified at the frequency and at the
test pressure described in CTS 4.6.2.1.d. 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, the proposed change does not
significantly increase the probability of such accidents. The proposed change results
only in a fixed test frequency and test pressure for drywell-to-suppression chamber
bypass leakage testing. The change does not alter leakage limits, and therefore does
not alter the consequences of any previously analyzed events. Therefore, this change
does not significantly increase the consequences of any previously analyzed accidents.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The 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 test frequency and
pressure for drywell-to-suppression chamber leakage testing in the event of consecutive
test failures, and does not 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 accident.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The change impacts only the test frequency and pressure for drywell-to-suppression
chamber leakage testing in the event of consecutive test failures. The methodology of
the accident analysis and limits of the Technical Specifications are not affected, nor is
the primary containment response. This change results in a fixed test frequency and
test pressure that have been demonstrated to be adequate through the results of previous
testing. 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.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 drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass leakage that is greater than
10% of the acceptable design Ak limit to be considered acceptable at times other than
during the first unit startup following performance of bypass leakage testing in
accordance with proposed ITS SR 3.6.1.1.3, provided it is less than or equal to the
design AWk leakage limit. 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 allows continued operation with drywell-to-suppression chamber
leakage that is greater than 10% of the acceptable design value, but less than or equal
to the design leakage limit. 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 Ak 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.

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
3.6.1.1.3. 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 AWk 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 calculated A/Vk that is greater than the
specified limit, the current Technical Specifications require testing at an increased
frequency until testing results in two consecutive, successful tests. The proposed
change would dispense with this provision. Drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass
leakage rate is an attribute of maintaining Primary Containment Integrity, and
consequently of Primary Containment OPERABILITY. Drywell-to-suppression
chamber bypass leakage is not considered as an initiator of any previously analyzed
accident, and therefore, the proposed change does not significantly increase the
probability of such accidents. The proposed change will not result in operation with
leakage in excess of the acceptable design value. Therefore, this change does not
significantly increase the consequences of any previously analyzed accident.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities, or
to the operation of the plant. Drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass leakage is
assumed to be less than or equal to the design Ak limit under the accident conditions.
The change will not result in drywell-to-suppression chamber leakage in excess of this
design limit, or result in any change in the response of the equipment to an accident.
Therefore, the change does not increase the possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any previously analyzed. '

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

This change only impacts the frequency of drywell-to-suppression chamber leakage
testing in the event that the results of two consecutive tests are not within the specified
limit. The effect of the change is considered minimal considering the history of
consistently successful test results since plant startup, and provisions of the maintenance
rule that would invoke remedial actions, such as increased test frequency, in the event
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT

L.4 CHANGE

3. (continued)

of an adverse trend in bypass leakage rate. Additionally, the methodology and limits of
the accident analyses are not affected by the change, nor is the primary containment
response. Further, the change will not result in an allowable drywell-to-suppression
chamber bypass leakage that is greater than the design A~k limit at any time.
Therefore, the change does not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT

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?

This change deletes the requirement associated with CTS 4.6.2.1.d 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: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCK

L.1 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

The proposed change would allow the temporary opening of the remaining OPERABLE
door for the purpose of making repairs to a primary containment air lock. This change
does not affect the air lock design or function, and failure of an air lock is not
identified as the initiator of any event. Therefore, this proposed change does not
involve an increase in the probability of an accident previously evaluated. The change
to allow the temporary opening of the one OPERABLE door for the purpose of making
repairs results in a potential increase in consequences should an accident occur while it
is open, but this increase is minimized through administrative controls and offset by the
avoided potential consequences of an unnecessary transient during shutdown. The
potential consequences resulting from the combination of: 1) the frequency of
experiencing an inoperable air lock door such that temporarily opening the OPERABLE
door is required for access to repair; 2) the brief period the OPERABLE door would be
opened for access (typically on the order of one minute per entry/exit); and 3) the
occurrence of an event of sufficient magnitude to cause an immediate containment
pressure increase such that an air lock door could not be closed; are not considered to
be significant. Additionally, providing the ability to eliminate the potential
consequences of extended operation with only one OPERABLE door closed (not
allowing repairs to be made to restore the second door to OPERABLE status); further
minimizes the consequences. The allowance is proposed to have strict administrative
control, which will provide assurance that any associated potential consequences are
minimized. Finally, the allowed time for both doors to be open is not expected to
exceed the currently allowed time for required action when containment integrity is
determined to not be met. Therefore, these proposed changes do not involve a
significant increase in the consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The proposed change does not involve any design changes, plant modifications, or
changes in plant operation. The primary containment air lock is designed and assumed
to be used for entry and exit. Its operation does not interface with the reactor coolant
or any controls which could impact the reactor coolant pressure boundary or its support
systems. Further, brief periods of loss of containment integrity are acknowledged in
the existing license; Specification 3.6.1.1 allows 1 hour to restore losses in containment
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCK

L.1 CHANGE

—

2.

(continued)

integrity priof 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.

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?

The proposed change would allow the temporary opening of the remaining OPERABLE
door for a limited period of time for purposes other than making repairs if one air lock
door is 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. The change to allow the temporary opening of the one
OPERABLE door for purposes other than 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; 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 the transient of plant shutdown to follow (due to
inability to perform preventive or corrective maintenance) further minimizes the
consequences. The allowance is proposed to have strict administrative control, which
will provide assurance that any associated potential consequences are minimized.
Finally, the allowed time for both doors to be open is not expected to exceed the
currently allowed time for required action when containment integrity is determined to
not be met. Therefore, these proposed changes do not involve a significant increase in
the consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The proposed change does not involve any design changes, plant modifications, or
changes in plant operation. The primary containment air lock is designed and assumed
to be used for entry and exit. Its operation does not interface with the reactor coolant
or any controls which could impact the reactor coolant pressure boundary or its support
systems. Further, brief periods of loss of containment integrity are acknowledged in
the existing license; Specification 3.6.1.1 allows 1 hour to restore losses in containment
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCK

L.2 CHANGE

2.

(continued)

integrity 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.

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 to allow the temporary opening of the one
OPERABLE door for purposes other than 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; 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.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 time to verify an OPERABLE air lock door is closed when the
primary containment air lock is inoperable. This change does not affect the air lock
design or function and one primary containment air lock door is sufficient to maintain
primary containment integrity during a DBA. Additionally, the air lock doors are
normally closed except for entry and exit and ITS 3.6.1.2 ACTIONS continue to
provide adequate assurance that the primary containment function is maintained by
requiring one OPERABLE air lock door to be closed within 1 hour which results in the
same consequences as the primary containment being inoperable for 1 hour. Therefore,
this change does not involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of
a previously evaluated accident.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any ‘
accident previously evaluated?

The change does not necessitate a physical alteration of the plant (no new or different
type of equipment will be installed) or changes in parameters governing normal plant

operation. Thus, this change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind
of accident from any accident previously evaluated.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

This change allows time to verify an OPERABLE air lock door is closed when the
primary containment air lock is inoperable. This change does not affect the air lock
design or function and one primary containment air lock door 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.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 verification that the primary containment air lock door is
locked closed to be done by administrative means if the barrier is in a high radiation
area or the access to it is limited due to inerting. Neither an open nor an inoperable air
lock door 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.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?

This change would allow continued operation with an inoperable primary containment
air lock door interlock mechanism. Having both primary containment air lock doors
open at the same time is not an initiator of any previously analyzed accident.
Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the probability of any previously
analyzed accident. The proposed change provides actions with appropriate
compensatory measures to maintain a level of safety equivalent to compliance with the
LCO. These actions do not result in air lock function different than assumed in any
accident. Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the consequences of
any previously analyzed accident.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

This change does not result in any changes in the equipment design or capabilities, but
does allow operation of the plant with equipment that is capable of performing its
safety function. However, since the change includes compensatory measures which
maintain a level of safety equivalent to the capabilities of the equipment, the change
does not crease the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
previously analyzed accident.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

This change allows the use of dedicated personnel to provide compensatory actions in
place of automatic equipment for a limited time. These administrative controls
continue to provide adequate containment 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.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 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: 3.6.1.3 - 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 1 hour to 4 hours for purge valves, 4 hours to 8 hours for
MSIVs, and 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
purge valves, MSIVs, and other PCIVs isolate to control leakage from the primary
containment during accidents. Allowing the additional time to isolate the purge valves,
MSIVs, and other PCIVs will not significantly increase the consequences of an
accident. The consequences will be the same for the proposed times as for the current
times. The additional times, however, will allow more time to repair the inoperable
purge valve, MSIV, or other 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 for other PCIVs will ensure primary containment integrity is maintained. This
change will not alter assumptions relative to the mitigation of an accident or transient
event. Therefore, this change will not involve a significant increase in the probability
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated? :

This change will not result in any changes to equipment design or capabilities or the
operation of the plant. The proposed change will still require the purge valves,
MSIVs, and other PCIVs to be restored to OPERABLE status. Therefore, this change
will not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

This change relaxes the allowed restoration time for isolating the affected penetration(s)
if one valve is inoperable from 1 hour to 4 hours for purge valves, 4 hours to 8 hours
for MSIVs, and 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,
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

L.1 CHANGE

3.

(continued)

for purge valve and MSIV penetrations, another purge valve or MSIV, as applicable, in
the penetration flow path remains Operable and capable of isolating the penetrations,
and for the other PCIVs, 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 purge valve, MSIV,
and other PCIVs.

Isolating the MSIV penetrations will require a reduction in power and has the potential
for tripping the plant. A reduction in power or a plant trip is considered a transient due
to the thermal effects it has on plant equipment. During the additional time allowed, a
limiting event would still be assumed to be within the bounds of the safety analysis,
assuming no single active failure. Therefore, this change does not involve a significant
reduction in a margin of safety.

LaSalle 1 and 2 2



NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

L.2 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

Check valves that serve as containment isolation valves are not assumed to be initiators
of any analyzed event. The role of these valves is to isolate containment during
analyzed events, thereby limiting consequences. The change establishes compensatory
measures using a check valve as an isolation barrier which are equivalent to those
already included in Technical Specifications. The proposed actions will not allow
continuous operation such that a single failure could allow a containment release
through an unisolated path. Therefore, this proposed change will not involve a
significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously
evaluated.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

This change does not result in any changes to equipment design or capabilities or the
operation of the plant. The proposed change will still ensure the containment boundary
is maintained. Thus, this change does not create the possibility of a new or different
kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The check valves which would be used for this proposed compensatory measure are
containment isolation valves and leak tested per 10 CFR 50, Appendix J. In addition,
the proposed action established the check valve as an isolation barrier that cannot be
adversely affected by a single active failure. As a result, any reduction in a margin of
safety will be insignificant and offset by the benefit gained by reducing unnecessary
plant shutdown transients when equivalent compensatory measures exist to ensure the
containment boundary is maintained.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

L.3 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

This change would allow additional time to isolate a primary containment penetration if
two or more isolation devices are inoperable. Primary containment isolation is not
considered as an initiator of any previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change
does not significantly increase the probability of such accidents. The proposed change
allows additional temporary operation with less than the required isolation capability.
However, the consequences of an event that may occur during the extended outage time
would not be any different than during the currently allowed outage time for other loss
of containment integrity situations. Therefore, this change does not significantly
increase the consequences of any previously analyzed accident.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities or to
the operation of the plant. Further, since the change impacts only the Required Action
Completion Time for the system and does not result in any change in the response of
the equipment to an accident, the change does not create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any previously analyzed accident.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

This change impacts only the Required Action Completion Time for inoperable valves
that provide primary containment isolation. The methodology and limits of the
accident analysis are not affected, nor is the primary containment response. Therefore,
the change does not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

L.4 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

This change would allow additional time to isolate an excess flow check valve
penetration. Excess flow check valve isolation is not considered an initiator of any
previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the
probability of such accidents. The proposed change allows additional temporary
operation with less than the required isolation capability. However, the consequences
of an event that may occur during the extended outage time would not be any different
than during the currently allowed outage time. Therefore, this change does not
significantly increase the consequences of any previously analyzed accident.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

This change does not result in any changes to equipment design or capabilities, but does
allow an extended period of operation with equipment not capable of performing its
safety function. However, the leakage that may occur with an inoperable excess flow
check valve is bounded by the leakage through the instrument line flow restricting
orifice located inside containment, and is significantly below 10 CFR 100 release

limits. Therefore, this change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind
of accident from any previously analyzed accident.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The margin of safety considered in determining the allowed outage time is based on
engineering judgement, and the probability of occurrence of an event requiring the
unavailable capabilities. The proposed extension is based on the minimal impact of an
excess flow valve being out of service, and the need to avoid an unnecessary plant
transient caused by the forced shutdown. Therefore, the change does not involve a
significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

L.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?

This change would allow an isolated primary containment penetration to be opened
under administrative controls. Primary containment isolation is not considered as an
initiator of any previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change does not
significantly increase the probability of such accidents. The proposed administrative
controls provide an acceptable compensatory action to assure the penetration is isolated
in the event of an accident. Therefore, the consequences of a previously analyzed -
event that may occur during the opening of the isolated line would not be significantly
increased.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

This change provides an additional acceptable compensatory action following failure of
other equipment. The current requirements are based on providing a single active
failure proof boundary to compensate for the loss of one of the two active boundaries.
The proposed change provides an alternative which essentially returns the system to its
original configuration (i.e., configuration which can provide a single active failure
proof boundary.) Therefore, this change does not create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any previously analyzed accident.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The margin of safety considered in determining the required compensatory action is
also based on providing the single active failure proof boundary. Since the proposed
compensatory boundary essentially meets the original criteria and provides leakage
characteristics essentially similar to currently approved compensatory boundaries, the
change does not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

L.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 requirement to verify primary containment isolation valve isolation times are
within limits to verify the restoration of a primary containment isolation valve is not
assumed in the initiation of any analyzed event. This requirement was specified in the
Technical Specifications to ensure the OPERABILITY of a primary containment
isolation valve was positively verified following repair, maintenance, or replacement.
The proposed deletion of this explicit requirement is considered acceptable since

SR 3.0.1 requires the appropriate SRs to be performed to demonstrate OPERABILITY
after restoration of a component that cause the SR to be failed. In this case, SR 3.0.1
would require SR 3.6.1.3.5 (for PCIVs other than MSIVs) and SR 3.6.1.3.6 (for
MSIVs), as applicable, to be performed, which require verification that isolation times
of the affected primary containment isolation valves are within limits. As a result, the
accident consequences are unaffected by this change. Therefore, this change will not
involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated is not created because the proposed change does not introduce a new mode of
plant operation and does not involve physical modification to the plant.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The proposed deletion of the explicit requirement to verify primary containment
isolation valve isolation times are within limits following repair, maintenance, or
replacement is considered acceptable since SR 3.0.1 requires the appropriate SRs to be
performed to demonstrate OPERABILITY after restoration of a component that cause
the SR to be failed. In this case, SR 3.0.1 would require SR 3.6.1.3.5 (for PCIVs
other than MSIVs) and SR 3.6.1.3.6 (for MSIVs), as applicable, to be performed,
which require verification that isolation times of the affected primary containment
isolation valves are within limits. As a result, the existing requirement to verify
primary containment isolation valve isolation times are within limits following repair,
maintenance, or replacement is maintained. Therefore, this change does not involve a
significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

1.7 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? '

This change would remove a specific restriction to perform a surveillance, which
requires closure of the primary containment isolation valves, during Cold Shutdown or
Refueling. The change will allow the surveillance to be performed while operating in
MODE 1, 2, or 3. 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 appropriate plant conditions for
performance of the surveillance will continue to be controlled in plant procedures to
assure the potential consequences are not significantly increased. This control method
has been previously determined to be acceptable as indicated in Generic Letter 91-04.
Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the consequences of any
previously analyzed accident.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

This change removes a specific restriction on the plant conditions for performing a
surveillance, but does not change the method of performance. The appropriate plant
conditions for performance of the surveillance will continue to be controlled in plant
procedures to assure the possibility for a new or different kind of accident are not
created. This control method has been previously determined to be acceptable as
indicated in Generic Letter 91-04. Therefore, this change does not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any previously analyzed
accident.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The margin of safety considered in determining the appropriate plant conditions for
performing the surveillance will continue to be controlled in plant procedures to assure
that there is no significant reduction. This control method has been previously
determined to be acceptable as indicated in Generic Letter 91-04. 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.8 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

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.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 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. 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 LaSalle 1 and 2 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 orificed 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.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 or that are locked, sealed, or otherwise
secured, to be performed by the use of administrative means. The entry into high
radiation areas is restricted by plant procedures, therefore, any inadvertent opening of
these devices is very low. If a procedure or maintenance is performed and these valves
are opened their closure would be required upon completion of the associated procedure
or maintenance. Therefore, adequate measures are in place to ensure these valves
remain closed. The Required Action or Surveillance may be verified by reviewing that
no work was performed in the radiation area since it was closed or if work was
performed in the area that closure was verified upon completion of the work if the
valve was opened. Plant procedures control the operation of locked, sealed, or
otherwise secured isolation devices; thus the potential for inadvertent misalignment of
these devices after locking, sealing, or otherwise securing is low. In addition, the
isolation devices were verified to be in the correct position prior to locking, sealing, or
otherwise securing. This change does not cause a significant increase in the probability
or consequences of any previously analyzed accident since administrative methods are
in place to ensure the penetration is closed when required.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities or to
the operation of the plant. Further, since the change impacts only the method of
verification and does not result in any change in the response of the equipment to an
accident, the change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any previously analyzed accident.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

This change allows the use of administrative means to provide compensatory actions in
place of actual visual verification. The high radiation area access control, locked valve
controls, and these additional administrative controls continue to provide adequate
containment should an accident occur. Therefore, this change does not involve a
significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

L.11 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

The proposed change excludes the position verification of manual valves and blind
flanges when the manual valves and blind flanges are locked, sealed or secured in the
correct position. Primary containment isolation is not considered an initiator of any
previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change will not involve an increase in the
probability of an accident previously evaluated. This change only alters the method of
verifying the position of manual valves and blind flanges that are locked, sealed, or
otherwise secured in the correct position. This allowance is acceptable since the
probability of misalignment of a locked, sealed, or secured manual valve or blind
flange, once it has been verified to be in the proper position, is small. The position
verification of these manual valves and blind flanges is still maintained (the verification
is performed upon locking, sealing, or securing the manual isolation device in
position). As a result, the accident consequences are unaffected by this change.
Therefore, this change will not involve an increase in the consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

This change does not introduce a new mode of plant operation and does not involve
physical modification to the plant. The position verification of these manual valves and
blind flanges is still maintained (the verification is performed upon locking, sealing, or
securing the manual isolation device in position). Therefore, it does not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The proposed change excludes the position verification of manual valves and blind
flanges when the manual valves and blind flanges are locked, sealed or secured in the
correct position. This change only alters the method of verifying the position of
manual valves and blind flanges that are locked, sealed, or otherwise secured in the
correct position. This allowance is acceptable since the probability of misalignment of
a locked, sealed, or secured manual valve or blind flange, once it has been verified to
be in the proper position, is small. The position verification of these manual valves
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

L.11 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.12 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 reasons that the large primary containment purge and exhaust isolation valves may
be opened are not assumed in the initiation of any analyzed event. Expanding the
reasons these valves may be opened and removing the 90 hour limit for having these
valves open does not affect any assumptions of the accident analyses and still ensures
the time period these valves may be opened in MODES 1, 2, and 3 is limited. In
addition, these purge and exhaust valves are capable of closing in the environment
following a design basis accident. Thus, the consequences of an accident are not
affected by this change. This change will not alter assumptions relative to an accident
or transient event. Therefore, this change will not involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

This proposed change will not involve any physical change to plant systems, structures,
or components (SSC), or the manner in which these SSCs are maintained, modified,
tested, or inspected. The change in methods governing normal plant operation is
consistent with the current safety analysis assumptions. Therefore, this change will not
create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The proposed change expands the reasons the primary containment purge and exhaust
isolation valves may be opened in MODES 1, 2, and 3. This change does not involve
a reduction in the margin of safety since these valves are capable of closing in the
environment following a design basis accident and the accumulated time a purge or
exhaust valve flow path exists will continue to be limited. This change does not affect
the current safety analysis assumptions. As such, no question of safety exists.
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.13 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 restore leakage of hydrostatically
tested valves and MSIVs. The extension is from the current 4 hour or shutdown
requirement (depending on the number of valves in the penetration affected) to 4 hours
for valves in hydrostatically tested lines not on a closed system, 8 hours for MSIVs,
and 72 hours for valves in hydrostatically tested lines on a closed system. The PCIV
leakage is not assumed to be an initiator of any analyzed event. Therefore, this change
will not involve an increase in the probability of an accident previously evaluated.
Allowing additional time to restore leakage will not significantly increase the
consequences of an accident. The consequences will be the same for the proposed
times as with the current action requirements. The additional times, however, will
allow more time to repair the inoperable valves and possibly avoid a shutdown.
Shutting down the unit is a transient which puts thermal stress on components which
could increase the chances of challenging safety systems. Therefore, this change does
not significantly increase the consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The proposed change does not introduce a new mode of plant operation and does not
involve physical modification to the plant. This change will still require the leakage
values to be restored within limits. Therefore, it does not create the possibility of a
new or different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

This change relaxes the allowed restoration time for restoring the leakage to within
limits. The margin of safety is not significantly reduced because another Operable
valves remains to isolate the flow path, the system is a closed system, or the line is
hydrostatically sealed. The additional times, however, will allow more time to repair
the inoperable valves and possibly avoid a shutdown. Shutting down the unit is a
transient which puts thermal stress on components which could increase the chances of
challenging safety systems. Therefore, this change does not involve a s1gmﬁcant
reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.4 - DRYWELL AND SUPPRESSION CHAMBER PRESSURE

There were no plant specific less restrictive changes identified for this Specification.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.5 - DRYWELL AIR TEMPERATURE

There were no plant specific less restrictive changes identified for this Specification.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION

ITS: 3.6.1.6 - SUPPRESSION CHAMBER-TO-DRYWELL VACUUM BREAKERS

1.1 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 extends the frequency of vacuum breaker functional test (cycling) from
monthly to quarterly. 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, are not in a harsh environment, and cycle properly when
tested, extending the Surveillance Frequency does not involve a significant increase in
the consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The proposed change does not introduce a new mode of plant operation and does not
involve physical modification to the plant. Therefore, this change does not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The change will not result in a reduction in a margin of safety since the vacuum
breakers are still required to be closed. The change extends the frequency to cycle the
vacuum breakers. Operational history has shown these vacuum breakers are normally
closed and cycle properly when tested. These vacuum breakers are not in a harsh
environment, and other valves in similar environments are tested at these Frequencies
(or less frequently).
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.2.1 - SUPPRESSION POOL AVERAGE TEMPERATURE

L.1 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

The change proposes to remove the explicit details of methods for reducing suppression
pool temperature to within limits. The method used to reduce suppression pool
temperature to within limits is not assumed in the initiation of any analyzed event. The
proposed change does not affect the probability of an accident. Also, the consequences
of an accident are not affected by this change since the Required Actions of Condition
C 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.

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.

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 C of ITS 3.6.2.1

ensure the unit is placed in a non-applicable MODE. With the unit in a non-applicable
MODE, the requirements of ITS LCO 3.0.4 ensure that suppression pool temperature

is reduced to within limits prior to entering an applicable MODE. In addition, methods
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.2.1 - SUPPRESSION POOL AVERAGE TEMPERATURE

L.1 CHANGE
3. (continued)

for reducing suppression pool temperature to within limits are part of a coordinated
response to an unplanned event governed by plant procedures. The requirements of

ITS 3.6.2.1 are considered to be adequate to ensure the suppression pool temperature is
reduced to within required limits. Since restoration of suppression pool temperature
will still be required by both Technical Specifications and as part of the coordinated
response to the event, the margin of safety is not impacted by this change. Therefore,
this change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.2.1 - SUPPRESSION POOL AVERAGE TEMPERATURE

L.2 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

This change would delete a surveillance frequency increase based on suppression pool
temperature that is within the LCO limits. The suppression pool is not considered an
initiator of any previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change does not
significantly increase the frequency of such accidents. The proposed change in
surveillance frequency does not impact the ability of systems to reduce the temperature
of the suppression pool or the suppression pool capabilities to respond to an accident.
Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the consequences of any
previously analyzed accident.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities, but
simply maintains the acceptable surveillance frequency as long as the LCO is being
met. Therefore, the change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any previously analyzed accident.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The change removes an unnecessary surveillance frequency increase when conditions
do not warrant such an increase. The frequency continues to increase when the LCO is
not being met. Therefore, the change does not involve a significant reduction in the
margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.2.2 - SUPPRESSION POOL WATER LEVEL

L.1 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

This change would allow an additional hour to restore suppression pool level when it is
found outside the limits. The suppression pool is not considered an initiator of any
previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the
probability of such accidents. The proposed change would allow additional temporary
operation with the required suppression pool level not met. However, since the change
is in the allowed outage time, the consequences of an event that may occur during the
extended outage time would not be any different than during the currently allowed
outage time. Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the consequences of
any previously analyzed accident.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities, but
does allow operation of the plant with equipment not capable of performing its safety
function. However, loss of the pressure suppression function does not impact the
reactor coolant pressure boundary or its support systems, and therefore, does not create
the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any previously analyzed
accident.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The change increases the allowed outage time by one hour. The margin of safety
considered in determining the allowed outage time is based on engineering judgement
and probability of occurrence of an event requiring the unavailable capabilities. An
extension of one hour is based on the minimal impact to the margin of safety and
allows appropriate actions to be taken without undo haste and potentially prevents a
shutdown. Therefore, the change does not involve a significant reduction in the margin
of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.2.3 - RHR 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 96 hours to restore one loop of suppression pool
cooling when it is found to be inoperable and an additional 8 hours to restore one loop
when both are found to be inoperable. Suppression pool cooling is not considered an
initiator of any previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change does not
significantly increase the frequency of such accidents. The proposed change would
allow additional temporary operation with less than the required suppression pool
cooling capability. However, since the only change is in the allowed outage time, the
consequences of an event that may occur during the extended outage time would not be
any different than during the currently allowed outage time. Therefore, this change
does not significantly increase the consequences of any previously analyzed accident.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities, but
does allow operation of the plant with equipment not capable of performing its safety
function. However, loss of the suppression pool cooling function does not impact the
reactor coolant pressure boundary or its support systems, and therefore, does not create
the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any previously analyzed
accident.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The change increases the allowed outage time. The margin of safety considered in
determining the allowed outage time is based on engineering judgement and probability
of occurrence of an event requiring the unavailable capabilities. The proposed 96 hour
extension is based on similar current allowed outage times for emergency core cooling
systems equipment. The proposed 8 hour extension is based on similar allowed outage
times for 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 - RHR SUPPRESSION POOL SPRAY

There were no plant specific less restrictive changes identified for this Specification.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.3.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT HYDROGEN RECOMBINERS

L.l 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?

Mode changes are proposed to be allowed with one containment hydrogen recombiner
inoperable. The hydrogen recombiners are not considered as initiators for any
previously evaluated accidents. Therefore, the probability of an accident previously
evaluated is not significantly increased. A second containment hydrogen recombiner
remains OPERABLE and the recombiners are backed up by the availability of the
nitrogen inerting and purge system. Each of these are adequate to perform the safety
function required for each previously evaluated accident. Therefore, the consequences
of 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?

The proposed change introduces no new mode of plant operation and it does not
involve physical modification to the plant. Since Mode changes do not involve any
manipulation of the hydrogen recombiners, the possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any accident previously evaluated is not created.

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The margin of safety for the recombiners is based on the capacity and redundancy of
the recombiners. Since the capacity is not changed and the recombiners are backed by
another hydrogen control method, the capability for adequate response to the need for
the hydrogen control function is maintained. Therefore, the change does not involve a
significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.3.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT HYDROGEN RECOMBINERS

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?

Continued operation is proposed to be allowed for a limited time with both primary
containment hydrogen recombiners inoperable. The hydrogen recombiners are not
considered as initiators for any previously evaluated accidents. Therefore, the
probability of an accident previously evaluated is not significantly increased. The
hydrogen recombiners are backed up by the nitrogen inerting and purge system, which
is adequate to perform the safety function required for the previously evaluated
accident. Therefore, the consequences of previously evaluated accidents are not
significantly increased.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The proposed change does not introduce a new mode of plant operation and does not
involve physical modification to the plant. Since normal operation of the plant does not
involve any manipulation of the hydrogen recombiner system, the possibility of a new
or different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated is not created.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The margin of safety for this system is based on the capacity and redundancy of the
system. Since the capacity is not changed and the system is backed by another method
to control hydrogen, the capability for adequate response to the need for the hydrogen
control function is maintained. Additionally, the proposed change will prevent
unnecessary shutdowns and the associated risk of potential transients. Therefore, the
change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.3.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT HYDROGEN RECOMBINERS

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 proposed change would eliminate a redundant, more frequent functional test of the
hydrogen recombiner system. The hydrogen recombiners are not considered as
initiators for any previously evaluated accidents. Therefore, the probability of an
accident previously evaluated is not significantly increased. The proposed change does
not impact the system design or operation, or its ability to accomplish its safety
function. Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a significant increase in the
consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The proposed change does not involve any design changes, plant modifications, or
changes in plant operation. The system will continue to function in the same way as

before the change. Therefore, the proposed change does not create the possibility of a

new or different kind of accident from any previously evaluated.
Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The design, function, and OPERABILITY requirements for the hydrogen recombiner
system are unchanged with this proposed revision. The system must continue to be
capable of performing its function. In addition, this change is supported by the NRC in
Generic Letter 93-05, item 8.5. Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a
significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.3.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT HYDROGEN RECOMBINERS

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 hydrogen recombiner instrumentation is not assumed in the initiation of any
analyzed event. The requirements for the hydrogen recombiner instrumentation do not
need to be explicitly stated in the Technical Specifications. To perform the hydrogen
recombiner system functional test required by SR 3.6.3.1.1, the hydrogen recombiner
instrumentation must be OPERABLE. If the hydrogen recombiner instrumentation is
inoperable, this functional test cannot be satisfied and the appropriate actions must be
taken for an inoperable hydrogen recombiner in accordance with the ACTIONS of ITS
3.6.3.1. As a result, accident consequences are unaffected by this change. Therefore,
this change will not involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of
an accident previously evaluated.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated is not created because the proposed change does not introduce a new mode of
plant operation and does not involve physical modification to the plant.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The proposed deletion of the hydrogen recombiner instrumentation requirements from
Technical Specifications does not impact any margin of safety. The requirements for
hydrogen recombiner instrumentation do not need to be explicitly stated in the
Technical Specifications. To perform the hydrogen recombiner system functional test
required by SR 3.6.3.1.1, the hydrogen recombiner instrumentation must be
OPERABLE. If the hydrogen recombiner instrumentation is inoperable, this functional
test cannot be satisfied and the appropriate actions must be taken for an inoperable
hydrogen recombiner in accordance with the ACTIONS of ITS 3.6.3.1. As a result,
the OPERABILITY of the hydrogen recombiner instrumentation will be maintained to
satisfy the associated SR of ITS 3.6.3.1 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: 3.6.3.2 - 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.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.4.2 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES (SCIVs)

L.1 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

This change would allow an isolated secondary containment penetration to be opened
under administrative controls similar to most other primary containment penetrations.
Secondary containment isolation is not considered as an initiator of any previously
analyzed accident. Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the
probability of such accidents. The proposed administrative controls provide an
acceptable compensatory action to assure the penetration is isolated in the event of an
accident. Therefore, the consequences of a previously analyzed event that may occur
during the opening of the isolated line would not be significantly increased.

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.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities or to
the operation of the plant. Further, since the change impacts only the Required Action
Completion Time for the system and does not result in any change in the response of
the equipment to an accident, the change does not create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any previously analyzed accident.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

This change impacts only the Required Action Completion Time for inoperable valves
that provide secondary containment isolation. The methodology and limits of the
accident analysis are not affected, and the secondary containment response in
unaffected. Therefore, the change does not involve a significant reduction in the
margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.4.2 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES (SCIVs)

L.3 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

The requirement to verify secondary containment isolation valve isolation times are
within limits to verify the restoration of a secondary containment isolation valve is not
assumed in the initiation of any analyzed event. This requirement was specified in the
Technical Specifications to ensure the OPERABILITY of a secondary containment
isolation valve was positively verified following repair, maintenance, or replacement.
The proposed deletion of this explicit requirement is considered acceptable since

SR 3.0.1 requires the appropriate SRs to be performed to demonstrate OPERABILITY
after restoration of a component that caused the SR to be failed. In this case, SR 3.0.1
would require SR 3.6.4.2.2 to be performed, which requires verification that isolation
times of the affected secondary containment isolation valves are within limits. As a
result, the accident consequences are unaffected by this change. Therefore, this change
will not involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

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?

This change would remove a specific restriction to perform a surveillance of the
secondary containment isolation valves during Cold Shutdown or Refueling. The
change will allow the Surveillance to be performed while operating in MODE 1, 2, or
3. 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 appropriate plant conditions for performance of the
surveillance will continue to be controlled in plant procedures to assure the potential
consequences are not significantly increased. This control method has been previously
determined to be acceptable as indicated in Generic Letter 91-04. Therefore, this
change does not significantly increase the consequences of any previously analyzed
accident.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

This change removes a specific restriction on the plant conditions for performing a
surveillance, but does not change the method of performance. The appropriate plant
conditions for performance of the surveillance will continue to be controlled in plant
procedures to assure the possibility for a new or different kind of accident are not
created. This control method has been previously determined to be acceptable as
indicated in Generic Letter 91-04. Therefore, this change does not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any previously analyzed
accident.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The margin of safety considered in determining the appropriate plant conditions for
performing the surveillance will continue to be controlled in plant procedures to assure
that there is no significant reduction. This control method has been previously
determined to be acceptable as indicated in Generic Letter 91-04. 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.5S 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.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?

This change will allow the verification of closure of isolation devices such as valves
and blind flanges located in high radiation areas be performed by the use of
administrative means. The entry into these high radiation areas are 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. This change does not
cause a significant increase in the probability or consequences of any previously
analyzed accident since administrative methods are in place to ensure the penetration is
closed when required.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities or to
the operation of the plant. Further, since the change impacts only the method of
verification and does not result in any change in the response of the equipment to an
accident, the change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any previously analyzed accident.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

This change allows the use of administrative means to provide compensatory actions in
place of actual visual verification. The high radiation area access control and these
additional administrative controls continue to provide adequate containment 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: 3.6.4.2 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES (SCIVs)

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 excludes the position verification of manual valves and blind
flanges when the manual valves and blind flanges are locked, sealed or secured in the
correct position. Secondary containment isolation is not considered an initiator of any
previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change will not involve an increase in the
probability of an accident previously evaluated. This change only alters the method of
verifying the position of the manual valves and blind flanges that are locked, sealed or
otherwise secured in the correct position. This allowance is acceptable since the
probability of misalignment of a locked, sealed or secured manual valve or blind
flange, once it has been verified to be in the proper position, is small. The position
verification of these manual valves and blind flanges is still maintained (the verification
is performed upon locking, sealing, or securing the manual isolation device in
position). As a result, the accident consequences are unaffected by this change.
Therefore, this change will not involve an increase in the consequence of an accident
previously evaluated.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The change does not introduce a new mode of plant operation and does not involve
physical modification to the plant. The position verification of these manual valves and
blind flanges is still maintained (the verification is performed upon locking, sealing, or
securing the manual isolation device in position). Therefore, it does not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The proposed change excludes the position verification of manual valves and blind
flanges when the manual valves and blind flanges are locked, sealed or secured in the
correct position. This change only alters the method of verifying the position of
manual valves and blind flanges that are locked, sealed, or otherwise secured in the
correct position. This allowance is acceptable since the probability of misalignment of
a locked, sealed, or secured manual valve or blind flange, once it has been verified to
be in the proper position, is small. The position verification of these manual valves
and blind flanges is still maintained (the verification is performed upon locking, sealing
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.4.2 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES (SCIVs)

L.7 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 based on the following:

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

An alternative is proposed to suspending operations if a standby gas treatment
subsystem cannot be returned to OPERABLE status that would allow continued
movement of irradiated fuel assemblies, core alterations, or operations with the
potential for draining the reactor vessel. The alternative is to place the OPERABLE
Standby Gas Treatment (SGT) subsystem in operation and continue to conduct
operations (e.g., OPDRVs). Operation of the SGT System is not considered as an
initiator of a previously analyzed accident. Therefore, the operation does not
significantly increase the probability of an accident previously identified. Since one
subsystem is sufficient to mitigate the consequences of previously evaluated accidents,
the consequences of any previously evaluated accidents are not significantly increased.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

This change provides for continued performance of previously evaluated operations.
Since these operations have been previously considered, their continued performance
does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
previously analyzed accident.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The margin of safety considered in performance of these operations is maintained by
starting and running the system that would be required to initiate should an accident
occur. Operation of the system significantly reduces the risk that the system may not
perform its intended function initiate when required. Therefore, the change does not
involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.4.3 - STANDBY GAS TREATMENT (SGT) SYSTEM

L.2 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not involve a significant hazards
consideration based on the following:

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 accept-
ability of generating this signal. The proposed change does not affect the procedures
governing plant operations and the acceptability of creating these signals; it simply
would allow such a signal to be utilized in evaluating the acceptance criteria for the
system functional test requirements. Therefore, the change does not involve a
significant increase in the probability of an accident previously evaluated. Since the
method of initiation will not affect the acceptance criteria of the system functional test,
the change does not involve a significant increase in the consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated is not created because the proposed change does not introduce a new mode of
plant operation and does not involve physical modification to the plant.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

Use of an actual signal instead of the existing requirement, which limits use to a test
signal, will not affect the performance or acceptance criteria of the Surveillance test.
OPERABILITY is adequately demonstrated in either case since the system itself can not
discriminate between "actual” or "test" signals. Therefore, the change does not involve
a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
ITS: SECTION 3.6 - CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.21, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specification change for identification of licensing and regulatory actions requiring
environmental assessment, determined it meets the criteria for a categorical exclusion set forth
in 10 CFR 51.22(c)(9) and as such, has determined that no irreversible consequences exist in
accordance with 10 CFR 50.92(b). This determination is based on the fact that this change is
being proposed as an amendment to a license issued pursuant to 10 CFR which changes a
requirement with respect to installation or use of a facility component located within the
restricted area, as defined in 10 CFR 20, or which changes an inspection or a surveillance
requirement, and the amendment meets the following specific criteria:

1. The amendment involves no significant hazards consideration.

As demonstrated in the No Significant Hazards Consideration, this proposed
amendment does not involve any significant hazards consideration.

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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