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Primary Containment 
3.6.1.1

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.1.1 Primary Containment

<LCc t.,!> LCO 3.6.1.1 Primary containment shall be OPERABLE.

~pgA 3k ((,,APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, and 3.  

Ar.TANNS

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. Primary containment A.1 Restore primary I hour 
inoperable, containment to 

OPERABLE status.

Required Action and 
associated Completion 
Time not met.

B. I 

ANM

Be" in MODE 3.

B.2 Be in MODE 4.

12 hours 

36 hours

I ____________
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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 
3.6.1.2

(Lco 3.10 .3)

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.1.2 Primary Containment Air LockeI-I __ 

LCO 3.6.1.2 • --• primary containment air c shall be OPERABLE.

<A)p\ '.3>\.)• APPLICABILITY: 

ACTIONS

Kboc. LA'>

KUY

MODES 1, 2, and 3.

1. Entry and exit is permissible to perform repairs of the fiatr lock 
components.  

(2-. SeJ)wfate Co•Idi~on q is all~ed f ch aier-ck.• l 

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

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

A. IOne or re i!ma ( Co ina airocks 
Ihe primary 

containment air lock 
k. c door inoperable.  

,L.'(,3 *-t

- --..NOTES , 1. Required Actions A.1, 
A.2, and A.3 are not 
applicable if both doors 
in the alir lock are 
inoperabTeand 
Condition C is entered.  

2. Entry and exit is 
permissible for 7 days 
under administrative 
control s (Cif th&A 
--- •ocms~re =~er ite]

(continued)
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Primary Containment Air Loc1-] 
3.6.1 .2 -

At, I LunI 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION T COMPLETION TIME

L 3 

3 

<fo L

N A .(continued) 

5 . or 're pmar 
antant r , c 

kT-l thij rimary 
containment air lock 
interlock mechanism 
inoperable.

A.1 Verify the OPE LEE 
door is closed in 

a 
oc 

.  

A.2 Lock the OPERABLE 
oor closed n eL 

(affeO ai oc.-

A.3 -- NOTE ---..  
Air lock doors in 
high radiation areask
may be verified 
locked closed by 
administrative means.  

Verify the OPERABLE 
door is locked closed

-1. t

•NOTES-
1. Required Actions 8.1, 

B.2, and B.3 are not 
applicable if both doors 
in the 4 air lock are 
inoperable and 
Condition C is entered.  

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

1 hour 

24 hours 

Once per 31 days

(continued)
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Primary Containment Air Loc I 
3.6.11E

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

B. (continued) B. I 

B.2 

B.3

Verify an OPERABLE 
door is} closed •n te• 

I afflted Ai r/e.! 

Lock an OPERABLE door 
closed n e 
(aff ,jtte ir c• 

----- NOTE....  
Air lock doors in 
high radiation areas 4 
may be verified 
locked closed by 
administrative means.  

Verify an OPERABLE 
door is locked closed 

i•FTo T I -ted r.

4 I"

C.containment air mlyckd 
inoperable for reasons 
other than Condition A 
or B.

C.1 

AND 
C.2

Initiate action to 
evaluate primary 
containment-overall 
leakage rate per 
LCO 3.6.1.1, using 
current air lock test 
results.  

Verify a door is 

Faf-f-eae ~ d

I hour

24 hours 

6r ai-ezu w~,1,.  

Once per 31 days 

--0

Immediately 

1 hour 

(continued)
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Primary Containment Air LocIa-f-F 3.6.1.2

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

C.3 Restore air lock to 
OPERABLE status.

24 hours

12 hours 

36 hours

<S, ( .3 AFCAC)C. (continued)

I I

/ \n. Required Action and 
• 3 A, A o,-I associated Completion 

\ ,,3 c;4/ Time not met.

D.1 

DN.  
D.2

Be in NODE 3.  

Be in NODE 4.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ IL

Rev 1, 04107/95
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Primary Containment Air LockE[r--j 
3.6.1.2 J

<6%> 

<L+�j,3. cL> SR 3.6.1.2.1 ---- NOTES
1. An inoperable air lock door does not 

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

2. Results shall be evau gaint

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95BUR/6 STS 3.6-7



Primary Containment Air LockI....Fj1 
3.6.1.2

C t3.

CImUETII AU(E DIflIITD�MflJT� fr,�nt1niaai4� Jon. � .. �y- . .s. - � -

SURVEILLACE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.6.1 
I exit hrough !;e pril con inmnt/ ---- 7t- F -• -7" 

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

SR3. 1.2.4 4 erify, fs an ini a*l /press Of I 90] psi the pripbry cont nment air 
lock se, pneumi' c system ressure s 
not de~ay at a ite equiv ent to 
> [2 psig for period 8f [4] ho

7[18] th

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 

1. The LaSalle 1 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.  

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

3. 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.  

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

5. 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.  

6. 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 I



PCIVs 
3.6.1.3

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.1.3 Primary Containment Isolation Valves (PCIVs)

(LCo 3h.(3>) ••,Co .,3. LCO 3.6.1.3 

(ILCO 3,1e 

<Appl S..{'3 APPLICABILITY: 

AC 3.TINS 

ACTIONS

<(boc.A 

<boc. A .3> 4.

,, At SA-

Each PCIV shall be OPERABLE.  

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

per LCO 3.3.6.1, "Primary Containment Isolation 
Instrumentation."

1. Penetration flow paths for r T inch a valw ppnetraoi 
-- "Deunisoa~eaintermitttently under administrative controls.

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

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

Enter applicable Conditions and Required Actions of LCO 3.6.1.1, 'Primary 
Containment," when PCIV leakage resultsI exceedig overall containment 
leakage rate acceptance criteria 40DS .2 ndD

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

A. -NOTE 
Only applicable to 
penetration flow paths 
"-with twoPCIVs.  

One or more 
penetration flow paths 
with one PCIV 
inoperable jexce t 

Aue)6 secod con, 
bass leakage not 

1 1 W n Flimit3i.

A.1 Isolate the affected 
penetration flow path 
by use of at least 
one closed and 

-{ l de-acti vated 
:automatic valve, 
closed manual valve, 
blind flange, or 
check valve with flow 
through the valve 
secured.  

AUR

4 hours except 
for main steam 
line 

am.  

8 hours for main 
steam line 

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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PCIVs 3.6.1.3

<6 T 

43AA AM& 1 <U ca 

A.MA

ACTIONS • 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

A. (continued) 

fecrA ,., 4 ,o,,4 16 -e

_ - Isolation devices in 
high radiation areas 
my be verified by 
use of administrative 
mans.  

Verify the affected 
penetration flow path 
is isolated.

____ ____ ____ 
_ _ ____ 

____ 
____ 

_ .

Once per 31 days 
for isolation 
devices outside 
primary 

Prior to 
entering MODE 2 
or 3 from 

.MOoVedE f not 
-within 
the previous 
92 days, for 
Isolation 
devices inside 
primary

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95

i

3.6-10BWR/6 STS



PCIVs 
3.6.1.3

ArT~tnlMI Ignnt
4
nmmla•

CONDITION J REQUIRED ACTION JCOMPLETION TIME

z A
L 37 B. - - NOTE 

Only applicable to 
penetration flow paths 
with two PCI•s.  

One or more 
penetration•'i ow paths 
L with to IVs 
inoperable •exce t 

•.•.•.. o • t hin I finli

3, L,3 A c-4eL\ 

<4-.4. 01..  

<ber- LA3I

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

One or more 
penetration flow paths 
with one PCIV 
inoperabl 

excef4 Ak~e

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

1 hour

.9 .9

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

$*hours I 

excef+ ~O! ~exss Nua 
Cý k eCl va I qve- CEFPCV'S) 

lc.ose4 e5Se

P-72, four!; U eFLVi 
4Vh& 

SL_

ý DOC-



PCIVs 3.6.1.3

ALI 1Ufl icUilnuuuI 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

E.pe aor more 
pen atlon flow paths 
with o or more 
contan purge 
valves not thin 
purge valve 1 age 
limits.  

Ts Tr-2 a I 
IJ4;xk5* .

________________ I

E.1 Isolate the affected 
penetration flow path 
by use of at least 
one [closed and 
de-acti vated 
automatic valve, 
closed manual valve, 
or blind flange].  

AND 

E.  
Isolation devices in 

-4 high radiation areas 
"y be verified by 

u of administrative 
me S.

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

I --

(continued)

2 ours 

Once per 31 days 
for isolation 
devices outside 
containment 

Nho 
Prior to 
entering NODE 2 
or 3 from NODE 4 
if not performed 

Sthin the 
p vious 92 days 
for isolation.  
devi s inside 
conta ut 

Once per 
[92] days

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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I-, T6>

Z ) . Required Action and 
\r /CL. associated Completion 
/A L.3• \ II .Time of Condjiton A, / J"'.•% • B, C, ••-'Lnot met 

,in MOD 1, 2, or 3.  

14:1f A J 2'> _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

<3L t A-f> ~~

<boc J&iA>

Be in MODE 3.

Be in NODE 4.

Rev 1, 04/07/95

PCIVs 
3.6.1.3

12 hours

36 hours

ired Action and 
iciated Completion 

of Condition A, ;,\ D, or E not met 

PCIV(s) required 
ie OIERABLE during 
.mentof Irradiated asselies 

in 
nrrima y or

ImmediatelyH. Required Action q 
associated Complel 
Time of Condition 
B, C, D, ar E not 
for PCIV(s) requli 
to be OPERABLE dui 
CORE ALTERATIONS.

Imediately

ImmediatelyInitiate action to 
restore valve(s) to 
OPERABLE status.  

Wthvve 6f4o rfP-

3.6-13BW/6 STS



PCIVs 
3.6.1.3

SURVEILLANCE

)C

VC'6 S 4 &r-.;

--Rev. 1,-.04yO9-fgS

Verify each [ ] inch OIii 
purge valve is sealed c1 
one purge valve in a pen= 
path while in Condition E

"SR 3.6.1.3.

NOnly required toe and 3.

Not required to be met when the 
•j_ inch primary containtentplge 
valves are open forpressure conro 
ALARA or air quality considerations 
for personnel entry, or Surveillances 
that require the valv to be o 
provided the dryL""""••

Verify each inch I 
purge valvA"iclosed.

IUa-i-e'

3.6-14e•R/6 STS
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PCIVs 3.6.1.3

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued) 
SURVEILLANCE

SR 3.6.1.3S - NOTES 
1. Valves and blind flanges in high 

radiation areas may be verified by 
use of administrative means.  

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

Verify each primary containment isolation 
manual valve and blind flange that is 
located outside pri a t.-;ontament• A -

4tmd1 s r e a 'un n - rur ed 
to be closed during accident conditions 
is closed.

.t

3.6.1.30---1-- --- NOTES
1. Valves and blind flanges in high 

radiation areas may be verified by 
use of administrative means.

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

Verify each primary containment isolation 
manual valve and blind flange that is 
located inside ri containmentvr--• 

a a a•is required 
05 +to- be closed during accident conditions 

is closed. - _/

&j~..a -A tA (0"
r 114 k ttc -rl.

FREQUENCY

31 days STF49 

-AJ~ 4 l- oct-egJ 

oEc r o,2-r

3.6-15 Rev 1,,04/07/95BUR/6 STS

3 {1,Ae- % 

L7t,

SR

3.50

i

<C-Tsý

t ro-k e * -*)



(Lt~~3
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3.6.1.3
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(C r;C.>
Insert SR 3.6.1.3.8

SR 3.6.1.3.8 Verify each EFCV actuates to the 
isolation position on an actual or 
simulated instrument line break 
signal.

Insert SR 3.6.1.3.9

SR 3.6.1.3.9 Remove and test the explosive 
squib from each shear isolation 
valve of the TIP System.

24 months on a 
STAGGERED TEST BASIS

Insert Page 3.6-16

24 months



PCIVs 
3.6.1.3 

<•CTS) SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued) 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

3.6.1.3.9 .... ---NOTES-------------
[1. Only requir to be met in MODES 1, 

2, and 3.] 

2. Results shall b evaluated against 
acceptance criter a of SR 3.6.1.1.1 
in accordance with 0 CFR 50, 
Appendix J, as medi te by approved 
exemptions.  
-------- ---------------------- ------

Verify the combined leakage te for all ------NOTE---
secondary containment bypass akage SR 3.0.2 is 
paths is S [ L] when pressuri d to not 

S[psig]. applicable 

In accordance 
with 
10 CFR 50, 
Appendix J, 
as modified 
by approved 
exemptions 

SR 3.6.1.3.10 rVerify leakage rate thruh'l fur main NT 
. steam lines is : C scfh when tested .0.2 is 

2.at psno

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95BWR/6 STS 3.6-17



PCIVs 
3.6.1.3

<CT S>
SURVEILLANCE

requtred t_ wt in MODE, 

SYNResults -shall •eauated agV nst 
'I acetne critt a of SR 3.6.1h1.) 

Kn t ccordance wi 10 CFR 50, 
Appe'qjx J, as fied by approv e xemt\fs. ., 

ri cote4 leakage at 

hydros1tatitlly tested lines sat o I~netrate t~he primr containment is no\ 
excde vimtese tso al n va •es pe I t L• ed a• 1.1 p/ ' "-

Verify each [ ] incl 
purge valve is bloci 
valve from opening >

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



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 I



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.  

5. 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 TSTF-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



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

8. (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.  

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

10. 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.  

11. 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.  

12. 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.  

13. 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.  

14. 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 CONTAINME 

3.6.1.4 (g-rim 

<LCO 5,(,,.1,LCO 3.6.1.4 

<Aept 3.,.. (O>APPLICABILITY: 

ACTIONS 

COND] 

A. ma 
(to econt 
cont nmei 

t.  
noat with 

A. B. Required <31\ associ ate(

<L�Iio>

ENT SYSTEMS

MODES 1, 2, and 3.

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.6.1.4.1 Ver f mary containment [bo second 12 hours 

1ontaSnmen.ifferentals 
pressure is within limits._

Rev 1, 04/07/95BWR/6 STS 3.6-19



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



lAir Temperature 
3.6.1.5

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

3.6.1.5

34•,,.1>LCO 3.6.1.5

(Appi 3,,0.,>APPLICABILITY:

(3,•..11

air temperature shall be

MODES 1, 2, and 3.

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. 6 1N5-m nýA. I Restor(e• nimar 8 hours 
average air tIR~i~m-eniaverage 
temperature not within air temperature to 
limit. within limit.

B. Required Action and 
A\ associated Completion 

§33,1,1 &Time not met.

B.1 

B.2

Be in MODE 3.  

Be in MODE 4.

12 hours 

36 hours

I

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.6.1.5.1 Verify •nnta•nm~n average air 24 hours 
temperature is within limit.  

K.<T J5Q J.. 5 -3-.c 17 r-T_5

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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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 
3.6.1.

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

(I-Co 3J.L~>

/ 
\��P 1 �LI)

3.6.1•OLSuppressi on Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Breakers 

LCO u3ppression chamber-to-drywell

APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, and 3.

ACTIONS

CONDITION
ACTON

.9

One 
suppression chamber
to-drywell vacuum 
breaker inoperable for 
opening.

4

One suppression 
chamber-to-drywel1 
vacuum breaker not 
closed.

REQUIRED ACTION

A.1 Restore 
breaker toOPERABLE 
status.

S4e� VfrizA5�� �4�-b�
.9 .9

A,ý,,4 AcA•>C. Required Action and 
associated Completion 
Time~ot met. _ _

C.1 Be in MODE 3.

AND 

C.2 Be in MODE 4.

I I

COMPLETION TIME

72 hours 

Vtt,,e

12 hours 

36 hours

BWR/4 STS 3.6-26 Rev 1, 04/07/95 
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Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Breakers 
3.6.1

- 0T S>
SURVEILLANCE REOUIREMENTS

SURVEILLANCE

- --------------- NOTEedC?0 CM -- ---Not required to be met for vacuum 
breakers that are open during 
Surveillances.  

Verify each vacuum breaker is closed.

z1-

K4.

FREQUENCY
4

]4 days

Within hours 
after an 
discharge 
team to the 
uppressi on 
hamber from 
he safety/ 
leief valves 

S/RVs) or any 
peration that 
uses the 
r eli-to
up ession 
hamb 
iffer tial 
ressure to be 
reduced b 

[0.5] ps

L

(continued)

3.6-27 

'J.5 e~-1 .
Rev 1, 04/07/95
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Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Breakers 

SR 3. 1 2 Perfom a unctinal3est.o.eac

SURVEILLANCE

N 

K 

<LUD.V, 6V5.
the opening setpoint of each 
) vacuum breaker is : )O.5K psid.

Within 12 hours 
after any 
discharge of 
steam to the 
suppression 
chamber from

Rev 1, 04/07/95

> SR 36...2 Perform a functional test of each 
~ vacuum breaker.
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O-dayP791
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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 I



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

LCO 3.6.1.6 The LLS f 
OPERABLE.

of [six] safety/relief valves

APPLICABILITY:

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

Two or more 
inoperable.

LLS valves

B.I 

B. 2

Be in MODE 3.

Be in MODE 4.

Rev 1, 04/07/95

LLS Valves 
3.6.1.6

;) Valves
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CSURVEILLANCE REQ EN:ENTSS

X.•SURVE! LLANCE

SR 3.6.1.6.1 -----------.....-NOTE-------------
Not required be performed until 
12 hours after r ctor steam pressure and flow are adequate perform the test.  

Verify each LLS valve ope when manually 
actuated.

N 
-NOTE.....-------------

Valve actuation may be excluded.  

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

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

-q

18 months

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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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
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RHR Containme Spray System 
3.6.1.7 

SURVEI LLANC EQUIRENENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUEi 

SR 3.6.1.7.1 ----------------- NOTE ------------------
RHR c tainment spray subsystems may be 
conside d OPERABLE during alignment and 
operation or decay heat removal when 
below [the R cut in permissive pressure 
in MODE 3] 1 apable of being manually 
realigned and otherwise inoperable.  
-- ---------------------------------

Verify each RHR cont nment spray 31 days 
subsystem manual, powe operated, and 
automatic valve in the w path that is 
not locked, sealed, or otpumrwise secured in posittion is in the core position.  

SR 3.6.1.7.2 Veri fy each RHR pump develops a fl~o rate Fl-n

of k [5650] gpm on recirculation flo 
through the associated heat exchanger\ 
the suppression pool.

accordance 
with the 
Inservice 
Testing 
Program or 
2days

SR 3.6.1.7.3 Verify each RHR containment spray [18] mso s 
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 
refuelingJ 

10 years

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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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 CONT iENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.1.8 Pene atlon Valve Leakage Control System (PVLCS) 

LCO 3.6.1.8 o] PVLCS subsystems shall be OPERABLE.  

APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, , and 3.  

ACTIONS

PYICS

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. One PVLCS subsystem A.1 tore PVLCS 30 days 
inoperable. stems to 

OPE LE status.  

B. [Two] PVLCS subsystems B.I Restore one VLCS 7 days inoperable, subsystem to E 

status.

ReqirdAto an associated Completion 
~ ime not met.

C.1 Be in MODE 3.

C.2 Be in MODE 4.

12 hours 

A36 \hrs

SURVEILLANCE %RE REMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.6.1.8.1 Verif air pressure in each subsystem is 24 hours 

2: [101 ig.  

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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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



3.6 C NMENTSYSTEMS 

3.6.1.9 Main team Isolation 

LCO 3.6.1.9 Tw MSIV LCS 

APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, a 

ACTIONS

CONDITION

A. One MSIV LCS subsystem A.1 Re ore MSIV LCS 30 days 
inoperable. subs tetu to OPERABLE 

st'atu

B. Two MSIV LCS 
subsystems inoperable.

B.1 Restore one SIV LCS 
subsystem to ERABLE 
status.

7 days

C. Required Action and C.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours 
ssociated Completion 
T not met.  

C.2 Be in MODE 4. 36h rs 

SURVEILLANCE \RE IREMENTS 
SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.6.1.9.1 Op ate each MSIV LCS blower 31 days 
S[ minutes.

I0

f - (continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95

M4SIV LCS 
3.6.1.9 

Valve (MSIV) Leakage Control System ) 

subsystems shall be OPERABLE.  

Lnd 3.  

QUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

I
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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



Suppression Pool Average Temperature 
3.6.2.1 

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.2.1 Suppression Pool Average Temperature 

CO 3.6.2.1 Suppression pool average temperature shall be: 

LCO 3.(,.2-.q. Za .K [95]F when any OPERABLE in ediate range monitor 
L!C F `4 ) channel is > [25/40] dtvis'I.ns of full scale on

<Aqpj .. 2 APPLICABILITY:

ACTIONS

rni 7 and no testing that adds t to the suppression 
ol s beinG Derformed:

(continued)
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Suppression Pool Average Temperature 
3.6.2.1

5C > 

3,C-7 

2-112.I.A 
6.1

(continued)
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Suppression Pool Average Temperature 
3.6.2.1

<OTS> i• 6 A

A.mIufl o E UI II.IllUr l _ruu_ 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

"Suppression pool 
'.3,(v.•. ]•average temperature 

\ACA~.Z> .120

1 Depressurize the 
reactor vessel to 
< <2OO1psig.  

ANR-

Be in MODE 4.

_______________ _________________ i

12 hours 

36 hours

�IIRVFTI I ANCE REflIJIREMENTS
--VILAC RIIREET

SURVEILLANCE
4

SR 3.6.2.1.1 Verify suppression pool average 
temperature is within the applicable 
limits.

i

FREQUENCY

24 hours 

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

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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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 950F 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

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.2.2 Suppression Pool Water Level

3.6.2.2 ~Suppression pool water level shall be2(0 ).5ice§ 
3.62.2 and : inchesIc nhs) 4

.O.P APPLICABILITY: KOel •.•3. > 

A•TT1fM•

<3.I(..2. ( Ar-4> 

<31s-,3 Acr-+ 0>

3.a,1.'\ B.  
S.....

MODES 1, 2, and 3.

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

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

Required Action and 
associated Completion 
Time not met.

B. 1 

AND 

B.2

Be in MODE 3.  

Be in MODE 4.

i a

12 hours 

36 hours

<LB,{A. cL

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.6.2.2.1 Verify suppression pool water level is 24 hours 
within limits.

Rev 1, 04/07/953.6-32BWR/6 STS



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 I



RHR Suppression Pool Cooling 
3.6.2.3

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

3.6.2.3 Residual Heat Removal (RHR) Suppression Pool Cooling

Lýo 3,(..2)3 LCO 3.6.2.3 

A•{p U4.2.3 APPLICABILITY:

ACTIONS

Two PHR suppression pool cooling subsystems shall be 
OPERABLE.  

MODES 1, 2, and 3.

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. One RHR suppression A.1 Restore RIIR 7 days 
pool cooling subsystem suppression pool 
inoperable, cooling subsystem to 

OPERABLE status.

Be in MODE 3.  

Be in MODE 4.

-�----� 4
(kesior'a a-eP01 

400O/A)

i a

12 hours 

36 hours
£fF- 2k

9 ýaurs

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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RHR Suppression Pool Cooling 
3.6.2.3

�IID�WTIIAIJrF DVAIITRFMFNT� 
.........-

SURVEILLANCE I FREQUENCY

SR 3.6.2.3.1 Verify each RHR suppression Pool cooling 
subsystem manual operateft-.0) 
Qu5-tcJMvalve in the flow path that is 
not locked, sealed, or otherwise secured 

. i•s in the correct position or 
-cnan Ie algned to the correct position.

SR 3.6.2 Z.3.2 Ver f~ each#RlR pump develops a flow rate 
2l gpm through the associated heat 

'xc anger while operating in the 
suppression pool cooling mode.

31 days

In 
accordance 
with the 
Inservice 
Testing

C6C 4 l eJ/if ITs e,3 6 q

Rev 1, 04/07/953.6-34
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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.  

5. 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 I



RHR Suppression Pool Spray 
3.6.2.4 

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.2.4 Residual Heat Removal (RIHR) Suppression Pool Spray

CLCo 3L.23> LCO 3.6.2.4 

APPLICABILITY:

ACTIONS

Two RHR suppression pool spray subsystems shall be OPERABLE.  

MODES 1, 2, and 3.

CONDITION I REQUIRED ACTION I COMPLETION TIME

/ A .  

J02- A c4 6

One RHR suppression 
pool spray subsystem 
inoperable.

Two RHR suppression 
pool spray subsystems 
inoperable.

Required Action and 
associated Completion 
Time not met.

A.1 Restore RHR 
suppression pool 
spray subsystem to 
OPERABLE status.

B.1 Restore one RHR 
suppression pool 
spray subsystem to 
OPERABLE status.

7 days

+

8 hours

t I

C.1 Be in NODE 3.

C.2 Be in MODE 4.

12 hours 

36 hours

I~II

y T ci5 -wep + oe ,.Le. 4• a, wde if ies+

3.6-37 Rev 1, 04/07/95

-TA) feCfP-e 3, 6- LI,

ni

BWR/4 STS



r-4.se(i+ r.J 27T-- -16-.
/- .% ED

RHR Suppression Pool Spray 
3.6.2.4

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

(i4� �. 2.2.

Rev 1, 04/07/95

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.6.2.4.1 Verify each RHR suppression pool spray 31 days 
subsystem manual power operate n 

~ valve in the flow path that is) 
not locked, sealed, or otherwise secured 
in positiolos in the correct position or 3 
can be aligned to the correct position.

SR 3.6.2.4.2 Verifyeah RHR pump develops a flow rate ? M gpm 
aWccodnaneac 

e £•13•l~/operating in the 
suppression pool spray mode.

I n 
accordance 
with the 1 
Inservice 

Testing 

;Pro-oa

I

BWR/4 STS 3.6-38
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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.  

5. 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



3.6 C INMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.2.4 Sup ession Pool Makeup (SPHU) System 

LCO 3.6.2.4 o SPMU subsystems shall be OPERABLE.  

APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, , and 3.  

ACTIONS

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. Upper containment pool A.1 store upper 4 hours 
water level not within co ainment pool 
limit. wate level to within 

B. Upper containment pool 8.1 Restore upp 24 hours 
water temperature not containment p1ol 
within limit. water temperat e to within Ilimit.  

C. SPMU subsystem C.1 Restore SPMU 7 days 
inerable for reasons subsystem to OPERABLE 
othe than Condition A status.  
or B.

D. Required Act n and 
associated C letion 
Time not met.

D.1 Be in MODE 3.

ANR 

D.2 Be in MODE 4.

i

12 hou 

36 hours

TRev 1, 04/07/953.6-35

SPI4U System 
3.6.2.4

BWR/6 STS
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SPHU S, 
3.'

SURVEILLANCE FRE 

SR 3.6.2.4.1 Ve fy upper containment pool water level 24 hours 
is 23 ft 3 inches] above the pool 
bott 

SR 3.6.2.4.2 Verify upper ntainment pool water 24 hours 
temperature is [125]F.

SR 3.6.2.4.3 Verify each SPNU subs X tem manual, power 
operated, and automatic alve that is not 
locked, sealed, or othe e secured in 
position is in the correct sition.

SR 3.6.2.4.4 Verify all upper containment pool 
gates are in the stored position 
otherwise removed from the upper 
containment pool.

31 days

SR 3.6. .4.5 ------------------ NOTE ------------------
Actual makeup to the suppression pool my 
be excluded.  

Verify each SPMU subsystem automatic [18] month 
lve actuates to the correct position on 

a actual or simulated automatic 
mi ation signal.  

\I

Rev 1, 04/07/95

ystem 
6.2.4

I

BWR/6 STS 3.6-36
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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



Primary Containment Hydrogen Recombiners 
3.6.3.1 

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.3.1 Primary Containment Hydrogen Recombiners d ieimanently-ostalleedj 1

('LC-o *.3.(..L'>LCO 3.6.3.1 Two primary 
OPERABLE.

containment hydrogen recombiners shall be

(A k 3.&Lt,> APPLICABILITY: MODES 1 and 2.

ACTIONS

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. One primary A.1 --------NOTE --------
containment hydrogen LCO 3.0.4 is not 
recombiner inoperable, applicable.  

Restore primary 30 days 
containment hydrogen 
recombiner to 
OPERABLE status.

40oc, L.2 Two primary 
containment 
hydrogen 
recombiners 
inoperable.

B.I Verify by 
administrative means 
that the hydrogen 
control function is 
maintained.

B.2 Restore one primary 
containment hydrogen 
recombiner to 
OPERABLE status.

J. I

I hour 

One per 
12 hours 
thereafter 

7 days

(continued)-.

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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Primary Containment Hydrogen Recombiners 
3.6.3.1

ACTIONS (continued)

<34.c.I ivf 

<q 1>

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TINE 

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

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

SR 3.6.3.1.1 Perform a system functional test for each 
primary containment hydrogen recombiner.

I.

_______________________________________ I _______

Visually exam ee each primary containment 
hydrogen recom eer enclosure and verify 
there is no evidAe'e of abnormal 
conditions.

SR 3.6.3.1.0 Perform a resistance to ground test for 
each heater phase.

F T - 6 .3 .2 ( '& A ) -Qh I S T S ; 6 3 3

Rev 1, 04/07/95

I

BWR/6 STS 3.6-38
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1 
ITS: 3.6.3.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT HYDROGEN RECOMBINERS 

1. 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 submittal.  

2. Typographical error corrected.  

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

4. 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, CornEd 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.  

5. 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 Drywl doe Ignitors 
• A 3.6.3.2 

3.6 I rvNMENT SYSTEMS• 

3.6.3.2 imary Containment and Drywell Hydrogen Ignitors 

LCO 3.6.3.2 Two divisions of primary containment and drywell hydroge 
nitors shall be OPERABLE, each with 3 90% of the associ ed 

i itor assemblies OPERABLE.  

APPLICABILITY: MODES 1 a 2.  

ACTIONS ________ 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TINE

A. One primary 
containment and 
drywell hydrogen 
ignitor division 
inoperable.

A.1 -------- NOTE -------
LC 3.0.4 is not 
appl cable.  

Restore imary 
containme and 
drywell hy ogen 
ignitor divi on to 
OPERABLE statsOT

Two primary 
containment and 
rywell hydrogen 
nitor divisions 

in erable.

B. I Verify by N 
administrative means 
that the hydrogen 
control function is 
maintained.

B.2 Restore one 
containment 
drywell hyd 
ignitor div 
OPERABLE st

primary 
.-4

30 days

1 hour

O e per 12 

ho s thereafter 

7 days

rogen 
ision to 
atus.  

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95BWR/6 STS 3.6-39



Primary Containment and Drywell drogen Ignitors 
3.6.3.2 

ArTIflU a.4ua4

Rev 1, 04/07/95

NkNIINREQUIRED ACTION COMPLETiN TIME 

C. Required tion and C.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours 
associ ated •ompl ett on 

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS_ 

SURVEI CE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.6.3.2.1 Energize each pri rycontainment and 184 days 
drywell hydrogen ig tor division and 
perform current vers voltage 
measurements to verify equired ignitors 
in service.  

SR 3.6.3.2.2-----------------NOTE-------------
Not required to be performed unt 1 
92 days after discovery of four o more 
ignitors in the division inoperable 

Energize each primary containment and 92 days 
drywell hydrogen ignitor division andmo 
perform current versus voltage 
measurements to verify required ignitors 
in service.  

SR 3.6.3.2.3 Verify each required ignitor in [18] ma hs 
inaccessible areas develops sufficient 

rrent draw for a 2 [1700]*F surface 
t1erature.  

cont u

BWR/6 STS 3.6-40



Primary Containment and Dr 11 Hydrogen 

SURVEILLANCE R IREMENTS (continued) 

"* SURVEILLANCE F QL 

SR 3.6.3.2.4 Verify each uired ignitor in [18] mon 
accessible area evelops a surface 
temperature of k 0]F.

Rev 1, 04/07/95

B

Ignitors 
3.6.3.2 

JENCY 

th
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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



)InjA 4 - 3)/f275

Primary Containment Oxygen Concentration 

3.6.3.•

-3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

3.6.34kPriuary Containment Oxygen Concentration

LCO 3.6.34

•-A'L ,L,.2>APPLICABILITY:

ACTIONS

<3. 4. 1

<3(.. .. B.

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

MODE 1 during the time period: 

a. From k24)chours after THERMAL POWER is > A151% RTP 
following startup, to 

b. )24& hours prior to reducing THERMAL POWER to 
< 154% RTP prior to the next scheduled reactor 
shutdown.

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. Primary containment A.I Restore oxygen 24 hours 
oxygen concentration concentration to 
not within limit. within limit.

Required Action and 
associated Completion 
Time not met.

8.1 Reduce THERMAL POWER 
to :5 5)% RTP.

I I

8 hours

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.6.3.1 Verify primary containment oxygen 7 days 
concentration is within limits.

2ý -T's i&WP.q T-Ao3e,-+ w-)8s cts. bq-,&,s e 
%ý ie5 +ýPEe4. #% 4454'(1t f4 2- JesvIu

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



Yurge System]

LCO 3.6.3.3 Two

ACTIONS

A. One [drywell purge] 
subsystem Inoperable.

C. Required Action and N 
associated Completion 
Time not met.

subsystems shall be OPERABLE.

A. I

B.1 Verify by 
administrative means 
that the hydrogen 
control function is 
maintained.

ANM 
B.2 Restore one [drywell 

purge] subsystem to 
OPERABLE status.

Rev 1, 04/07/95

30 days
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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



Secondary Containmentj: 
3.6.4.1 

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.4.1 Secondary Containment je

/ 5 .(.s.ALCO 3.6.4.1 The Asecondary containment shall be OPERABLE.  

•p• 3,(,,'.[,APPLICABILITY: MODES , 2, and 3, 
mDurin7movement of irradiated fuel assemblies in the 

1-5Ri=M secondary containment1 
During CORE ALTERATIONS, 
During operations with a potential for draining the reactor L. vessel (OPDRVs). ..j

ACTIONS

CONDITION I REQUIRED ACTION ICOMPLETION TIME

.MI 4 0.> A.( )%Secondary " containmentl: 
/!|( inoperable tin MODE 1, 

12, or 3*.

Required Action and 
associated Completion 
Time *of Condition 
not met. s

A.] Restore ~econdary 
containment)•to 
OPERABLE status.

8.1 

B.2

Be in MODE 3.  

Be in MODE 4.

4 hours

4

12 hours 

36 hours

I I

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95

3.L.c, A,4 o>B
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;(Secondary Containment•rn 3.6.4.1

CONDITION I REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

AVCA C.1 -------- NOTE --------
LCO 3.0.3 is not 
applicable.

Suspend movement of 
irradiated fuel 
assemblies in the 

containment..  

Suspend CORE 
ALTERATIONS.  

Initiate action to 
suspend OPDRVs.

b

Immediately

Immediately 

Immediately

(continued).

Rev 1, 04/07/95

AND 
C.2 

AND 

C.3

S. �,

C. •Secondary 
Icontainment* 
i inoperable during 
m movement of irradiated 
ffuel assemblies in the 

secondary 
contalnmentt, during 
CORE ALTERATIONS, or 
during OPDRVs.

3.6-45BWR/6 STS



)tSecondary Contal nmentiE-/i 3.6.4.1

kCTSl

(LLL .b
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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 I



SCIVs 
3.6.4.2

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

3.6.4.2 Secondary Containment Isolation Valves (SCIVs)

<-C.L0 3 4... ALCO 3.6.4.2 

$,A~pk 3,ý.S.:APPLICABILITY:

Each SCIV shall be OPERABLE.  

MODES 1, 2, and 3, 
Durnnmovement of irradiated fuel assemblies in the 

Q •nj~jry-W secondary contatnmentz 70 
During-ORE ALTERATIONS, 
During operations with a potential for draining the reactor 

vessel (OPDRVs).

ACTIONS 

------------------------------------- NOTES---------------------------
1. Penetration flow paths may be unisolated intermittently under 

administrative controls.

<W-, A.I> 2. Separate Condition entry is allowed for each penetration flow path.  

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

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

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

One or more 
penetration flow paths 
with one SCIV 
inoperable.

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

AND

8 hours 

(continued)
L

Rev 1, 04/07/95

"3. .. -- X -1 A.

.Sý-Tsý
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SCIVs 
3.6.4.2

ArTTnlN•

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

(continued)

)#cAW, soatkd. aedhvnD k 

lise if 'aW'dtA'

<t)OC L.2.>

Ae4o/

I-
B. ---------NOTE------

Only applicable to 
penetration flow paths 
with two isolation 
valves.  

One or more 
penetration flow paths 
with two SCIVs 
inoperable.

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

A.2 - --------NOTE-
(Rjsolation devices in 

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

Verify the affected 
penetration flow path 
is isolated.

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

4 4.

C.1 Be in MODE 3.

C.2 Be in MODE 4.

i. I

Once per 31 days

4 hours

12 hours 

36 hours

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95BWR/6 STS 3.6-48
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SCIVs 
3.6.4.2

AytS

A(.T TflNJ Itcontinued)

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

rc7J). Required Action and 
' associated Completion 

Time of Condition A 
or B not met during 
movement of irradiated 
fqel assemblies in the 

S(jL'RiREOjsecondary 
/j-AcontainmentX during 

CORE ALTERATIONS, or 
during OPDRVs.

AND 

D.2 

AND 

D.3

Suspend CORE 
ALTERATIONS.  

Initiate action to 
suspend OPDRVs.

i I

Rev 1, 04/07/95

Immediately 

Immediately 

Immediately

BI/R/6 STS 3.6-49

D,1 --------NOTE-----
LCO 3.0.3 is not 
applicable.  

Suspend movement of 
irradiated fuel 
assemblies in the 

secondary 
containmentf.



SCIVs 
3.6.4.2

/ SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

SURVEILLANCE

(,',•..L. 6,51 SR 3.6.4.2.1 -NOTES -----------------
1. Valves and blind flanges in high 

radiation areas may be verified b 
use of administrative on

2. Not required to be met for SCIVs that 
are open under administrativeo]gp-.  

Verify each secondary containment 
isolation manual valve and blind flange 

natr IDaye'll S" jr | that isorequired to be closed during 
am#-WS,•e• accident conditions is closed.

SR 3.6.4.2.2 

TEA)

<4. o SR 3.6.4.2.3

Verify the isolation time of each power 
operate n automatic SCIV is 
within mffmý!Ei

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

FREQUENCY
9

31 days

Lrsi± 4

[pcor nce\ 
wi th he 
jI!n~rv icg' 

92 days

.4

Rev 1, 04/07/95

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

ý4. ý. ýý 2. Cý

24 
mon s
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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

<'CT S>
3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

3.6.4.3 Standby Gas Treatment (SGT) System

<Lc( 3>LCO 3.6.4.3 

<Aqpt -.9j.lq'3>APPLICABILITY:

Two SGT subsystems shall be OPERABLE.  

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

m secondary containment&J, 
During LLERATIONS, 
During operations with a potential for draining the reactor 

vessel (OPDRVs).

ACTIONS

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

<31~ A.  

AC- cký

One SGT subsystem 
inoperable.

A. 1 Restore SGT subsystem 
to OPERABLE status.

I.

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

B.1 Be in MODE 3.  

B.2 Be in MODE 4.

7 days

12 hours 

36 hours

I 9.

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

d secondary 
containment):, during 
CORE ALTERATIONS, or 
during OPDRVs.

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

C.1 Place OPERABLE SGT 
subsystem in 
operation.

Immediately 

(continued)'-
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SGT System 
3.6.4.3

< CT S)
ArTT(*Nq

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TINE

A c4d * 

C.  

KX -A -3> D.  

k$5 ci L> E.

(continued)

Two SGT subsystems 
inoperable in MODE 1, 
2, or 3.

Two SGT subsystems 
inoperable during
movement of irradiated 
fuel assemblies in the 4 secondary 
containmenty, during 
CORE ALTERATIONS, or 
during OPDRVs.

C.2.1 Suspend movement of 
irradiated fuel 
assemblies in the 

secondary 
containmentt, 

C.2.2 Suspend CORE 
ALTERATIONS.

ANR 

C.2.3 Initiate action to 
suspend OPDRVs.

D . I Enter LCO 3 .0 .3 1

4

4. 4.

E.1 -------- NOTE-----
LCO 3.0.3 is not 
applicable.  

Suspend movement of 
irradiated fuel 
assemblies in the 

secondary 
containmentiS.

ANM

Immediately 

Immediately 

Immediately

Immediately

Immediately 

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95BW/R/6 STS 3.6-52
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SGT System 
3.6.4.3

M., I AUII 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

(continued) r.2 Suspend CORE 
ALTERATIONS.  

AND 

E.3 Initiate action to 
suspend OPDRVs.

________________ I

SURVEILLANCE REOUIREMENTS

<L4.G3. b).

Immediately 

Immediately

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.6.4.3.1 Operate each SGT subsystem for 31 days 
S2 ttI0ccontinuous hours iwith heaters operatingir.  

SR 3.6.4.3.2 Perform required SGT filter testing in In accordance 
accordance with the Ventilation Filter with the VFTP 
Testing Program (VFTP).  

SR 3.6.4.3.3 Verify each SGT subsystem actuates on anal.  

actual or simulated initiation signan.  

:damper can be opened and e fan 
. 4.3.4 V each SGT filter ooler bypass [18 

L started.

Rev 1, 04/07/95

&E.TTnUC

., 6>. b E.
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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



Drywvel 1 
3.6.5.1 

3.6C ENSYTM 

3.6.5.1 Dr 11 

LCO 3.6.5.1 T drywell shall be OPERABLE.  

APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, , and 3.  

ACTIONS

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. Drywell inoperable. A.1 tore drywell to I hour 
OP EBLE status.  

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

B.2 Be in NODE 4. 36 hours 

SU ILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE \FREQUENCY

3.6.5. .1 Verify bypass leakage is less than or 
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 
d l11 bypass leakage limit.

[18 months 

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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Z-0

Drywell1 
3.6.5.1

mwrTi a T r D"ITD'MIMTC Irnn44n"i&AI

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.6.5.1.2 Vlsu ly inspect the exposed accessible 0] months 
interi and exterior surfaces of the 
drywell.l

Rev 1, 04/07/95BVI/6 STS 3.6-55



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



3.6 C AINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.5.2 D .11 Air Lock 

LCO 3.6.5.2 The drywell air lock shall be OPERABLE.  

APPLICABILITY: MODE 1, 2, and 3.  

ACTIONS 

-------------------- ------- NOTES-------------------------------
1. Entry and exit is permissi e to perform repairs of the affected air lock 

components.  

2. Enter applicable Conditions an Requ~ired Actions of LCO 3.6.5.1, 
"Drywellu' when air lock leakage esults in exceeding overall drywell 
bypass leakage rate acceptance cr eria.  

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

CONDITION REQUIR&ACTION COMP

A. One drywell air lock 
door inoperable.

------------.NOTES --------
1. Required Actions .1, 

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

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

A.1 Verify the OPERABLE 

door is closed.  

AND

LETION TIME 

(r

1..

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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Io

ONS CONDITION REQUIRED 

A. (contithd)10 A.2 Lock the

B. Drywell air lock 
interlock mechanism 
inoperable.

K-

ANM 

A.3

Drywell Air Lock 
3.6.5.2

ACTION COJ PLETI NHE

OPERABLE
door closed.  

Verify by 
administrative means 
the OPERABLE door is 
locked closed.

24 hours

Once per 31 days

I I.

-------- -NOTES-------
1. Re ired Actions B.1, 

B.2, and B.3 are not 
appli ble if both doors 
in the ir lock are 
inoperab and 
Condition is entered.  

2. Entry and ex is 
permissible un r the 
control of a de cated 
individual.  

B.1 Verify an OPERABL 

door is closed.  

AND~

B.2 Lock an 
closed.

OPERABLE door

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

1 hour

I Inue%

Rev 1, 04/07/95BWR/6 STS 3.6-57
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Drywe1l Ai r Lock 

SURVE LANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE ! EQUENCY

Rev 1, 04/07/953.6-59

SR 3.6.5.2.1 ------------------ NOTE ------------------
Only required to be performed once after 

ch closing.  

Verif seal leakage rate is :5 [200] scfh 72 hours 
when th ap between the door seals is eressuriz ~to ?- 111.5] psig.  

SR 3.6.5.2.2 Verify drywell a lock seal air flask 7 days pressure is 2: [90] sg.  

SR 3.6.5.2.3 ------------------ NOTE-------------
Only required to be perfo d upon entry 
into drywell.  

Verify only one door in the dryw I air 18 months Slock can be opened at a time.  

SR .6.5.2. 4 ------------------ NOTE ------------------ \ • 

An inoperable air lock door does not 
invalidate the previous successful 
performance of the overall air lock 
leakage test.  

Verify overall drywell air lock leakage 18 mon s 
ate is : [200] scfh by performing an 
o rall air lock leakage test at 

S[.5] psig.

BkW6 STS
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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



3.6 NNENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.5.3 Dryw 1 Isolation Valve[s] 

LCO 3.6.5.3 Ea drywell Isolation 
Rell System valves,]

ADDI TrADTI TTV. uflfle 1 '1

Dr 11 Isolation Valve[s] 
3.6.5.3 

valve [, except for Drywell Vacb m 
shall be OPERABLE.

ACTIONS 

----------------------------- ES --------------------------
1. Penetration flow paths may be unis ated intermittently under 

administrative controls.  

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

3. Enter applicable Conditions and Required tions for systems made 
inoperable by drywell isolation valves.  

4. Enter applicable Conditions and Required Acti s of LCO 3.6.5.1, 
"Drywell," when drywell isolation valve leakag results in exceeding 
overall drywell bypass leakage rate acceptance c iterla.  

S--------------------------- --------------------

CONDIIN ý REQUIE ACION COMPLETION TINE

A. One or more 
pene ration flow paths 
with ne drywell 
isolat n valve 
inopera e.

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

ANR

- I

hours

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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\CONDITIONREIEDATO
A. (contlnu )

"I.

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

SOne or more 

penetration flow paths 
with two drywell 
isolation valves 

operable.

C. Requir Action and 
associa d Completion 
Time not t.

\i

Rev 1, 04/07/95

I

A.2 ---------NOTE --------
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 

MODE 4, if not 
performed within 
the previous 
92 days Fd 

8.1 Iso te the affected 4 hours 
penet tion flow path 
by use f at least 
one clos and 
de-activa d 
automatic v ve, 
closed manua valve, 
blind flange, 
check valve wit flow 
through the valve 
secured.  

C.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 ours 

AND 
C.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours•

D elIoain Valve[s] ' 
3.6.5.3

REQUIRED ACTION

BWR/6 STS 3.6-62



Dr I Isolation

SURVEIL E REQUIREMENTS

SURVEILANCE 

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

SR 3.6.5.3.2

SR 3.6.5.3.3 
Not 
isola 
admin 

Verif 
valve 
to be 
is ci

-------- ..... NOTE-------------
Not require to be met when the drywell 
purge supply exhaust valves are open 
for pressure c trol, ALARA or air 
quality consider ions for personnel 
entry, or Surveill ces that require the 
valves to be open [p vided the [20] inch 
containment [purge sy em supply and 
exhaust] lines are iSol ed].  

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

-------------.NOTE-.--. . .- .------ --
*equired to be met for drywell 
ition valves that are open under 
Iistrati ye controls.  

'y each drywell isolation manual 
and blind flange that is required 
closed during accident conditions 

osed.

31 d

.9-

en 
or3 
MODE 
perf 
the 
92 d

Jays 

r to 
ring MODE 2 
from 

if not 

o din 
prey us 
ays 

(continu

.3Rev 1, 04/07/95

I

Valve[s] 
3.6.5.3

V
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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



SYSTEMS

LCO 3.6.5.4 ywell-to-primary containment differential pressure 
[> -0.26 psid and < 2.0 psid].

, and 3.

A. Drywell-to-primary 
containment 
differential pressure 
not within limits.

B. Required Action and 
associated Completion 
Time not met.  

SURVEILLAN REOUIREMENTS

SR 3.6.5.4.1

B.1 

A&M 

B.2

Be in MODE 3.

Be in MODE 4.

d~fri fy drywel1-to-primary containment 
d irential pressure is within limits.

1 hour

hours

Rev 1, 04/07/95BWR/6 STS 3.6-65



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 I



3.6 C NMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.5.5 Dr 1 Air Temperature 

LCO 3.6.5.5 Dr el average ai 

APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, and 3.  

ACTIONS

r temperature si

CONDITION EQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. Drywell average air A.1 Rest e drywell 8 hours 
temperature not within averara air 
limit, tempera re to within 

limit.

assa 
Time

iired Action and 
citated Completion 
not met.

B.1 Be in MODE 3.

MB 

B.2 Be in MODE 4.

12 hours 

36 hours

SURVEILLA•NCER UIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUEN•

SR 3.6.5.5.1 VerNy drywell average air temperature is 
with l imit.

24 hours

Rev 1, 04/07/95

rywell Air Temperature 
3.6.5.5 

hall be s [135]*F.
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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



Drywe11l cuum Relief System 
S~3.6.5.6 

3.6.5.6 Dr 11 Vacuum Relief System 

LCO 3.6.5.6 drywell post-LOCA and [two] drywell purge vacuum 
re f subsystems shall be OPERABLE.  

APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, and 3.  

ACTIONS 

-------------------------- NOTE--------------------------------
Enter applicable Conditions and Requ d Actions of ICO 3.6.5.1, "Drywell," 
when inoperable drywell purge vacuum r ief subsystem(s) results in exceeding 
overall drywel 1 bypass leakage rate acce ance criteria.

CONDITION REQUIR ! TION

A. --------NOTE --------
Separate Condition 
entry is allowed for 
each vacuum relief 
subsystem.  

e or more vacuum 
rief subsystems not 

lc d.

B. One or [t ] drywell 
post-LOCA cuum 
relief subsy ems 
inoperable fo 
reasons other t n 
Condition A.

A. I Close the su stem.

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

COMPLETION TIME 

4 hours 

30 days 

(continued)
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ACTI ct )3.6.5!1.6 

rACTI (continued)

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION (COMPLETION TIME 

C. One drywe purge C.1 Restore drywell purge 30 d s 
vacuum rell vacuum relief 
subsystem o norable subsystem to OPERABLE 
for reasons ot r 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 re one drywell 72 hours 
LOCA vacuum relief post- OCA vacuum 
subsystems inoperable relie r drywell 
for reasons other than purge v uum relief 
Condition A. subsystem o OPERABLE • ne .status.  

me drywell purge 
v uum relief 
su stem inoperable 
for asons other than Coodit \nA 

F. Required Act on and F.1 Be in NODE 3. 12 h \ rs 
associated C Aletion Time of onditi n A, AN 
B, C, D, or E n mt.  

F.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours

Rev 1, 04/07/95BWR/6 STS 3.6-68



Drywel acuum Relief Sy 

7 
3.6

G.. (Two] dr~ywell Pu 
vacuum relieff 
scubsystems inoperab1
for reasons other tha\ 
Condition A.

AND 

One or [two] drywell 
post-LOCA vacuum 
relief subsystems 
Inoperable for 
reasons other than 
Condition A.

REQUIRED ACTION

G.1 Be in MODE 3.

AND 
G. 2 Be in MODE 4.

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS _ 

SURVEILLANCE j FREQUENCY

SR 3.6.5.6.1 --------------- NOTES------------
1. Not recuired to be met for drywell 

purge vacuum relief breakers open 
during Surveillances.  

2. Not recuired to oe met for vacuum 
breakers open when performing their 
intended function.

Verify each vacuum breaker and its 
associateq isolation valve is closed.

SR 3.6.5.6.2 Perform a functional test of each vacuum 
reaker and its associated isolation 
v ye.

" I antinuad

Rev 1, 04/07/95

36 hours

I
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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 

* 3.6.1.1 Primary Containment 

BASES

The function of the primary containment is to isolate and 
contain fission products rqleased from the Reactor Primary 
System following aodestgn 8asis*AccidenttUW ano To 
confine the postulated release of radioactive material to.N 
within limits. The primary containment consists of a steel 
lined, 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: 

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

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

2. closed by manual valves, blind flanges, or 
de-activated automatic valves secured in their 
closed positions, except as provided in 
LCO 3.6.1.3, "Primary Containment Isolation 
Valves (PCIVs) m ; 

b. Primary containment air locks are OPERABLE, except as 
provided in LCO 3.6.1.2, aPrimary Containment Air 
Locks,; 

c. All equipment hatches are close; arij Ianl

Id.

The pres rized seal, mechanism sociated 'th * 
penetr ron is OP LE, except s provided n 

LCD .6.1. [. T _ e 

a sw &f. A W"+1. ec.k.  

pru41~oN coa't we.% pt ~(contin~uied).

BWR/6 STS 
B 3.6-1

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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Primary Containment 
B 3.6.1.1

BASES

BACKGROUND 
(continued)

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

This Specification ensures that the performance of the 
primary containment, in the event of a mee s e '9k' &JS 
assumptions used in the safety analyses o--References I ec iet M 
and 2. SR 3.6.1.1.1 leakage rate requirements are in 
conformance with 10 CFR 50, Appendix J (Ref. 3•, as modified 
by approved exemptions.

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 leakage rate.  

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

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

The maximum allowable, 
L-,ontainment (L.) iso2 /••a•¢.r rý)atr per 14 

pressure (P.o) of fW



Primary Containment 
B 3.6.1.1

BASES

LCO 
(continued)

APPLICABILITY

ACTIONS

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

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

&A
In the event that primary containment is Inoperable, primary containment must be restored to OPERABLE status within I hour. The I 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.  

8.1andW
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 full power conditions in an orderly manner and without 

challenging plant systems.  

(continued)
BWR/6 STS
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Primary Containment 
B 3.6.1.1

BASES (continued)

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

SR 3.6L1.1.1

-. *~ MW~ISX4'A w leakage test ii-requiret- o 6 for combined T'ype 
and C leakage, and rý0.75 L. for overa--l Type A leakage.  
all other times between requirearleakage rate tests, the 
acceptance criteria is based on an overall Type A leakage 
limit of : 1.0 La. At s 1.0 La the offsite dose 
consequences are bounded bY the ass m itons of the safety



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/1k design value of 
0.030 ft 2 assumed in the safety analysis. For example, with a typical loss 
factor of 3 or greater, the maximum allowable leakage area would be 0.052 ft 2, 
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 limit 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/{k. At the design A/vrk 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
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BASES 

REFERENCES 3. 10 CFR SO, Appendix J. AOpw•iBI- E-i 

5. Regulatory Guide 1.35, Revision -
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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 I



Primary Containment Air LockWr'B 3.6.1.2

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS FF1 
B 3.6.1.2 Primary Containment Air Loc 

BASES

r64Ivel k Ai.  

prt PaLy 4V 

re *4IA ea*.L 

Acer.)

BMR/6 STS

rs

W-I WAf

BACKGRW E ý doube r primary containment air loc 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 entry 
and exit. The air lock(lGoeslgned to withistand the same 

loads, temperatures, and peak design internal and external 
pressures as the primary containment (Ref. 1). As part of 
the primary contaiment, 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 1 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 

ted pressure following a DBA in primaryt cs mt .  
Each of the doors has•(l E seals,/a i are ftantalnedl 

,J-> L6 p HM by the seal a r as an %neumatlc/system,/l 
which is intain at a p ssure 2 0] psig,/ Each d 
has t seals to nsure tty are si fail proof 
maint na the eat t1alk boundar'ofrimy contaihent.A

(--jair lock is nominally a right circular cylinder, 10 ft 
CLAAL1.)in diameter, with doors at each end that are 

interlocked to prevent simultaneous opening. The air loe 
40 provided with limit switches on both doors 

that rovide caton o oar pos 2 
As yco I room ca onr prov oae

required tbe OPERABLE, the air lock interlock mechanism 
my be disabled, allowing both doors off~air lock to 
remain open for extended periods when frequent primary 
containment entry is necessary. Under some conditions, as 
allowed by this LCO, the primary containment may be accessed 
through the air lock when the door interlock mechanism has 
failed, by manually performing the interlock function.  

The primary containment air locki foruýpaoof the primary 
containment pressure boundary. As such, air lock integrity 
and leak tightness are essential for maintaining.primary 
containment leakage rate to within limits in the event of a

B 3.6-6

(continued) 
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Primary Containment Air LocW_ -.f I 
B 3.6.1.2

BASES

BACKGROUND 
(continued

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

DBA. Not maintaining air lock integrity or leak tightness 
J) may result in a leakage rate in excess of that assumed in 

safety analysis.  

LLJ -

The DBA that postulates the maximum release of radioactive 
material within primary containment is a LOCA. In the 
analysis of this accident, it is assumed that primary 
containment is OPERABLE, such that release of fission 
products to the environment is controlled by the rate of 
primary containment leakage. The primary contaiments 
desiged with a maximum allowable Ieakage rate L ) of fi__ 

Sby wei ht of thecontainentmeU_ _alrp"per 
ourii-6s at theTca]__r1-tedwaximium peak containment pressu,

i Wiis. ýIr. ua~5 ic tan'ce criteria Imposed on the SRs 
associated with the air locw 

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.  

L Primary containnt air locIosatis CSrtiterion 3 o 

(UnLL1*-6Steme4c-- '3

LCO As part of the primary containment, the air lock"IssaL 
function is related to control of cokainment leakage _ 
following a DBA. Thus, the air loclgJ structural integrity 
and leak tightness are essential to the successful 
mitigation of such an r 

The primary conta a r loc irec.to is 
OPERABLE. Fora ti lock to be-onsideredOLMPPERAL E, 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 contain is uired to be 
OPERABLE. Closure of a single door in sraqiru lock is 

(continued)
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Primary Containment Air Loc W-M 
B 3.6.1.2

BASES 

LCO sufficient to provide a leak tight barrier following 
(continued) postulated events. Nevertheless, both doors are kept closed 

when the air lock is not being used for normal entry into 
F 4gx1tfrom primary containment.  

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

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 repairy.,is ns prefeit(dnac the alr voce aci sed men te primary cntainmten u by ennrring Ithrough.•~ other OPEI BE air lock. iowever, if t~twis 

not ep cable, or repatrs onaepther door muselbe 
Sprobailit fromftevrrel stdeha tcu p re the priat t is 
containme dortng the sit im ihich th PERABLE door 
&d3 n saere•e r -hathe prymary 
ont inment bEundar rs not intact (during access through 
the OPERABLE door). Th~ae~ky Tgo open the UPERULLE door, 
even if it means the primary containment boundary is 
temorarily not intact, Is acceptable due to the low 
probability of an event that could pressurize the primary 
containment during the short time in which the OPERABLE door 

t o -k o e . A e r e a c h e n j~ y a n d t @ x t-I e• 
•OP dLE doorus aet at1c d.

-1E

(continued)

ACTIONS 

-rQ f

^w 4a LAlew b~.wcA4 &~ 

oi~ei:6u Aer -.t rc4,uV ekeA 

Sa4e o-41e

NoteA has been I uded to proVde clarificalon that, for 
th LCO, separ Ct ion :dry is all for each air 

ck. ThTis is cceptable, ce the Requ d Actions fo 4ach Conditi provide app Hpriate coue atory action for 
each tnopeble air lock Complying h the Requi 
Actions allow for intinued oper ion, and a s sequent 

ope governed by ubsequent Co tion 
entr applicatJ n of associa Required Acons.

E I i

B 3.6-8 Rev 1, 04/07195BWR/6 STS



Primary Containment Air Loco-Fi B 3.6.1.2

BASES

ACTIONS 
(continued)

The ACTIONS are modified by aEifNo te, which ensures 
appropriate remedial actions are taken when necessary.  
Pursuant to LCO 3.0.4- ACTQNR re uired even if 
primary-containment $ exceeding eakga e sr 

Therefore, the Note is added to requieCTIONSor 
LCO 3.6.1.1, 'Primary Containment,* to be taken in this 
event. /, • • •\ ~c

A.. A.2. and A.3

w 5

With one primar containment air 19;k door inoperable• 
or more prj nta~ment ocksý the OPERABLE door 
must be verified Closed (Required Action A.1) 
CWAlý 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 Tim is consistent with the ACTIONS of 
LCO 3.6.1.1, which requires that primary containment be 
restored to OPERABLE status within I hour.  

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

Required Action A.3 ensures that theGRý ýir Iock 
or)has been isolated the use of a locked 

closed OPERABLE air lock door. This ensures that an 
acceptable primary containment leakage boundary is 
maintained. The Completion Tim of once per 31 days is 
based on engineering judgment and is considered adequate G, 
b0 ii the low likelihood of a locked door being

LII

mispositioned and other administrative controls-1 

-(i'equired Action A.3is modified by a Note that applies to 
air lock doors located in high radiation areaskand allows 
these doors to be verified locked closed by use-of •- a•, '.  
administrative controls. Allowing verification by &Z 4r , 
administrative controls is considered acceptable, since 
access to these areas is typically restricted. Therefore, 
the probability of misalignment of the door, once it has 
been verified to be in the proper position, is small.

(continued)
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Primary Containment Air Loc*9 
B 3.6.1.2 

BASES 

ACTIONS A.1. A.2. 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 I does not affect 
tracking the Completion Tim 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 controlsff) SýDoth air-yef an a n m.) This 7 day -_. _ 
restriction begins when the d air lock is discovered r t \ inoperable.  

Primary containment entry may be required to perform • •Technical Specifications (TS) Surveillances and Required 
I•dII;•1 io • ,• Actions, as well as other activities (on e inside 
c• "• '_ o'-'• primar containment that are required by TS or activities(6 (L 

exce q AwA tric..s (e that support TS-required equipment. This Note is ) 
S•• oJ ex*, a -no ntended to preclude performing other activities (i.e., 

to a i + o non-TS-related activities) If the primary containment was 
r " AT -entered, using the inoperable air lock, to perform an 

J / allowed activity listed above This allowance is acceptable 
CDA6' £ kkj4 AAA ue o e low probability of an event that could pressurize 

cz4. /the primary containment during the short time that the 
OPERABLE door is expected to be open.  

B.d. B.2. an 9.3 

associated ai ockiterock Tmecharecnismistoent ab tos 
5 the Reequired Actions and 

SNote ) ensures that only the Required Actions and associated CsompaCletion Times of Condition C are required if both doors ifi- ar lock are inoperable. With both doors in the air lociTnoperable, an OPERABLE door is not available to be closed. Required Actions Cha 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 Contaiment Air LocoB 3.6.1.2

BASES

ACTIONS

Required Action C.2 requires that one door in theG•iiiti---• primary containment air locks must be verified closed. This 
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.  

AIýoe..% C-5) Additionally, the air lock must be restored to OPERABLE 
status wlzhln 24 nours. The 24 hour Completion Time is 
reasonable for restoring inoperable air lock to OPERABLE 
status considering that atleast one door is maintained 
C(Osn t dock.  

"• • •- (continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95

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

individual stationed at the alr lock to ensure that only one 
door is opened at a time (i.e., the individual performs the 
function of the interlock).  

Required Action B.3 is modified by a Note that applies to 
air lock doors located in high radiation areas nd allows t- .*& , 

these doors to be verified locked closed by use of 
administrative controls. Allowing verification by 
administrative controls is considered acceptable, since 
access to these areas is typically restricted. Therefore, 
the probability of misalignment of the door, once it has 
been verified to be in the proper position, is small.  

C.1. C.2. and C.3 

With air loc 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 F -l 
leakage test results., An evaluation is acceptable since it 
Is overly conservative to immediately declare the primary 
containment inoperable if both doors in g7-alr Iock have 
failed a seal test or if the overall air lock leakage is not 
within limits. In many instances (e.g., only one seal per 
door has failed) primary containment remains OPERABLE, yet 
only 1 hour (according to LCO 3.6.1.1) would be provided to 
restore the air lock door to OPERABLE status prior to 
requiring a plant shutdown. In addition, even with both 
doors failing the seal test, the overall containment leakage 
rate can still be within limits.

emil6 STS B 3.6-11



Primary Containment Air Lockp-.Fl 
B 3.6.1.2 ''

BASES 

ACTIONS A -and.2 
(continued) If the inoperable primary containment air lock cannot be 

restored to OPERABLE status within the associated Completion 
Tim, 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 NODE 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 3.6.1.2.1 ,[" REQUIREMENTS 

I~OiERJABLE requires 
._ •, NoMintaining primaryconta|inent air locOko RBE euie 

/+,,,• •.••--,...•\€omlianc with the leaktge rate test requirements of 
[ a• -age ' T- csý- ,.,b 10( CF ,, , I p~n x J, RBe f. 2) g• m oted ,f d by -u roved ) 

S•)• /ex ilos This SR reflects the leakage rate testing 
S • - requiremnts with regard to air lock leakage (Type-Dlak 

testsl The acceptance criteria were established kJrin 

n ne periodic testlng-requfremen-s verify that the 
4A•- 4.v•\&N r oc leakage does not exceed the allowed fraction of the 
it b, -,&6L-.. overall primary containment leakage rate. The Frequency is 

required by(10 50, Ap dx J,) sby app ,d 
CIkA--,Jr |.exemptaons. us, SR "o .2 (wh allows Ie 

I e. " - extensio does no1:12 . ~tP . C.,4w.\~.,A se

The SR has been modified by two Notes. Note I states that 
an inoperable air lock door does not invalidate the previous 
successful performance of the overall air lock leakage test. - '1 
This is considered reasonable since either air lock door is 
capable of providing a fission product barrier in the event 
of a DIA. Note 2 has been added to this SR, requiring t 
results to be evaluated against the acceptance criteriai 
SR 3.6.1.1.1. This ensures that air lock lekge is 
properly accounted for in determining theUjR primary 
containment leakage rate.

(continued)

7ýTý
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Primary Containment Air LockI 1 
B 3.6.1.2

BASES

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS 

(continued) The se air flask essure is v ified to be [90] psi 
every days to en re that the eal system r imans viable 
It t be check because It uld bleed d during or 
fol •ng access hrough the ir lock, whi occurs 9 

larly. The day Frequ cy has been own to be 
a ceptable th ugh operati experience d is conside 
dequate in ew of the o er indicatio available t 

operations rsonnel tha the seal air ask pressur is 
low.

The air lock interlock mechanism is designed to prevent 
simultaneous opening of both doors/In the air lock. Since 
both the inner and outer doors of air lock are designed 
to withstand the maximum expected post accident primary 
containment pressure (Ref. W), closure of either door will 
support primary containment OPERABILITY. Thus, the 
interlock feature supports primary containment OPERABILITY 
while the air lock is being used for personnel transit in 
and out of the containment. Periodic testing of this 
interlock demonstrates that the interlock will function as 
designed and that simultaneous inner and outer door opening 
will not inadvertently occur. Due to the purely mechanical 
nature of this interlock, and given that the interlock 
mechanism rsij challenged when the primary containment

I1f

(continued)

3Rev 1, 04/07/95
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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 

erformed with the reactor at power. T on equen or e i ferl •k
'ju s t jiPre b a &ro n -cre r ic •rati'rg exre. J'Opera-t'ing experience has °•

s own these components usually pass the urveillance when performed at the 24 
month Frequency.

Insert Page B 3.6-13



Primary Containment Air Lock -F 
B 3.6.1.2 

BASES 

SURVEILLANCE ontinued) 
REQUIR NTS p t outage the po •tial for n unplan transi t if 

e Surveil nce were rformed w h the re tor at p er.  
rating rience s shown t ese compo nts usua y pass 

the Surve lance who perfo at the E1 month F quency, 
which is ased on t e refuell cycle. erefore, the 
Freque was con uded to acceptab from a liabilt I 

REFERENCES [ -Ti FSAR, Sectionf i3.8iW = 3Df_

5' 5-
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1 
ITS BASES: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCK 

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

2. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity.  

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

4. Typographical/grammatical error corrected.  

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

6. 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.  

7. 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 I



PC]Vs 
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 limit fission product 
release during and following postulated Design Basis 
Accidents (DBAs) to within limits. Primary containment 
isolation within the time limits specified for those 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 

(Coic k t A active (automatic) devices. 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 J1eyf?4  •r 
-without operator action following an accident, are Pe,-eira considered active devices. Two barriers in series are es.  
provided for each penetratlo so that no s ng e cre len 
failure or malfunction of an active component can result in e'C ¢sg 4)0.  -a loss of isolation or leakage that exceeds limits assue :Wq vfe 

in the safety analysis. One of these barriers may be a, 
cl osed system.

f6o-tiainment purge valves are 
fuse during all operational 

inch pr mr otainme n pu 
c los e in MODES I • _ __n 

Spurge valves 7 be 
;ure controlALARA, orair 

lur e ry.  
in the safit analysis will bi

(continued)
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PCIVs 
B 3.6.1.3

BASES (continued)

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

The PCII w derived from the assumptions related 
to minimizing the loss of reactor coolant inventory, and 
establishing the primary containment boundary during major 
accidents. At part of the primary containment boundary, 
PCIV OPERABILITY supports leak tightness of primary 
containment. Therefore, the safety analysis of any event 
requiring isolation of primary containment is applicable to 
this LCO.

The DBAs that result in a sre se of radioactive material 
for which the consequencesrare mitigated by PCIVs are a loss 
of coolant accident (LOCA)f _ a main steam line break (NISLB))

W. -h **bw9 Wrh.  1eaka ~ i prlmri 
respoonse tme of 60 seconds 6:fo loss generator tartup (for loss 
,7stroke times.

(C;The single failure-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.rZ 

(continued)
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PCIVs B 3.6.1.3

BASES

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES 

(continued)

PIth this L Cri. e 3o ' Pal 
PCIVs -satisfy Criterion 3 of h.t Plcaate •.• - . C i

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 withi lii an 
aa tic isolation so - lmary containmen urge 
&-alves 5d are not qualified t close under accit t ....

passive lsoiatiun valves amo oevices are %nICe I~s " 
(• .•Vsg and hydrostatically tested valves must 

meet additional leak ge rate requirements. Other PCIV 
leakage rates are addressed by LC0 3.6.1.1, IPrimary 
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)

B 3.6-17 Rev 1, 04/07/9S
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PCIVs 
B 3.6.1.3

BASES (continued) 

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DRA 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 
o closed in MODES 4 and 5. Certain 

valves are required to be OPERABLE, however revent St~naedverte~nt re~actor vessel draindown_•n re ee of 

arcit These valves are those whose associated 

ins rumentation is required to be OPERABLE according to 
LCO 3.3.6.1, "Primary Containment Isolation 
Instrumentation." (This does not include the valves that 
isolate the associated instrumentation.)

ACTIONS The ACTIONS are modified b a Note allowin penetration flow 
ath sc xcept r for thne v who pisn tu 
oun floa-thnsths o be untsolated .in.th.i wy, thder 

pdinestrative cn trobe eaprilry sonoadnmna pn•eed fo rima (va ve •xcaptlon applies to mYtary contai nment puge Ie 

pthat a lno w ph maied t op tdeff acc t condpito "Tese control Ioc statiuning dedicat oe raora 

the controls of the valve, aho as b n continuous 
c unication with the control room. In this wa.y, the 
penetration can be rapidly isolated A f o r 
containment isolation is indicated. jDuI of t e 

co _annent purge ine pa erat on an the fact 1th t~hose 
pen u~rat ons exhaust diroc ky from the primary c unta nment 

=t here to the environmedt the penetration f Iomw h~ P7.  
cnta ing these valves my nb be opened under \ .  

nadminis attve controls. A si le purge valve in a 
penetrat~q flow path ma be OpK to effect repaitrs to n 
inoperable aIve, as.-allowedl by t teexceptinton S 

.6.1.3.1 rLNoe2t SR 3.6.1.3..

A second Note has been added to provide clarification that, 
for the purpose of this LCO, separate Condition entry is 
allowed for each penetration flow path. This is acceptable, 
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.  

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 limits are exceeded. Pursuant 
to LCO 3.0.6, these ACTIONS are not required even when the 
associated LCO is not met. Therefore, Notes 3 and 4 are 
added to require the proper actions 0 aken.  

A.1 and A.2 

-With one or more penetration flow paths with one PCIV 
inoperable fexcept for .

Les--& not within ]lmttp, the lffected penetration 
[ owV I pathm-s be isolated. The method of Isolation must 

ie k• • " include the use of at least one Isolation barrier that 

O r s . cannot be adversely iffected by a single active failure.  

' •s~d \v • Isolation barriers that meet this criterion are a closed and 
ti rý •-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 (B hours for main steam 
lines). 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 HODES 1, 2, and 3. For main steam lines, 
an 8 hour Completion Time is allowed. The Completion Time 
of 8 hours for the main steim lines allows a period of time 
to restore the NSIVs to OPERABLE status given the fact that 
NSIV closure will result in Isolation of the main steam 
line(s) and a potential for plant shutdown.  

For affected penetrations that have been isolated in 
accordance with Required Action A.1, the affected 
penetration flow path 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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PCIVs 
B 3.6.1.3

BASES

ACTIONS A.1 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 
r those devious out92 de d he sraoar contagineeigjme nt and 
Codi AY isd modif led of being di tined aret thi 

Co •J•B ndit isonyappiable atohsepenetrto in flwpths 

correct position. The Cp lettion Tfi for this verification of "once per 3311 ddays for isolation doevicrioutside Brim / 

contin p i rnot el i s propriate
because to be verfie se of administrati ve 

Alow ng v eriic ti epi onb diitrativemeant lYs cnsdee 

controls and the probability of their misalignment s -7 ei niethe tima contod to 

Sthe s hpac v en veri to brin th 
E 2 or 3 from MODE if not performed within i o-a-! the previous 92 days," s base on engineering Judgment and 

is considered reasonable in view of the inaccessibility of 
W•qs the devices and the existence of other adhministrative 

•.;,j•/controls ensuring that device misalignment is an unlikely 
• /• //possibility.  

p•J Condition A is modified by a Note indicating that this 
Condition is only applicable to those penetration flow paths 

th tvoVPClVs. For penetration flow paths with one P(CIV•_ 
r ,a Cndtion C provides appropriate Re u red Actions.\ 

tReqiolred Action A.2 is modified by Note••ppis °to J 

f -- isolation devices located in-high radiation areas and allows TS'-F 
•\T•TF • • J them to be verified by use of administrative means. (,J 
•- • Allowing verification by administrative marts is .considered 

T-.)S'e rl f acceptable, since access to these areas is typically 
•,$.. _, ._ I ' r iestttdh, Therefore, the probability of misalignmnt 4f 

A, I- te H M M, .once they have been verified to be in the 
S•__Z.proper position, is low. (0

With one or more penetration flow paths with two 
tnoperabl.4, 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 tlhat 
cannot be adversely affected by a single active failure.  

(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 3.6-20



PCIVs 
B 3.6.1.3 

BASES 

ACTIONS L.1 (continued) 

Isolation barriers that meet this criterion are a closed and 
de-activated automatic valve, a closed manual valve, and a 

e•eep+ ýorts5V blind flange. The 1 hour Completion Time is consistent with 
le•aLk - rge or • the ACTIONS of LCO 3.6.1.1.  

,OtrA lca. 4 lUl Condition B is modified by a Note indicating this Condition 
is only applicable to penetration flow paths with two#PCIVs.  
For penetration flow paths with one PCIV, Condition C 
Sprovides te appropriate Required Actions. t f 

C.1 and C.2 

When one o h more penetration flow paths with one PCIV 
."4 io•e* S- o- insperabig, the inoperable valve must be restored toste 

exces•s -Now• Chken OPERABLE status or the affected penetration flow path must 

vaivc F mut; be isolated. The method of i solation must include the use 

S + 4 i_$ • ,aes, of at least one isolation barrier that cannot be ndversely Sro•( k+e. t ~ raffected by a single active failure. Isolation barriers 
Tethat meet this criterion are a closed and de-activatedoo 

r automatic valve, a closed manual valve, and a blind flange.  
-A Acheckvalvenmito nos beiused b oy solate the affecteond 

Condiationse Requeq ed Acthions.  s ~t s ~l . • ,h ou r TP h ; h o u r C m p e i n i e i s r e a s o n a b l e .. p e s r , m • 0,• Cý0 e sj ~ -n i e i g t e r l t v t b l t f t e -~ s a-suppom ngs 

This , re iabslety) to act as a penetration isolation S•• j• boundary and the relative importance of s p o t ~ ar " e 6 Se 

BWRI6 Scontainment OPERABILITY during RODEv 1, 2, and,3 0. / /n 9 

oS Ik's event the affected penetration is isolated in accort•uc me CA+ke..  with Required Action C., the affected penetration flow pati .  
S& \ must be verified to be isolated on a periodic basis. This +ý% gL • clok •- is necessary to ensure that primary containment penetrationm.7 •-.-m-

iS ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ m 0;%n.tk• c '-itoaeflowing ancac ident r- sltd4• 
r - b required to be anlt A1 t a e s l t d T 

ý241 lt- on T nc p &~verJ 31 clayA~ 

r C• %6,4-; veý h rae;n ne trative controls and 

04 the r l of their misalignment is low. or 
Fpor 5 F LV 4 modified by a. Note indicatingti o i C-ov•,• 0 "% ý+ OP1112" is applicable only to those penetration flow paths with only 

A 61141Y AkA%-i5 MOVES one PCIV. For penetration flow paths with two CIVs, 
Conditions A and B provide the appropriate Required Actions.  
This Note is necessary since this Condition is written 

BWR/6 STS B 3.6-21 Rev 1, 0.4/07/95, 
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PCIVs 
B 3.6.1.3

BASES

C.1 and C.2 (continued)

specifically to address those penetrations with a single 
PCIV.  
Required Action C.2 is modified Ves tod i'iiiiiiiii 

located in high radiation areas and 
allows them to be verified by use of administrative means.  
Allowing verification by administrative means is considered 
acceptable, since access to these areas is typically 
restrcted. herefore, the probability of misalignment tp-M 

29M4once the have been verified to be in the 
proper position, is ow. T'sTF.  

Uhhr con ien ryae (ek r.te1n3.11

Vi th the a cona a leakage rat not -0,

(continued)

ACTIONS
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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.la 

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 line leakage on a closed system is 
required to be restored within 72 hours.  

Insert D.lb 

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 leakage 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.
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BASES

ACTIONS 

F WT-26~9 
Ckag !siWA

(continued) 

de-ac vated automatic valve, closed manual valve, nd blind 
flange]. If a purge valve with resilient seals is ilized 
to satis equired Action E.1 it must have been 
demonstrated o met the leakage requirements of 
SR 3.6.1.3 e specified Completion Time is reasona e, 
considering that e containmnt purge valve remains clo d 
so that a gross bre of containment does not exist.  

In accordance with Req red Action E.2, this penetration 
flow path must be verifi to be isolated on a periodic 
basis. The periodic verif ation is necessary to ensure 
that containment penetration required to be isolated 
following an accident, which a no longer capable of being 
automatically isolated, will be the isolation position 
should an event occur. This Requ ed Action does not 
require any testing or valve manipu tion. Rather, it 
involves verification that those isol ion devices outside 
containment and potentially capable of ing mispositioned 
are in the correct position. For the is ation 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 daysO is based on engineering jud nt and is 
considered reasonable in view of the inaccessib ity of the 
isolation devices and other administrative cont s that 
till ensure that isolation device misalignment is 

likely possibility.  

For he containment purge valve with resilient seal th is 
isol ed in accordance with Required Action E.1, 
SR 3. 1.3.6 must be performed at least once every ( ] d 
This p ides assurance that degradation of the resilient 
seal is tected and confirms that the leakage rate of the 
containmen purge valve does not increase during the time 
the penetra on 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 re often. Therefore, a Frequency of once 
per [ ] days was hosen and has been shown acceptable based 

L-on operating expe nce.

(continued)
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PCIVs 
B 3.6.1.3

BASES

ACTIONS 
(continued)

I

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIRDENKTS

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

Required Action and associated Completion Time cannot 
Sthe plant must be placed in a condition in which the

Nov o rradiated fueTssmblies must be latelyt 
Isuspe nk . Suspension of thNed ctvitt us, shall o6 
:preclude ompletian ofmovement•L a no-nent toa -/ 
[condrttton. Aso, if aniltable ctionmust be awmeditatolySv 

a to suspendoperations 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 OPDRYs would result 
in closing the residual heat remval (RHR) shutdown cooling 
isolation valves, an alternative Required Action is provided 
to immediately initiate action to restore the valves to 
OPERABLE status. This allows RHR to remain in service while 
actions are being taken to restore the valve.

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95

[ inch primary con nment purge valve is re ired to 
erified sealed closed at\31 day intervals. This R is 
ded to apply to primary ontainment purge valves at 
n t fully qualified to ope under accident conditio 
S is designed to ensure t at a gross breach of pri 
ni nt is not caused by an a•dvertent or spurious 

Ing a primary containment rge valve. Detailed 
ysis o the purge valves fail to conclusively 
nstrate heir ability to close ring a LOCA in time to

I

B 3.6-24evR/G STS
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BASES

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

4

(continued) 

lm1 offsite doses. Primary containment purge va es that 
are se ed closed must have motive power to the valv 

operator ved. This can be accomplished by de-ene izing 
the source f electric power or removing the air supply a 
the valve a rator. In this application, the term seale 
has no connot ion of leak tightness. The 31 day Frequenc 
is a result of n NRC initiative, Generic Issue B-24 
(Ref. 5), relat to primary containment purge valve use 
during unit operat ns.  

This SR allows a val that is open under administrative 
controls to not meet t SR during the time the valve is 
open. Opening a purge lve under administrative controls 
is restricted to one valv in a penetration flow path at a 
given time (refer to discu ion for Note I of the ACTIONS) 
in order to effect repairs t that valve. This allows one 
purge valve to be opened with t resulting in a failure of 
the Surveillance and resultant try into the ACTIONS for 
this purge valve, provided the stted restrictions are met.  
Condition E must be entered during this allowance, and the 
valve opened only as'necessary for fecting repairs. Each 
purge valve in the penetration flow p th may be alternately 

pened, provided one remains sealed cl ed, if necessary, to 
lete repairs on the penetration.  

The R is modified by a Note stating that p ry 
conta nt purge valves are only required to sealed 
closed n HMOES 1, 2, and 3. If a LOCA inside rimary 
contai t occurs in these MODES, the purge val s may not 
be capabi of closing before the pressure pulse a ects 
systems d strea of the purge valves or the rel ea of 
radioactive tonal will exceed limits prior to the losing 
of the pur; 1ves At other times when the purge va es 
are requied be capable of closing (e.g., during mov nt 
of Irradiated f assemblies), pressurization concerns a 

not present and t purge valves are allowed to be open.

This SR verifies that the 
purge valves are closed as 
allowable reason. (1IZXpW

(continued)
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BASES

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.l1K otinued) 
RUIEETS thi R, the valve is onsidered inoperab I f the 
' I tnope le valve is not therwise known to h e xcessive ;4 leakage en closed, it not considered to h leakagI 

Suside oa imits.

-7 

t#-ier t 9'fO,

e SR is also modifi by a Note (Note 1) stati that 
p mary containment pu valves are only required o be 

-do ed in MODES 1, 2, ae. If a LOCA inside primab 

con inment occurs in thes MODES, the purge valves not 
be ca le of closing befo the pressure pulse affect 
syst downstream of the pu e valves, or the release 
radioac ye material will exc d limits prior to the pu 
valves c sing. At other times en the purge valves are rqie becapable of closin (e.g., during movementonot• irradiated Tkel assemblies) pressuization concerns are nnot present and ue pre valves are allne to be open.  
The SR is modified by a Note K ting that the SR is 

not required to be met when the purge valves are open for 
Sthe stated reasons. The Note states that these valves may 

>-bi-iiii TFi pressure control, ALARA, or -air quality 
considerations for personnel entry, or for.$urveillances 

tht iupre the valves to b n oeen, provided the dr 11 
i~ - • -- r _ -------- -rmM• 

co t lment ppurge valves aere capable -of closing in 

the environment following a LOCA. Therefore, these valves 
are allowed to be open for limited periods of time. The 
31 day Frequency is consistent with other primary 
containment WW valve requirements discussed in 
SR 3.6.1.3

II

Si-L S'his SR verifies that each primary containment isolation Si~~m nual valve and blind flange that is locat nd o u si L _ - , a" a• prim a co etainmen J j v e , Mk IL7 W st enm z unne1 ,; t d ýis m 

to • b k,"-tt ,L requ to c osed during accident condit ons, is closed.  I •7 •';E ' • " "/ The SR helps to ensure that post accident leakage of or"• • radioactive fliuds or gases outside of the primary 

B eV•v containment boundary Is within design limits. This SR does 

not require any testing or valve manipulation. Rather, it 
involves verification that those PCIVs outside primary 

(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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4

0e C41-rrec+ wos,-44,d~~i p.~,Aj,~aI. 9 e 
ES 9,se ,Jjar:Q- F^S

SURVEILLANCE SR .6i.1. L.'~i ed) 
REQUIREMENTS 

contaiment, and capable of being mispositioned,Jare in the 
correct position. Since verification off position for 
PCIVs outside primary containment is relatively easy, the 
31 day Frequency was chosen to provide added assurance that 
the PCIVs are in the correct positions.  

Thteec..-j 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 

4e c•; o er l controls. Allowing verification by administrative controls 
,i Is considered acceptable, since access to these areas is 

C6,4 U"" -1 .typically restricted during NODES 1, 2, and 3 for ALARA 
reasons. Therefore, the probability of misalignment of 

,W ; 4 these PCIVs, once they have been verified to be in the 
Ebki i,.T1,)%,- proper position, is low. A second Note is included to 

W e..) e4doS ) clarify that PCIVs open under administrative controls are 

', PjI" 1retL JA not required to met the SR during the time the PCIVs are 

oThis R verifies that eachTr 

isolation valve and blind/flange located inside primar2 

closed during accident condations, is closed. The SR helps 

to ensure that post accident leakage of radioactive fluids 
or gases outside the primary contai nment boundary Is within 
idesign limits. For PCIVs inside primary contaInmnt, 

Sathe Frequency of prior to entering 
NODE 2 or 3 from NODE if not performed within the 
revlous g2 days," is appropriate since these PCIVs are 

operated under administrative controls and the probability 
\ gases of their mpsalitent is low.i w 

..... NO DE T 2o Notes are added to this SR. The first Note allows v J 9 J _ q -- L - ~ -L -- J -LI . . . &-

valves ada blino dfanges located in nign radiation areas -o 
be verified by use of administrative controls. Allowing 
verification bI administrative controls is considered 
acceptable stincaccess to these areas is typically 
.. s~rtcted during NO0D1 1. 20 and . Therefore, the 

a o gint f ese PCIVs, once they have 
been verified to be in their proper position, is low. A 
second Note is included to clarify that PCIVs that are open

(continued)
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BASES 

4 SURVEILANCE Soinud) 
RE IENoDTSf under administrative controls are not required to meet the 

C46-51SR during the time that the PCIVs are ope".  

Ls rSj Verifying the isolation time of each power operated 

- w h• automatic PCIV is within limits is required to demonstrate 
•'~~ +&e C i . OPERABILITY. NSIVs may be excluded from this SR since NSIV 
Xv 41's e full closure isolation time is demonstrated by SR 3.6.1.3.6.  

Cej J 6e The i sol ati on time test ensures that (kMva ve wii I I-so a e 
r•i • in a tim period less tan or equal to that assumed in the 
"-TP r;A -• i z, Asafety analysis. The the Frequency of this 

,"S Jin accordance with the Inservice esting Programis 

15 
5.D-.,i 

For imary containment purge valves with res nt seals, 
addit al leakage raUe testing beyond the test Irements 
of 10 CFR , Appendix J (Ref. 4), is required to en re 
OPERABILI . Operating experience has demonstrated thre) 
this type of s I 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 ue to the direct path between 
primary containment and t environment), a Frequency of 
184 days was established. itlonally, this SR must be 
performed within 92 days after ning the valve. The 
92 day Frequency was chosen rec lng that cycling the 
valve could introduce additional se degradation (beyond 
that which occurs to a valve that has t been opened).  

•Thus, decreasing the interval (from 184 s) is a prudent 
asure after a valve has been opened.  

The is modified by a Note stating that the pr ry 
contai nt purge valves are only required to met akage 
rate tes requirements in NODES 1, 2, and 3. If OCA 
inside pri containment occurs In these MOES, purg 

lbe minimized to ensure offsite 
radiologica re se is within limits. At other times when 

ithe purge valves a required to be capable of closing 

(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 limit 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
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SURVEILLANCE (continued) 
REIREMENTS I(e.g., uring handling of irradia d fuel), pressurization 

I concerns're not present and the p e valves are not 
[Ir tequired t any specific leakag riteria.  

Verifying that the full closure isolation time of each HSIV 
is 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 n the DBAanalyses. The Frequency 

_Iof this SR is in accordance tith he Inservice Testing 

SRL3.6.1.3 -&

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 

/LCZ . ,each automatic PCIV will actuate to its isolation position 
"/¾eqr (. - on a rimary containment isolation signal. The LOGIC SYSTEM 

FUN n overlaps this SRid 
complete testing of the safety function. The (t~y-onth1 

TA 5 f rum P-01".'01 / 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 

SSurveillance when performed at the to-"m-montn Freuncy.  
/ I,•erl•. ,•-"";' • Therefore, the.Frequency was concluded to be acceptable from 
/ -- ••'-'"• •a reliability standpoint.  

\S .. 3 .9I 

s SR ensures that the eakage rate of secondary aInnt bypass lea paths• is less than the spe fied 
lea e rate. This provid• assurance that the asuspt ns 

IW-50 in th radiological evaluati ns of Reference 6 are met.. heec) lea rate of each bypass lI kage path is assum~le tot be 

00kthe smax pathway leakage (1 kage through the worse of 

(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 life 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).
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SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS 

UJ-

PCIVs 
B 3.6.1.3

!0117 C6h.7 44~ $ k.,

met this leakage '4mit in NODES 1, 2, and 
Sconditions, the etor Coolant System is n sq spcift • ar ntanment lea kaqem 1Imi 

0i r idts ensures that HSIV leakage is 
counted for in determining the overall primary 
leakage rate. The Frequency is required by 

10penIX j' ~tIR& 4, as .DGITeOy-appro-Wa4>

BRev 1. 04/07/95

(continued) 

the wo isolation valves) unless the p etration is isolated 
by us f one closed and de-activated a tic valve, 
closed ual valve, or blind flange. In his case, the 
leakage ra of the isolated bypass leakage ath is assumed 
to be the ac al pathway leakage through the olation 
device. If bo isolation valves in the penetr ion are 
closed, the actu leakage rate is the lesser lea ge rate 
of the two valves. This method of quantifying max 
pathwy leakage is o to be used for this SR (i.e., 
Appendix maximum pt leakage limits are to be 
quantified in accordance. th Appendix J). The Frequen is 
required by 10 CFR SO, App. ix J, as modified by approv 
exemptions (and therefore, th Frequency extensions of 
SR 3.0.2 my not be applied), s ce the testing is an 
Appendix 3, Type C test. This S imply imposes additional 
cceptance criteria.  

No • is added to this SR which state hat these valves 
are nly required to meet this leakage 1 t in NODES 1, 2, 
and 3. In the other conditions, the Reacto Coolant System 
iss not ressurized add specific primary conta nt leakage 
limits a not required.  

[Bypass lea ge is considered part of La. [Reviewe Is Note: 
Unless sped cally exempted].]

9VR/6 STS B 3.6-30



Txe. &cce 4-4-cc~ cr.{ersO 4 ,kev { cor-ioo-e.( (io6Le PCIVs 
e4~t k~6NAbc.W 1  es~eA i'mtes It I PW4w es4mýteS B 3.6.1.3 

FBASES 
tes~eJ~ 

A.~I 

SURVELILLýANCE SR .6.1.3 10 (Continud

V
Surveillance of hydrostatically tested lines provides 
assurance thatithe calculation assumptions of Referenw 

tare m'tYhe combined leakage rates must be 
dgeonstrat In eaka e teso 
e uen e erence as modified by a rove 

.xe- o thus SR 3.0.2 ich allows Fre ncv

DVR/6 STS 
B 3.6-31
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PCIVs 
B 3.6.1.3

BASES 

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

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

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

3. 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.  

4. Typographical/grammatical error corrected.  

5. 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.  

6. This bracketed requirement/information has been deleted because it is not applicable to 

LaSalle 1 and 2.  

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

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

9. 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.  

10. 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.  

11. The LaSalle 1 and 2 design includes EFCVs and TIPs, similar to the BWRI4 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 I



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

12. 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.  

13. 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.  

14. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity.  

15. 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.  

16. 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



B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

B 3.6.1.4 A ,. .,,y e , ,.n ',C 1Presu e 

BASES

Th� • pressure is limited during normal 
operation o preserve he initial conditions assumed in the 

accident analyses for a Design Basis Accident (DBA) or loss 
of coolant accident (LOCA).

The limits on rimary containment to secondary containment 
differential] essure have been de eloped based on 
operating experi ce. The auxiliary uilding, which is plr
of the secondary ntainment, complet surrounds the low 

portion of the prim y containment. Th efore, the primary 
ontainment design e ernal differential ressure, and 
c sequently the Sped ication limit, are stablished 
re tive to the auxiltaa building pressure. The auxiliary 
buil ng pressure is kept lightly negative lative to the 

ýatmos eric ressure to pr ent leakage to thee tMosphere.

Wrý'ial --t ssuii 2ý affect'sithe initiN conti jnte~nI press •e_ _ Te initial pressure limi~atioi 

requirements ensure that peak primary containmentl 
for a DBA LOCA does not exceed the design value of 
and that peak negative pressure for an inadvertent

(continued)
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. =,o#A 
"o I Pressure 

BASES• 

APPLICABLE spray event does not exceed the design value of 

SAFETY ANALYSES pi. 1 

(continued) 
Primery containment pressure satisfies Criterion 2 of 

LCO inA limitation o the • •3te O, 
pressure must be repressured to wihand l5i•m t 1-hour.  

C-5within required-to-ensure that primary containment anal Te-5 
5 •uPrL'55f0 hu conditions a Trei consistent with the initial safety analyse 

aLssO 3.11 hrary contai nment~ hc eursta 

S•Jýe•- / assumptions so that containment pressures remain within 
4\I C~.• design values during aa LOCAA aand the design value of 

Icontainment negative pressure is not exceeded during an inadvertent operation of Mb sprays.  

APPLICABILITY In NODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could result in a release of 

radioactive material to primary containment. In NODES 4 

and 5, the probability and consequences of these events are 

reduced due to the pressure and temperature limitations ofI 

these NODES. Therefore, maintaining ar l y co nta inae 

pressure within limits is not recluire d'- i NODE 4 o r 5. rlý weI ".  

When r • a a d r 2 w ai m n i f r ' a 
pressure is not within the limits of the LCO,•] 

pressure must be restored to within limits within t hour.  The Required Action is necessary to return operation to 

within the bounds of the primary containment analysis. The 

I hour Completion Time is consistent with the ACTIONS of 
LCO 3.6.1.1, "Primary Containment,o which requires that primary containment be restored to OPERABLE status within 

I hour.  

B.1 and B.2 

if 41r toscnary Ex----' n--di pressure.  

c a n t b r s o r d t o wi h n l im it s w it h in t h e r e q u i r e d 

Completion Time, the plant must be brought to a NODE in 

(continued)
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BASES 

ACTIONS L.1andB.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 
REQUI REMENTS SVerifying that inl i g -2-net i-nm ont r+ n-- en~ a rXy ennta inment 

/•c l ,0-1 ' ' V.ri yessure is within limit-s ensures that 

/ • '- • operatmon eains within the limits assumed in the primary 

( •o~ e~o• \ cntinment analysis.' The 12 hour Frequency of this SR was 

\c•.•o••€• ... , ) developed bbasedd on operating experience related to trending 

6Z.. .. ' 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.

REFERENCES 1A. FSAR, Section [6.2.1.bl. 

S&2. FSAR, Section 16.2.1.16

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



JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1 
ITS BASES: 3.6.1.4 - DRYWELL AND SUPPRESSION CHAMBER PRESSURE 

S1. Changes have been made to reflect the 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. 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 
B 3.6.1.5

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

B 3.6.1.5 R% Cont

BASES

BACKGROUND Heat loads from the drywell, as well as piping and equipment 
, add energy to the r 

c2M83M2= m airspace and raise airspace temperature.  
Coolers included in the unit design remove this energy and 
maintain an appropriate average temperature 

S. The average airspace temperature affects the 
caculated response to postulated Design Basis Accidents 
(DBAs). This walnmenair temperature limit is 
an initial conditioainput for the Reference I safety 
analyses.

APPL] 
SAFE'

ICABLE Primary containment performance for the DBA is evaluated for 
TY 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 

•r-•p•.r v mnn m~enD averaoe air temperature. Analyses .  
Sa-ssMGM-an Inttam average-Q)TISnMtS& mn- n a wb•]• _ 
Scsll' •iT•Dtemperature of f•EI. Maintatning the 

2expencted inwitial cond~itions ensures-that -safety analysesr--ý 
S~remain valid and ensures that the peak LOCA primary 

temperature do s not exceed the maximum 
allowal temperature ofAWF (Ref. 1). Exceeding this 

2 ( eiisgn 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 operating under environmental conditions expected for the 
accident.

-cont air temperature satisfies Criterion 2 of 

LCO With an initial average air temperature 
less than or equal to the LCO temperature limit, the peak 
accident temperature Is maintained below the<rliý 

S'nmn design temperature. As a result, -e ability of 

(continued)
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rr ono'n- e Air Temperature 
B 3.6.1.5

BASES

LCO 
(continued)

APPLICABILITY

ACTIONS

primary containment to perform its design function is 
ensured.

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 thepressure and temperature limitations of 
these MODES. Therefore, maintainingo n 
average air temperature within the limit is not required in 
MODE 4 or 5.

When 4r average air temperature is not 
within the limit 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 analysis to variations in 
this parameter, and provides sufficient time to correct 
minor problems.

B. I and B. 2..A•• 

4 If the _ average air temperature cannot be 
restoredo withni limit within the required Completion 

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

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.1.5.1 
REQUIREMENTS 

Verifying that the -'Pt ncontiament'•average air 
temperature is within the LCO limit ensures that operation 
remains within the limits assumed for the primary 

(continued)
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tiaiCont~nmen Air Temperature 

B 3.6.1.5 

BASES 

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.1.5.1 (continued) 
REQUIREMENTS_________ 

containment analyses.- In orr to det ie the r•iary 
(cop~almept avera• ar te- erature, An arithm ic averJe i 
Scalc Tated, jtng mea rements •en at Ioations w hin 
Lthe Mary tainmen selected Ztv provide repres tative 
lsaiu e of te overal primary cmhtaInment tmosoher.

S~~The 24 hour Frequeng of this SRdTconsl ereA acceptaba 

Slsed on observed •ow rates of temp DYture increase twithin) p pMary containment~l a result of envi Dmntal heat 

'_•urte rmdue to la~rce'vlume of the primarX •ontainment), i/ 3. Furthermore, the 24 hour Frequency is considered adequa e in 
view of other indications available in the control room, 
including alarms, to alert the operator to an abnormal 

OprMwaK3TKfl j airntmperature condition.

REFERENCES 1- Sction --6.2irfO

7110ft Oindesg, a~~j1.tý alg8~e/Sn 0/ airh 
p~'sdek j -At views// Wyo / a-oJi"
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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 low 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 Vacuum Breakers 

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 
( r-• 

B 3.6.1 4D ession Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Breakers 

,Lu=c 4ýOrw av,.x ex+ek5 ivo#i CA O~e pi"r BASES +'".eetb&A"Orj. Tkf- VCLMAtAL

fa tv4 Yaiet ar e-qsmgvdjb S . O-t f.A e,

'letves are- 6o4ei 
OA)d~,L L'c~ 

'Ir

The function_ the suppression-chamber-to-drywell vacuum 
breakex&=s Ito relieve vacuum in the drywell. There are 

vacuum breakers locatedr-. U, 
between the drywell and the suppression 

chamber, hih 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 i s a sel f/ out-
actuating valv T-I a o a-chezIF- alve, which can b • ',£ , bre,.  

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

In the event of a primary system rupture, steam condensation 
within the drywell results in the most severe pressure 
transient. Following a primary system rupture, air in the 
drywell is purged into the suppression chamber free 
airspace, leaving the drywell full of steam. Subsequent 
condensation of the steam can be caused in two possible 
ways, namely, Emergency Core Cooling Systems flow from a 
recirculation line break, or drywell spray actuation 
following a loss of coolant accident (LOCA). These two 
cases determine the maximum depressurization rate of the 

In addition, the aa -e in the Mark fVe~n1System 
downcomer is controlled by the drywell-to-suppression 
chamber differential pressure. If the drywell pressure is 

(continued)
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Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Breakers 
B 3.6.1_ 

BASES W -

BACKGROUND 
(continued)

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

less than the suppression :hamber pressure, there will be an 
increase in the &jft wate#le• 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 t4-§ i vacuum 
breakers limit the height of the waterleg in the 
during normal operation. M er--)

Analytical methods and assumptions involving the 
suppression chamber-to-drywell vacuum breakers are presented 
in Reference 1 as part of the accident response of the primary containment_,I•stems. n a ppression 
chamber-to-dr nel]jo a'e, j:xternal (reactm.urhl lan

0t-SU3nr vacuum breakers are provided as part 
of the primary containment to limit the negative 
differential pressure across the drywell and suppression 
chamber walls 9tmtL = part of ETn rimary XonRmnment I

Ai

uositlT hW-( F. The results of the analyses show that 
the design pressure is not exceeded even under the worst C
case accident scenario. The vacuum breaker opening 
diff rential pressure setpoint and the requirement that 

vacuum breakers be OPERABLE are a result of the 
M e ýen aedloThe vacuum breakers to limit thef •

L44i1e 

\ / n~~e4 e

• w acer ie9 Hel]n" I ne to ta t cross sec T•,ona ar a % ee• , v~ • n vn system betwe ~the drywe11 and sb;rie~sstnon 
hambereeded to fulfill thDrequirement has B aen •stablish as a minimum of [ 5] times the toal break 3 
irea (Ref. 1.In turn, the vac•, relief capacit /btween 
;he d enll air suppression chambe should be [11163 f the 
:oral ath vent rorss sectional area, with thevvs +tte.  

-Dr te arn 51 1-14ifa ] e~nt l n ue%,e -Dsign Basis 

Accident (DBA) analyses the vacuum breakers to be 
closed initially and to remain closed and leak tight i'•_'_j 
the suppression pool at a positive pressure relative-o the 
drywell.  

(continued)
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Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Breakers 
B 3.6.1.4f 

BASES

breakers satisfyAPPLICABLE The suppression 
SAFETY ANALYSES Criterion 3 of 

(continued)

E---TI2 vacuum breakers must be OPERABLE 
I1 suppression chamber-to-drywell vacuum 
W eare closed (except during) 
Sin the vacuum breakers are nerformino their /

i;-i,- - Mthe Suppression I 
to mitigate the

40EC> NODES 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 drywel1 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 primary system prior to a DBA occur in NODES 1, 2, and 3 
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.

B 3.6-50

(continued) 
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Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Breakers 
B 3.6.1

BASES (continued)

S &.I 
With one of the v breakers inoperable for 

opening (e.g., the vacuum breaker is not open and may be 
stuck closed or not within its opening setpoint limit, so 
that it would not function as designed during an vent that 
depressurized the drywell), the remaining eig uPERABL[ 
vacuum breakers are capable of providing the vacuum relief 
function. However, overall system reliability is reduced 
because a single failure in one of the remaining vacuum 
breakers could result in an excessive suppression chamber

-'to-dryell diffrentil presLsre during a DBA. Therefore, 
w one of the uum breakers inoperable, 
72 hours is allowed to restore 
inoperable vacuum breakerC to OPERABL tatus so t at lan 
conditions are consistent w 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.

Q.- Paoire I I e inoperable suppre bion chember-to-d jell vacuum-" 
I L•-•.•_ •[-tbreal ,cannot be closed o ~restored to OPP•E status 

I r•-- 6, Lwthi tlrequired Coplt T the plant s e .  
I •o• k'•( brought to a M ODE in whic~h t~he L"CO does not apply. To 

wos Ac.... (continued)

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 Vacuum Breakers 
B 3.6.1.  

BASES 

ACTIONS CALnd C.2 (continued) 

achieve this status, the plant must be brought to at least 
NODE 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 SL.6.l.l 
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 
position indi j•ion or by verifying that a differential 

(• - pressure of psid between the suppression chamber and 
L-..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' 

t~erl~f•:onIs lsoreiquiredI witkin z hours after any _T 
[dis;c7h'at61': of stemo the suppress• chamber from the 

S.... ~isafet;/;e -kf valves or any operation •tat causes the 
[drywell-to-sa~rossion chamber ditfferon I pressure to be• 
reduced by a [o.%r•] psid.  

) j0034.; & Note ___ý ý Dl ths__ _ allows suppression chamber
"\ t -, 5 to-drywell vacuum breakers opened in conjunction with the 

\ 9 I -G 4-5 r. performance of a Surveillance to not be considered as 
S 4 ~sfailing this SR. These periods of opening vacuum breakers 

a-l'are controlled by plant procedures and do not represent 
i noperable vacuum breakers. T-he 5,eom A M4 r ,• tle • i 4c'S 

444 Vceu. krdrs . Pk gQ " as. @+ Uha iý~r eo 4i I t re %su re ce m 

Each - evacuum breaker must be~cycled to ensure that 
it opens a equately to perform its design function and 
returns to the fully closed position. This ensures that the 
safety analysis assumptions are valid. The 0 aay Frequency 
of this SR was developed, based on Inservice Testing Program 
requirements to perform valve testing at least once every 
92 days. -ohnsen to yrovjv 

(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



Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Breakers 
B 3.6. L

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

Scontinued) 

daddit 1 assurance that the v uum breakers are 0 RABLE, 
nce the Jre located in a hars6% v%..n-met (the 

pr~ession'•Mber a aejY ýIn addition, thits functional 

est is required within 12 hours after either a discharge of 
steam to the suppression chamber from the safety/relief va e f ) , fter an ape ra ; on T at au s an of h e v u m• - ..  
Drea ers •ooe .

ZLI~L0k1

Verification of the vacuum breaker opening setpointVis 
necessary to ensure that the safety analysis assumption 3 
regarding vacuum breaker fu0l open differential pressure of 

JL, 0.4 • psid is valid. .The month Frequency is based on 
the need to perform this Surve ance unaer the condition 
that apply during a plant outage and the potential for an 
unplanned transient if the Surveillance were performed with 

rl( the reactor at power. QE--.t 3tsac Ahe mon 
I -' Frequency has been shown to be acceptiabe, based on 

operating experience, and is further justified because of 
other surveillances performed at shorter Frequencies that 
convey the proper functioning status of each vacuum breaker.

REFERENCES Section

1{2.

BWR/4 STS

FSAK, Respe^se 4- wJPc.

B 3.6-53
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1 
ITS BASES: 3.6.1.6 - SUPPRESSION CHAMBER-TO-DRYWELL VACUUM BREAKERS 

1. 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.  

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

3. 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.  

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

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

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

7. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity.  

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

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



LLS Valves 
B 3.6.1.6

B 3.6 CONTAI NT SYSTEMS 

B 3.6.1.6 Low-Low et (LLS) Valves 

BASES

BACKGROUND
NN 

The safet elief 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 m e, opening the pilot valve allows a 
differential pressu to develop across the main valve 
piston and thus opens he main valve. The main valve can 
stay open with valve i et steam pressure as low as 
[0] psig. The pneumatic perator is arranged so that its 
malfunction will not prev t the valve disk from lifting if 
steam inlet pressure 'xcee the safety mode pressure 
setpoints.  

[Six] of the S/RVs are equippe to provide the LLS function.  
The LLS logic causes the LLS val s to be opened at a lower 
pressure than the relief or safet mode pressure setpoints 
and stay open longer, such that reo ening of more than one 
S/RV is prevented on subsequent actu ions. Therefore, the 
LLS function prevents excessive short uration S/RV cycles 
with valve actuation at the relief setp nt.  

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

APPLI yLE The LLS relief mode functions to ensure that the 
SAFETY LYSES containment design basis of one S/RV operating on 

"*subsequent actuations" is met (Ref. 1). In other wo 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 
o y on the initial actuation for DBAs. Even though [six] 

(continued)

BWR/6 5i B ý3.6-ý39ev 1, 04/07/95
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\ILS Valves

BASES

APPLICABLE \LLSS/RVs are specified, all 
SAFETY ANALYSES any DBA analysis.  

(continued) 
ILS alves satisfy Criterion

LCO

[six] LLS S/RVs do not opera 

3 of the NRC Policy Statement.

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

I

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, and 3; an vent could cause pressurization of 
the reactor and opening o RVs. In MODES 4 and 5, the 
probability and consequencesf these events are reduced due 
to the pressure and temperatu limitations in these MODES.  
Therefore, maintaining the LLS Ives OPERABLE is not 
required in MODE 4 or 5.

I 

ACTIONS 

With one LLS valve inoperable, the remain g OPERABLE LLS 
c 

E 

c 
a 

valves are adequate to perform the designe function.  

a 

e un 
T 

n 

p 
t 

i 

ýBL However, the overall reliability is reduced * The 14 day 
un 

e h 

ty 

e 14 d 
Completion Time takes into account the redunda capability 

I 
a 

b 

c 
afforded by the remaining LLS S/RVs and the low obability 

RV 
iSIIL 
0w 
i t of an event in which the remaining LLS S/RV capab ity wouldyuld 

be inadequate. 

OP 

ow ap 

B.1 and B.2 

If two or more LLS valves are inoperable or if thecrio0 
inoperable LLS valve.cannot be restoredd _ to OPERABLE status 
ithin the required Completion Time, the plant must be 
b ught to a MODE in which the LCO does not apply. To 
ac i ve this status, the plant must be brought to at least 
MODE within 12 hours and to MODE 4 within 36 hours. The 
allow Completion Times are reasonable, based on operating, 
experie e, to reach the required plant conditions from full 

(continued)
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\qSURVEILLANCE EQUIREMENTS
SR 3.6.1.6.1 o 

A manual actuation o ach LLS valve is performed to verify 
that the valve and sole ids are functioning properly and 
that no blockage exists the valve discharge line. This 
can be demonstrated by the sponse of the turbine control 
or bypass valve, by a change the measured steam flow, or 
by any other method that is su ble to verify steam flow.  
Adequate reactor steam dome pres re must be available to 
perform this test to 'avoid damagin the valve. Adequate 
pressure at which this test is to be erformed is 
_> [950] psig (the pressure recommende y the Valve 
manufacturer). Also, adequate steam flb must be passing 
through the main turbine or turbine bypas valves to 
continue to control reactor pressure when t ADS valves 
divert steam flow upon opening. Adequate st flow is 
represented by [at least 1.25 turbine bypass v ves open, or 
total steam flow 2 10 lb/hr]. The [18] month equency 
was developed based on the S/RV tests required by he ASHE 
Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code, Section XI (Ref. 3 The 
Frequency of [18] months on a STAGGERED TEST BASIS e res 
that each solenoid for each S/RV is alternately tested.  
Operating experience has shown these components usually ss 
the Surveillance when performed at the [18] month Frequenc 
Therefore, the Frequency was concluded to be acceptable fr 
a reliability standpoint.  

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 

cause valve OPERABILITY and the setpoints for overpressure 
p tection are verified by Reference 3 prior to valve 
in allation. After adequate reactor steam dome pressure 
and low are reached, 12 hours are allowed to prepare for 
and p form the test.  

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95

ACTIONS

LLS Valves 
B 3.6.1.6

J
BWR/6 STS B 3.6-41
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(continued) 
power c ditions in an orderly manner and without 
challengi plant systems.



LLS 
B3

f
Val ves 
.6.1.6

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS 

(continued) The S designed S/RVs are required to actuate automatically 
upon r •pt of specific Initiation signals. A system 
functiona test is performed to verify that the mechanical 
portions ( ., solenoids) of the automatic LLS function 
operate as de igned when initiated either by an actual or 
simulated auto tic Initiation signal. The LOGIC SYSTEM 
FUNCTIONAL TEST SR 3.3.6.5.4 overlaps this SR to provide 
complete testing o the safety function.  

The 18 month Frequenc is based on the need to perform this 
Surveillance under the nditions that apply during a plant 
outage and the potential r an unplanned transient if the 
Surveillance were performe ith the reactor at power.  
Operating experience has sho these components usually pass 
the Surveillance whew performe t the 18 month Frequency.  
Therefore, the Frequency was conc ded to be acceptable from 
a reliability standpoint.  

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

N11

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

2. FSAR, Section [5.5.17].  

3. ASME, Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code, Section XI.

I,
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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 I



RHR Containment Spray System 

B 3.6 C INMENT SYSTEMS t 

BACKGROUND The p imary containment is designed with a suppre ion pool 
so tha in the event of a loss of coolant acciden LOCA), 
steam re ased from the primary system is channeled rough 
the suppre ion pool water and condensed without produ *ng 
significant essurization of the primary containment. e 
primary conta ment is designed so that with the pool 
initially at th minimum water volume and the worst single 
failure of the p mary containment heat removal systems, 
suppression pool e rgy absorption combined with subsequent 
operator controlled ool cooling will prevent the primary 
containment pressure om exceeding its design value.  
However, the primarycc tainment must also withstand a 
postulated bypass leakag pathway that allows the passage of 
steam from the drywell di ctly into the primary containment 
airspace, bypassing the sup esslon pool. The primary 
containment also must withst d a low energy steam release 
into the primary containment a space. The RHR Containment 
Spray System is designed to mit ate the effects of bypass 
leakage and low energy line break 

There are two redundant, 100% capaci RIIR containment spray 
subsystems. Each subsystem consists o a suction line from 
the suppression pool, an RHR pump, a he exchanger, and 
three spray spargers inside the primary c tainment (outside 
of the drywell) above the refueling floor. ispersion of 
the spray water is accomplished by 350 nozzl in each 
subsystem.  

The RHR containment spray mode will be automatic ly 
initiated, If required, following a LOCA, or it ma be 
manually initiated according to emergency procedure 

APPLICABLE erence 1 contains the results of analyses that predict 
SAFETY ANALYSES th rimary containment pressure response for a LOCA with 

the ximum allowable bypass leakage area.  

The equ alent flow path area for bypass leakage has been 
specifie o be [0.9] ft 2. The analysis demonstrates that 

(continued)
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• --- R -- Con inment Spray stem 

/• 
• 3.6.1.7 

APPLICABLE 
with containment spray operation the primary cont inment 

SAFETY ANALY S pressure remains within design limits.  
(continued) f 

The RiR Containment Spray System satisfies Criterion of 
Ithe NRC Policy Statement.

N 
In e event of a Design Basis Accident (DBA), a minimum of 
one R containment spray subsystem is required to mitigate 
potent al bypass leakage paths and maintain the primary 
contain nt peak pressure below design limits. To ensure that the• requirements are met, two RHR containment spray 

subsystems must be OPERABLE. Therefore, in the event of an 

accident, a1 least one subsystem is OPERABLE assuming the 

worst case s ~gle active failure. An RIIR containment spray 

subsystem is OERABLE when the pump, the heat exchanger, and 

associated pipi , valves, instrumentation, and controls are 

OPERABLE.

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a BA could cause pressurization of 
primary containment. In ODES 4 and 5, the probability and 
consequences of these even are reduced due to the pressure 
and temperature limitations n these MODES. Therefore, 
maintaining RHR containment s ay subsystems OPERABLE is not 
required in MODE 4 or 5.5

ACTION Ad.  

With one RHR containment spray subsyste inoperable, the 
inoperable subsystem must be restored to PERABLE status 
within 7 days. In this Condition, the rem ining OPERABLE 
RHR containment spray subsystem is adequate o perform the 
primary containment cooling function. Noweve the overall 
reliability is reduced because a single failur 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 
c abilities afforded by the OPERABLE subsystem and t low 
pr ability of a DBA occurring during this period.  

(continued)
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RHR Conta nt Spray System 
B 3.6.1.77

ACTIONS 
(continued)

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.1.7.1 
REQUIREMENTS 

Verifying the correct alignment for manual, power op ated, 
and automatic valves in the RHR containment spray mode ow 
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 
m ositloned are in the correct position. This SR does not 
app to valves that cannot be inadvertently misaligned, 
such acheck valves.  

The 31 da requency of this SR is justified because the 
valves are erated under procedural control and because 
improper valv osition would affect only a single 
subsystem. Thi Frequency has been shown to be acceptable 
based on operatin experience.  

(continued)

J

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

k
With two R containment spray subsystems inoperable, one 
subsystem st be restored to OPERABLE status within 
8 hours. I this Condition, there is a substantial loss of 
the primary c tainment bypass leakage mitigation function.  
The 8 hour Comp tion Time is based on this loss of function 
and is considere cceptable due to the low probability of a 
DBA and because alt native methods to remove heat from 
primary containment available.  

C.1 and C.2 

If the inoperable RHR contain nt spray subsystem cannot be 
restored to OPERABLE status wi in the required Completion 
Time, the plant must be brought a ODE in which the LCO 
does not apply. To achieve this atus, the plant must be 
brought to at least MODE 3 within 1 hours and to MODE 4 
within 36 hours. The allowed Complet n Times are 
reasonable, based on operating experien , to reach the 
required plant conditions from full powe conditions in an 
orderly manner and without challenging plafsystems.

!
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RHR Co inment

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

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 potent;al for an unplanned 
ansient if the Surveillance were performed with the 

re ctor at power. Operating experience has shown that these 
com nents usually pass the Surveillance when performed at 

(continued)

1'
Spray 

B 3
System 
.6.1.7

X

R (continued) 

Note h been added to this SR that allows RHR contal nt 
spray subs tems to be considered OPERABLE during align t 
to and opera ion in the RHR shutdown cooling mode when be w 
[the RHR cut permissive pressure in NODE 3], if capable 
of being manual realigned and not otherwise inoperable.  
At these low pres res and decay heat levels (the reactor is 
shut down in MODE a reduced complement of subsystems can 
provide the required ntainment pressure mitigation 
function thereby allow operation of an RHR shutdown 
cooling loop when necess 

SR 3.6.1.7.a 

Verifying each RHR pdmp develops flow rate 2 [5650] gpm 
while operating in the suppression ol cooling mode with 
flow through the associated heat exc ger ensures that pump 
performance has not degraded during the ycle. It is tested 
in the pool cooling mode to demonstrate- p OPERABILITY 
without spraying down equipment in primary ontainment.  
Flow is a normal test of centrifugal pump pe ormance 
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 indica•mng 
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

BWP/6 STS B 3.6-46 Rev 1, 04/07/95



RHR Containment

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

S(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 perfod devery 10 years to verify that 
the spray nozzles are not obs ucted and that flow will be 
provided when required. The 10 ar Frequency is adequate 
to detect degradation in performan due to the passive 
nozzle design and its normally dry s e and has been shown 
to be acceptable through operating expe ince.

N

1. FSAR, Section [6.2.1.1.5].

2. ASNE, Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code, Section

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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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.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



8

8 3.6 XCONTA ENT SYSTEMS 

B 3.6.1.8 Penet iton Valve Leakage Control System (PVLCS) 

BASES

BACKGROUND The PVLC upplements the isolation function of primary 
containmen isolation valves (PCIVs) in process lines that 
also penetra the secondary containment. These 
penetrations a sealed by air from the PVLCS to prevent 
fission products eaking past the Isolation valves and 
bypassing the se dary containment after a Design Basis 
Accident (DBA) loss f coolant accident (LOCA).  

The PVLCS consists of wo] independent, manually initiated 
subsystems, either of Ic*ch is capable of preventing fission 
product leakage from the ntainment post LOCA. Each 
subsystem is comprised of a air compressor, an accumulator, 
an injection valve, and thre injection headers with 
separate isolation valves. Th system has additional 
headers, which serve the Main S am Isolation Valve Leakage 
Control System and safety/relief lye (S/RV) actuator air 
accumulators.  

Each process line has two PCIVs and a additional manual 
Isolation valve outside of the outboard CIV. The two 
outboard valves are double disk gate val s. Each valve is 
provided sealing air from its electrically ssociated 
division of PVLCS to the area between the d I disk seats.  
The PVLCS is started manually.

N

APPLICABL The analyses described in Reference I provide the valuation 
SAFETY ANAL ES of offsite dose consequences during accident condit ons.  

During the first 25 minutes following an accident, t 
isolation valves on lines that penetrate primary cont inment 
and also penetrate secondary containment are assumed t leak 
isslon products directly to the environment, without ing 
ocessed by the Standby Gas Treatment System. The anal es 

ta credit for manually initiating PVLCS after 25 minute 
and onot assume any further secondary containment bypass 
leaka.  

The PVLC satisfies Criterion 3 of the NRC Policy Statement.  

ontinued
k

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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exceeding this limit, the low probab ity of failure of the 
OPERABLE PVLCS subsystem, and the avai bility of the PCIVs.  

With [two] PVLCS subsystems inoperable, at le st one 
subsystem must be restored to OPERABLE status ithin 7 days.  
The 7 day Completion Time is based on the low p bability of 
the occurrence of a DBA LOCA, the availability o 25 minutes 
r operator action, and the availability of the is.  

(continued

IW/ I1 BI.-9Rv ,0/79

PVLCS 

BASES 7 continued)B3.18 

LCO [Two] PVLCS subsystems must be OPERABLE uch that in the 
event of an accident, at least one subsys is OPERABLE 
assuming the worst case single active fail e. A PVLCS 
subsystem is OPERABLE when all necessary com nents are 
vailable to supply each associated dual seat solation 
v lye with sufficient air pressure to preclude ontainment 
le age when the containment atmosphere is at t maximum peakcontainmentprsueP, 

reduced due to he pressure and temperature limitations o 
these MODES. T refore, the PYICS is not required to be 
OPERABLE in n MOEDES a nd 5 to prevent leakage of radioactive 
material from prima containment.  

MDONSS.  

With one PVLCS subsystem in erable, the inoperable 
subsystem must be restored t OPERABLE status within 
30 days. In this Condition, t e remaining OPERABLE PVLCS 
subsystem is adequate to perfo the leakage control 
function. The 30 day Completion ime is based on the low 
probability of the occurrence of a OCA, the amount of time 

U41•S ki C+ +kE + Cm ft - w UJUI +^ "nunn*
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PVL' 
B 3.6.1

BIASES

ACTIONS4 
(continue

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

C. I and C.2 

If the inoperable PVLCS subsystem cannot be stored to 
OPERABLE status within the required Completion Time, the 
plant must be brought to a MODE in which the LC does not 
pply. To achieve this status, the plant must brought 

least MODE 3 within 12 hours and to MODE 4 with hours. The allowed Completion Times are reasona e, t requred lant 
basc on operating experience, to reach theorerlane 
cond ions from full power conditions in an orderly systems.

minimum The miiu ~rsupplyr necessary for PVLCS OPERABILITY 
varies with sys~vtem holna sunnliad with camnressed air

from the PVLCS cumulators. Due to the support system 
function of PVLC for S/RV actuator air, however, the 
specified minimum essure of [101] psig is required, which 
provides sufficient ir for [ ] S/RV actuations with the 
drywell pressure at psig. This minimum air pressure 
alone is sufficient fo PVLCS to support the OPERABILITY of 
these S/RV systems and i verified every 24 hours. The 
24 hour Frequency is cons red adequate in view of other 
indications available in t control room, such as alarms, 
to alert the operator to an normal PVLCS air pressure 
condition.  

A simulated system operation is perfor d every [18] months 
to ensure that the PVLCS will function roughout its 
operating sequence. This includes corre automatic 
positioning of valves once the system is itiated manually.  
Proper functioning of the compressor and va yes is verified 
by this Surveillance. The [18] month Freque y was 
developed considering it is prudent that many urveillances 
be performed only during a plant outage. Opera ing 
experience has shown that these components usual pass the 
Surveillance when performed at the [18] month Freq ncy.  
Therefore, the Frequency was concluded to be accept le from.  

reliability standpoint.  

(continued) 
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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 an Steam Isolation Valve (MSIV) Leakage Control Sys (LCS) 

BASES

BACKGROUND

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

The SIV LCS supplements the isolation function of the Vs 
by pr essing the fission products that could leak throug 
the clo d MSIVs after a Design Basis Accident (DBA) loss o 
coolant a ident (LOCA).  

The MSIV LCS nsists of two independent subsystems: ann 
inboard subsyst , which is connected between the inboard 
and outboard MSI and an outboard subsystem, which is 
connected immediat downstream of the outboard MSIVs.  
Each subsystem is ca ble of processing leakage from MSIVs 
following a DBA LOCA. ach subsystem consists of blowers 
(four blowers for the in ard subsystem and two blowers for 
the outboard subsystem), v yes, piping, and heaters (for 
the inboard subsystem only). The four electric'heaters in 
the inboard subsystem are prov d to boil off any 
condensate prior to the gas mixt passing through the flow 
limiter.  

Each subsystem operates in two process odes: 
depressurization and bleedoff. The depr surization process 
reduces the steam line pressure to withi e operating 
capability of equipment used for the bleedo mode. During 
bleedoff (long term leakage control), the blo rs maintain a 
negative pressure in the main steam lines (Ref. ). This 
ensures that leakage through the closed MSIVs is llected 
by the MSIV LCS. In both process modes, the efflu t is 
discharged to the auxiliary building, which encloses 
volume served by the Standby Gas Treatment (SGT) Syst 

The HSIV LCS is manually initiated approximately 20 minut S 
following a DBA LOCA (Ref. 2).  

e MSIV LCS mitigates the consequences of a DBA LOCA by 
e uring that fission products that may leak from the closed 
MS s are diverted to the auxiliary building and ultimately 
filt red by the SGT System. The analyses in Reference 3 
provi the evaluation of offsite dose consequences. The 
operat n of the NSIV LCS prevents a release of untreated 
leakage r this type of event.  

(continued)
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MS 
B 3

APPLICABLE The MSIV LCS satisf 
SAFETY ANAL ES Statement.  

7(continued)

LCO

IV LCS 
.6. 1.9

les Criterion 3 of NRC Policy

NSIV LCS subsystem can provide the required rocessing 
of "he MSIV leakage. To ensure that this capabil is 
avalable, assuming worst case single failure, two IV LCS 
subsy tems must be OPERABLE.

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could lead to a fission prod 
release to p mary containment. Therefore, MSIV LCS 
OPERABILITY i required during these MODES. In MODES 4 
and 5, the prob bility and consequences of these events are 
reduced due to t pressure and temperature limitations in 
these MODES. The fore, maintaining the MSIV LCS OPERABLE 
is not required in ODE 4 or 5 to ensure MSIV leakage is 
processed.

ACTIONS A.  

With one MSIV LCS subsystem operable, the inoperable MSIV 
LCS subsystem must be restored o OPERABLE status within 
30 days. In this Condition, the remaining OPERABLE MSIV LCS 
subsystem is adequate to perform e required leakage 
control function. However, the ov all reliability is 
reduced because a single failure in he remaining subsystem 
could result in a total loss of MSIV akage control 
function. The 30 day Completion Time based on the 
redundant capability afforded by the re ining OPERABLE MSIV 
LCS subsystem and the low probability of DBA LOCA 
occurring during this period.  

Li 

With two MSIV LCS subsystems inoperable, at least e 
subsystem must be restored to OPERABLE status withi 7 days.  
The 7 day Completion Time is based on the low probabi ty of 
e occurrence of a DBA LOCA.  

BWR/ STSB 3.-53Rev 1, 04/07/95
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MSIV LCS 
B 3.6.1.9

ACTIONS 
(continued)(

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.1.9.1 
REQUIREMENTS Each MSIV LCS blower operated for 2 [15] minutes to 

verify OPERABILITY. T 31 day Frequency was developed 
considering the known re lability of the LCS blower and 
controls, the two subsyst redundancy, and the low 
probability of a significan degradation of the NSIV LCS 
subsystem occurring between rveillances and has been shown 
to be acceptable through opera ng experience.  

The electrical continuity of each in rd HSIV LCS subsystem 
heater is verified by a resistance che , by verifying the 
rate of temperature increase meets speci ications, or by 
verifying the current or wattage draw mee specifications.  
The 31 day Frequency is based on operating xperience that 
has shown that these components usually pas this 
Surveillance when performed at this Frequenc 

~SR 3.6.1.9.3 

A system functional test is performed to ensure th the 
MSIV LCS will operate through its operating sequence This 
includes verifying that the automatic positioning of e 
valves and the operation of each interlock and timer ar 

rrect, that the blowers start and develop the require 
rate and the necessary vacuum, and the upstream hea rs 

mee current or wattage draw requirements (if not used to 
verif electrical continuity in SR 3.6.1.9.2). The 18 mont 

(continued)

BW T .-5 e ,0/7/9

Ihthe MSIV LCS subsystem cannot be restored to OPERABLE
sta s within the required Completion Time, the plant mus 
be b ught to a MODE in which the LCO does not apply. To 
achiev this status, the plant must be brought to at least 
MODE 3 thin 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 condi ons in an orderly manner and without 
challenging pant systems.
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MSIV LCS 
B 3.6.1.9 

BAS

SURVEIL CE S 3.6.1.9-3L~ (continued) 
REQUIREM S 

Frequency is based on the need to perform th Surveillance 
under the conditions that apply during a plan outage and 
the potential for an unplanned transient if the Surveillance 
were performed with the reactor at power. Opera ng 
experience has shown that these components usuall pass the 
Surveillance when performed at the [18] month Freq ncy.  
Therefore, the Frequency was concluded to be accepta le from 

reliability standpoint.

REFERENCES 1. SAR, Section [6.7].  

2. R ulatory Guide 1.96, Revision [1].  

3. FS Section [15.6.5].

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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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.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



Suppression Pool Average Temperature 
B 3.6.2.1 

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

B 3.6.2.1 Suppression Pool Average Temperature 

BACKGROUND \ The oupesonp s ®ncentr c openc aier w 

N LeIfocateid at thebot 

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 emeenc water Su ply source for the reactor 
ves!eL.S-The amount of ene v Itnal Tnkpoo! can absorb as it• 

ýcf sll _steam is dependent upon the ]thialiaverage suppress'on pool temperature. The Iower~te initial pool 

temperatu , the more heat it can albsorb •thout heating up 

temperature. I•ing conservative inputs and mtods, the 
maximumcalculat primary containment pressure uring and 

..A followinga DesignLasis Accident (DA) must rema below J 

the primary containm t design pressure of [15] ps . In 

temera ure must remain •185]'F.  

The technical concerns that lead to the development of 
suppression pool average temperature limits are as follows: 

a. Complete steam condensation [the original 11 t for) 

b. Primar containment peak pressure and temperature [- e eslgn pressurts e 

c. Condensation oscillation elo -a maximum 

(e-as owabl Sne l itis] ~eatun ope [P001, tk ensrure wil 

e perature of [i *�F ensures that exn tted 

(continuve )
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Insert B 3.6.2.1 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

BACKGROUND 
(continued)

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

LCO

t atures are with n the mae of Mark III tested -

The postulated DBA against which the primary containment 
performance is evaluated is the entire spectrum of 
postulated pipe breaks within the primary containment.  
Inputs to the safety analyses include initial suppression 
pool water volume and suppression pool temperature 
(Reference 1 for LOCAs and Reference•2 for the suppression 
pool temperature analyses required by Reference 3). An 
initial pool temperature of ( F is assumed for the 
Reference 1 analyses. Reactor shutdown at a pool 
temperature of )110J°F and vessel depressurization at a pool 
temperature of k120VF are assumed for the Reference%.2%..

Suppression pool average toMerature satisfies Criteria 2 and 3 of hLN C P _l•taee-> 
1- r ..(r2)c

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 
of the suppression pool. The LCO requirements are as 

conditons ae me.UDD1EI~AA 

follows:sln 

Ca.lhver re temperatures:5 *F whenan OPE 

condiions re me STTý06(continued) A

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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Suppression Pool Average Temperature 
B 3.6.2.1

BASES

bi-shut'down at > j,110OF. The pool is designed to 
absorb decay heat and sensible heat but coul 5be 
heated beyond design limits by the steam generated if 
the reactor is not shut down.

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could cause significant heatup 
of the suppression pool. In MODES 4 and 5, the probability 
and consequences of these events are reduced due to the 
pressure and temperature limitations in these MODES.  
Therefore, maintaining suppression pool average temperature 
within limits is not required in MODE 4 or 5.

ACTIONS , .  

With the suppression pool average temperature above the gLID specified limit.-en not Iehungn testing fhat -MINea•- .  
S LT th~un~ in anlfn when above the specified power 
( |;/• ]•z1Z•[3• the initial conditions exceed the conditions .  

assumed for the Reference 1 and(Toanalyses. 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 > F, 

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95

Ifflote that [25/40] visions of full scale IRM Range 7 is 
scal "e Range a\convenient measure when the reartn ic - Mterinn nn 

ui t Jos S.  ýe entially equivalent 1% RTP.) A heat 
imput is approximatery-equal to normal system he;eat losses.  

t17 ?i fcrq
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Suppression Pool Average Temperature 
B 3.6.2.1

BASES

A. A.fnued) 

increased monitoring of rhe pool temperature is required to 
ensure it remains • 1110 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 
in abnormal suppression pool average temperature condition.

If the suppression pooi average temperature cannot be 
restored to within libmits within the required Completion 
Time, the plant must be brought to a NODE in which the LCO 
does not apply. To achieve this status. THERMAL PQWFR 
be reduc to o 25/ 0] d isions of full sca on R NP al EI1 I I_ IRM channe --- l 1hus The 17 hour•5 

Completonr Time is reasonable, based on operating 
experience, to reduce reactor power from full power in an 
orderly manner and without challenging plant systems.

Actions

Iiz�K�_
Suppression pool average temperature >;gOII0%Frequires that 
the reactor be shut down immediately. This is accomplished 
by placing the reactor mode switch in the shutdown position.  
Further cooldown to NODE 4 is required at normal cooldown 

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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Suppression Pool Average Temperature 
B 3.6.2.1 

BASES 

ACTIONS jrd,2(continued) 

rates (provided pool temperature remains :5 I120YF).  
Additionally, when pool temperature is > j11003F, increased 
monitoring of pool temperature is required to ensure that t 
remains S [120JF. The once per 30 minute Completion Timei
is adequate, based on operating experience. Given the high. -• 
pool temperature in this gondition, the monitoring Frequency)-LJ 
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 roo, •C U~r 

alms)to alert the operator to an abnormal suppression 

pool average temperature condition.  

If suppression pool average temperature cannot be maintained 
.5)t120rF, the plant must be brought to a MODE in which the 

1 LCO does not apply. To achieve this status, the reactor 
---- (pressure must be reduced to < t200 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 
Stemperature >E120rF 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 >f1204j'F, the maximum allowable 
bulk and local temperatures could be exceeded very quickly.  

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.2.1.1 
REQUIREMENTS 

The suppression pool average temperature is regularly 
monitored to ensure that the required limits are satisfied.  
Average temperature is determined by taking an arithmetic 
average of the OPERABLE suppression pool water temperature 
channel . The 24 hour Frequency has been shown to be 
accep a e based on operating experience. When heat is 
being added to the suppression pool by testing, however, it 

lzaft 1mkb razIuzk an a/ X)s"Ce (continued) 
i 4.9w.A~4*
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Suppression Pool Average Temperature B 3.6.2.1

BASES

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

REFERENCES

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 indications available in 

the control room, including alarms, to alert the operator to 

an abnormal suppression pool average temperature condition.  

3.FSAR, SectionG- •° L 

2. FUE-73 6. cto 15.2e
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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.  

5. Typographical error corrected.  

6. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



Suppression Pool Water Level 
B 3.6.2.2 

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

B 3.6.2.2 Suppression Pool Water Level 

"0'440 A41  a. '00Ljef Ui~l4e Q MqrIk -U oer/il.&iJ&u Pf%:rW 
BASES CO)eS,..)~ua~)i' £~j ~

BACKGROUND The 4uppression DO0lVCa -concentri-c-open c~ttatngr ner-af 
Q-[th a ýn~ess steel TIbe•: qhich lyu-roated at the botto 

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 (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 
ruclart-vessil. The suppression pool volume rknes between 

)----L.2-ft at the low water level limit of J p X 
(S--4.5 inches. and ft at the high water evel limit 

of linchesj. 31,-9 coo I 

If the suppression pool water level is too low, an 
insufficient amount of water would be available to - 9"A; 
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 lower volume would also absorb less steam energy before 
heating up excessively. Therefore, a minimum suppression 
pool water level is specified.

If the suppression pool water level is too high, it could 
result in excessive clearing loads from S/RV discharges and 
excessive pool swell o renultnn from1 acian Rreý 
Accident (DBA LO An I•vertent upper pool could 

0as 0oveI h d:V 1o w 0h n w e wall Int hed~l]flereTOre, a 
maximum pool water level is specified. Ths LCO specifies 
an acceptable range to prevent the suppression pool water 
level from being either too high or too low.  

APPLICABLE Initial suppression pool water level affects suppression 
SAFETY ANALYSES pool temperature response calculations, calculated drywell 

uQ vent beaijnajfor 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) 
Suppression pool water level satisfies Criteria 2 and 3 of 

ýtp 3h-e)(£iL L5 t fll
(3' 

A limit that suppression pool ater level be 2: 
(•)-t4.5 inches and :• ]]•ZI•[II•iTnches s require ot, ensure) 

that the primary containment conditions assumed for t e 
safety analysis are met. Either the high or low water level 
limits were used in the safety analysis, depending upon 
which is conservative for a particular calculation. re-ee

APPLICABILITY

ACTIONS

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."

A&I WAJ

With suppression pool water level outside the limits, the 
conditions assumed for the safety analysis are not met. If 
water level is below the minimum level, the pressure 
suppression function still exists as long as ent are 
covered, RCIC turbine exhausts are covered, and S/RV 
quenchers are covered. If suppression pool water level is 
above the maximum level, protection against rIL 
overpressurization still exists due to the margin in the 
peak containment pressure analysis &-a a -hdrywel'

f*0pteser level to**Xthin the normal ra %e is, 
rud-eent, hweve-r, toretain the ml~in to weir wall ov enlo 
from an tnedkertent upper pool dump'akd reduce the risk ~f 
Ara;cad nnoo swell and dUnamic loadtifALIheretoe , "

continued operation for a limited time is allowed. The 
2 hour Completion Time is sufficient to restore suppression: 
pool water level to within specified limits. Also, it takes

(continued)
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Suppression Pool Water Level 
B 3.6.2.2 

BASES 

ACTIONS A. (continued) 

into account the low probability of an event impacting the 
suppression pool water level occurring during this interval.  

B.1 and B.2 

If suppression pool water level cannot be restored to within 
limits within the required Completion Time, the plant must 
be brought to a MODE in which the LCO does not apply. To 
achieve this status, the plant must be brought to at least 
NODE 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 3.6.2.2 REQUIREMENTS RQIE T Verification of the suppression pool water level is to 
ensure that the required adqts are satisfied. The 24 hour 

Srt r J i n d�i c a t i on s t h ils S R w a t d e 4 l e c o nsr l e r i n g ap el a r m 
S aeerthnce related to trendabnonrmpovari prieons in suppreo teonr 

leve coniin 

0RE 
E 

waRleveE and water leve instrument drift -d r - the ( •e•C~.f •.1 a • apA06licableL0DS and to ass:stqtenn vt h 

Ip ,1- |1secified %L llevel limi-ts- Frthermore, the 24hour 
| ase- DO~ j, Frequency is considered adequate in view of other 

1 •._. rA4ý1• inddications available in the control room, including alarms, 
• ,¢e••o__• toalert the operator to an abnormal suppression pool water 

level condition.  

REFERENCES It. YSARSectionffi.2•

TBRev 1, 04/07/95BWR/6 STS B 3.6-64



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 I



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 Wxchanger 
S s 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 exchangei)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 ool coolins requirement 
to limit peak temperature to for loss of coolant toE _ 
accidents (LOCAs) and transient events such as a turbine 
trip or a stuck open safety/relief valve (S/RV). S/RV 
leakage 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)

.Rev 1, 04/07/95BwP,/6 STS B 3.6-65



RHR Suppression Pool Cooling 
B 3.6.2.3

BASES 

APPLICABLE suppression pool temperature is calculated to remain below 
SAFETY ANALYSES the design limit.  

(continued) 
The RHR Suppression Pool Cooling System satisfies 
Criterion 3 of ___ __V .XeMeM.  

/5IX1

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 

•-i~ pu ;•r Tr- two sa f • related indp nenod et n p 
Ea"M=].Th~erefore, in the event of an accident, at least 

one subsystem is OPERABLE, assuming the worst case single 
active failure. An RiAR suppression pool cooling subsystem 
is OPERABLE when the pump, heat exchanges and e fo 
associated piping, valves, (instrumentation, and controls are 
OPERABLE.

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could cause a 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 
Pool Cooling System is not required to be OPERABLE in MODE 4 
or 5.

AU

With one RHR suppression pool cooling subsystem inoperable, 
the inoperable subsystem must be restored to OPERABLE status 
within 7 days. In thisgrondition, 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 AA] (continued)

cooling capabilities afforded by the OPERABLE subsystem and 
the low probability of a DBA occurring during this period.

oton n •g ann& o w e am -! i Lwu nnUH • I Iip=YNJ .  
e plan must be brought 

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

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

SR 3.6.2.3.1 

Veifying the correct alignment for man~ualm1 oe prae~...  
Svalves.in the RHR suppression pool cooling 1 

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 

--49system 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 loss of the primary containment pressure and temperature 
mitigation function. The 8 hour Completion Time is based on this loss of 
function and is considered acceptable due to the low probability of a DBA and 
the potential avoidance of a plant shutdown transient that could result in the 
need for the RHR suppression pool cooling subsystems to operate.

Insert Page B 3.6-67



RHR Suppression Pool Cooling 
B 3.6.2.3

BASES

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

SR ... 3.1 (continued) 

has been shown to be acceptable, based on operating 
experience.

SR 3.6.2.3.2 
Verifying each RHR pump develops a flow rate 

while operating in the suppression pool coolinc 
npw through the associated heat exchanger 4

REFERENCES 1. F Section ,e6.2t.M• 

2. ASME, Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code, Section XI.

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

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

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

3. 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.  

4. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity.  

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

6. Typographical/grammatical error corrected.  

7. The IST Program at LaSalle 1 and 2 is not required to provide information for trend 
purposes. Therefore, these words have been deleted.  

8. 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 I



RHR Suppression Pool Spray 
B 3.6.2.4 

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

B 3.6.2.4 Residual Heat Removal (RHR) Suppression Pool Spray 

BASES

BACKGROUND Following a Design Basis Accident (DBA), the RHR Suppression 
Pool Spray System removes heat from the suppression chamber 
airspace. The suppression pool is designed to absorb the 
sudden input of heat from the primary system from a DBA or a 
rapid depressurization of the reactor pressure vessel (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

Each of two RHR suppression pool spray subsystems 
contains • 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 sparge?* The sparger@ only accommodate•) small 
portion of the total RHR pump flow; the remainder of the 
flow returns to the suppression pool through the suppression 

(e ,.. 'f_ • cooling return line( Thus, both suppression 1 
cooling and suppression pool spray functions areeperformed 

C4550 •A G when the Supression Pool Spray System is initiated.  
VA -i•t • servi water, circulating th ugh the rul-e s de o the at .3 p e x eScrang ,eexchanges heat witthtge suppression, pool oI E 'ff 

-- Land diha •Pt this heat to the .eraheat sink.--ither 

R suppression pool spray subsystem is sufficient to 
condense the steam from small bypass leaks from the drywell 
to the suppression chamber airspace during the postulated 
DBA.

(continued) 
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RHR Suppression Pool Spray 
B 3.6.2.4

BASES (continued)

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

Reference I 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 •R Suppression Pool Spray System satisfies Criterion 3 
of of tsateMenlV.

LCO In the event of a DBA, a minimum of one RHR suppression pool 
spray subsystem is required to mitigate potential bypass 
leakage paths and maintain the primary containment peak 
pressure below the design limits (Ref. 1). To ensure that 
these requirements are met, two RHR suppression pool spray subsystems must be OPERABLElh powee _ -*w 0 tr a -• • ý0 

T•eated td0lepende-nt 55- r--rsup- ~e .sr 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

ACTIONS

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

Ai

With one RHR suppression pool spray subsystem inoperable, 
the inoperable subsystem must be restored to OPERABLE status 
within 7 days. In this ondition, the remaining OPERABLE 
RHR suppression pool spiay subsystem is adequate to perform 
the primary containment bypass leakage mitigation function.  

(continued)
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RHR Suppression Pool Spray 
B 3.6.2.4 

BASES 

ACTIONS Aj (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 RIHR 
suppression pool spray capabilities afforded by the OPERABLE 
subsystem and the low probability of a DBA occurring during 
this period.  

AL 

With both RHR suppression pool spray subsystems inoperable, 
at least one subsystem must be restored to OPERABLE status 
within 8 hours. In this ;ondition, there is a substantial 
loss of the primary containment bypass leakage mitigation 
,function. The 8 hour Completion Time is based on this loss 

2. of function and is considered acceptable due to the low 
probability of a DBA and because alternative methods to 

S. tucpre.ssre primary containment are available.  

ted 

C• the plant mut e b o g t t O E i 

associated 
c the oes 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.  

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.2.4.1 
REQUIREENTS (retrifng the correct alignment for manualgapower operated \ 

lM( JMJ valves in the RHR suppression pool spray mode 
flow pat -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 
REQUIREMENTS

SR 3... 4. 1 (continued) 

valve is also allowed to be in the nonaccident position 
provided it can be aligned to the accident position within 
the time assumed in the accident analysis. This is. -< -Uq 
acceptable since the RHR suppression pool Cgj ' ode 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 manualiy initiated system. This Frequency 
has been shown to be acceptable based on operating 
experience.

1 FASection j(6.26 QL.

2. 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 

1. 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.  

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 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.  

4. Not used.  

5. 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.  

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

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

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

9. Editorial change made to be consistent with context of the Specification.

LaSalle 1 and 2 I
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B 3.62 Supeson Pool. Mkeup (S 0U) System 

large volume of water can be held up In the drywell behind 

the weir all. This holdup can significantly lower suppressiB pool water level. The water transfer from the 
SPt4U System ensures a post LOCA suppression pool vent 
coverage of 2 ft above the top of the top row vents so 
that long teysteam condensation Is maintained. The 
additional make water is used as part of the long term 
suppression pool eat sink. The post LOCA delayed transfer 
of this water to tp e suppression pool provides an initially 

low vent submergenc which results in lower drywell 
pressure loading and ower pool dynamic loading during a 
Design Basis Accident BA) LOCA as compared to higher vent 
submergence. The sizin of the residual heat removal heat 
exchanger takes credit fo the additional SPMU System water 
mass in the calculation of he post LOCA peak containment 
pressure and suppression poo temperature.  

The required water dump volume rom the upper containment 
pool is equal to the difference tween the total post LOCA 
drawdown volume and the assumed vo ume loss from the 
suppression pool. The total drawdo volume is the volume 
of suppression pool water that can be entrapped outside of 
the suppression pool following a LOCA. The post LOCA 
entrapment volumes causing suppression ol level drawdown 
include: 

a. The free volume inside and below the t of the 
drywell weir wall; 

b. The added volume required to fill the reac r pressure 
vessel from a condition of normal power oper tion to a 
post accident complete fill of the vessel, in uding 
the top dome; 

c. The volume in the steam lines out to the inboard in 
team Isolation valve (MSIV) on three lines and ou to' 
t outboard HSIV on one line; and 

(continued) 
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SPMU System

l

BWR/6 STS B 3.6-70 Rev 1, 04/07/95

1.

B 3.6.2.4 

BASES 

BACKGROUND d. Allowances for primary containment spray holdu n 
(continued) equipment and structural surfaces.  

The PlU System consists of two redundant subsystems, ea 
capab of dumping the makeup volume from the upper 
contain nt pool to the suppression pool by gravity flow.  
Each dump ine includes two normally closed valves in 
series. Th upper pool is dumped automatically on a 
suppression p 1 water level Low-Low signal (with a LOCA 
signal permiss ) or on the basis of a timer following a 
LOCA signal alon to ensure that the makeup volume is 
available as part the long term energy sink for small 
breaks that might no 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 blowdo energy and decay heat up to at 
least 30 minutes.  

Although the minimum freeboar distance above the 
suppression pool high water 1ev limit of LCO 3.6.2.2, 
"Suppression Pool Water Level,w 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 ca ing pool dump. In 
addition, the SPMU System mode switch be keylocked in 
the 6OFF" position to ensure that inadve ent dump will not 
occur. Inadvertent actuation of the SPoU ystem during 
MODE 4 or 5 could create a radiation hazar to plant 
personnel due to a loss of shield water from the upper pool 
if irradiated fuel were in an elevated positi 

APPLICABLE Analyses used to predict suppression pool temperat e 
SAFETY ANALYS; following large and small break LOCAs, which are th 

applicable DBAs for the SPKU System, are contained i 
References I and 2. During these events, the SPIU Sys em is 
elied upon to dump upper containment pool water to mai tain 
ywell horizontal vent coverage and an adequate suppres ion 

p 1 heat sink volume to ensure that the primary contani n t 
it rnal pressure and temperature stay within design limit 
The alyst; assumes an SPNU System dujup volume of 
[36,3 • ft' at a temperature of [125] F.  

The S System satisfies Criterion 3 of the NRC Policy 
Statement 

(continued),/
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SPHU System 

BASES (co inued) 

B3.6.2.4 

LCO During a DBA, a minimum of one SPMU subsys m is required to 
intain peak suppression pool water temper ure below the 

de gn limits (Ref. 1). To ensure that these equirements 
are t, two SPMU subsystems must be OPERABLE th power 
from t independent safety related power suppli 
Therefo , in the event of an accident, at least o 
subsystem s OPERABLE, assuming the worst case sing active 
failure. SPMU System is OPERABLE when the upper 
containment ol water temperature is : [125]'F, the w er 
level is 2 [23 t 3 inches], gates are in the stored 
condition, the p ming is intact, and the system valves ar 
OPERABLE. The ab e temperature and water level conditions 
correspond to an S System available dump volume of 
a [36,380] ft 3 .  

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA ould cause heatup and 
pressurization of the primar containment. In MODES 4 
and 5, the probability and con quences of these events are 
reduced due to the pressure aande mperature limitations in 
these NODES. Therefore, maintain g the SPHU System 
OPERABLE is not required in MODE 4 5.  

When upper containment pool water level is [23 ft 
3 inches], the volume is inadequate to ensur that the 
suppression pool heat sink capability matches e safety 
analysis assumptions. A sufficient quantity of ater is 
necessary to ensure long term energy sink capabil ies of 
the suppression pool and maintain water coverage ov the 
uppermost drywell vents. Loss of water volume has a 
relatively large impact on heat sink capability. The fore, 
the upper containment pool water level must be restored o 
ithin limit within 4 hours. The 4 hour Completion Time s 
fficient to provide makeup water to the upper containmen 

p 1 to restore level within specified limit. Also, it 
tak into account the low probability of an event occurring 
that ould require the SPNU System.  

(continued)
%. - t J
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inu) 
When upper containment pool water temperature is > 125]-F, 
the heat absorption capacity is inadequate to ensur 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 m t 
be stored to within limit within 24 hours. The 24 hour 
Comp tion Time is sufficient to restore the upper 
contai nt pool to within the specified temperature limit.  
It also akes into account the low probability of an event 
occurring hat would require the SPMU System.  

With one SPMU su ystem inoperable for reasons other than 
Condition A or B, e inoperable subsystem must be restored 
to OPERABLE status *thin 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 occ ring during this period.  

D.1 and D.2 

If any Required Action and requ ed Completion Time cannot 
be met, the plant must be brough to a MODE in which the LCO 
does not apply. To achieve this s tus, the plant must be 
brought to at least MODE 3 within 1 ours and to MODE 4 
within 36 hours. The allowed Complet n Times are 
reasonable, based on operating experien e, to reach the 
required plant conditions from full powe conditions in an 
orderly manner and without challenging pl t systems.

SURVEILLANCE 30i ,1 
REQUIREMENTS 

T upper containment pool water level is regularl 
mon tored to ensure that the required limits are sat fied.  
The hour Frequency of this SR was developed, consi ring 
opera ng experience related to upper containment pool ater 
level nrations and water level instrument drift during he 
applicab MODES and considering the low probability of a 

(continued)
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S3.6.2.4.4 

The pper containment pool has two gates used to separate 
the ol into distinct sections to facilitate fuel transfe 
and m ntenance during refueling operations and two 
additi al gates in the separator pool weir wall extension, 

(continued
N

)

BWR/6 STS 
B 3.6-73 Rev 1, 04/07/95

SURVEILLN6 SR36.., (continued) 
REQUIREMENTS\ 

R M DBA occurring between surveillances. Furthermore, e 
C24 hour Frequency is considered adequate in view of o er 
indications available in the control room, including a rms, 

alert the operator to an abnormal upper containment p 1 
wa�level condition.  

The upper ntainment pool water temperature is regularly 
monitored to nsure that the required limit is satisfied.  
The 24 hour F quency was developed, based on operating 
experience rela d to upper containment pool temperature 
variations during he applicable MODES.  

Verifying the correct all ment for manual, power operated, 
and automatic valves in the PMU System flow path provides 
assurance that the proper fl paths will exist for system 
operation. This SR does not a ly to valves that are 
locked, sealed, or otherwise se red in position, since 
these valves are verified to be i the correct position 
prior to being locked, sealed, or s ured. This SR does not 
require any testing or valve manipul ion. Rather, it 
involves verification that those valve capable of 
potentially being mispositioned are in e correct position.  
This SR does not apply to valves that can t be 
inadvertently misaligned, such as check va es.  

The Frequency of 31 days is justified because he valves are 
operated under procedural control and because i roper valve 
position would affect only a single subsystem. is 
Frequency has been shown to be acceptable through perating 
experience.
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SFW System 
B 3.6.2.4

BASES

ISURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

REFERENCES
1. FSAR, 
2. FSAR,

Section [6.2].  

Chapter [15].

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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n !SR 3.6.2.4.4 (continued) 

which, when installed, limit personnel exposure and ensuu 
quate water submergence of the separator when the X 
s rator is stored in the pool. The SPHU System dump line 

pen rations are located in the steam separator storage 
sect of the pool. To provide the required SPHU System 
dump vo me to the suppression pool, the gates must be 
removed rplaced in their stored position) to allow 
communicat n between the various pool sections. The 31 day 
Frequency is ppropriate because the gates are moved under 
procedural con ol and only the infrequent movement of these 
,gates is require in MODES 1, 2, and 3.  

This SR requires a verifi tion that each SPHU subsystem 
automatic valve actuates to its correct position on receipt 
of an actual or simulated au matic initiation signal. This 
includes verification of the c rect automatic positioning 
of the valves and of the operati of each interlock and 
timer. As noted, actual makeup to the suppression pool may 
be excluded. The LOGIC SYSTEM FUNC ONAL TEST in 
SR 3.3.6.4.6 overlaps this SR to prov e complete testing of 
the safety function. The [18] month Fr uency is based on 
the need to perform this Surveillance un r the conditions 
that apply during a plant outage and the p ential for an 
unplanned transient if the Surveillance were erformed with 
the reactor at power. Operating experience h shown that 
these components usually pass the Surveillance en 
performed at the [18] month Frequency. Therefore, the 
Frequency was concluded to be acceptable from a rel bility 
standpoint.

I 
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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 I



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 

*4.> if, 
POP

&ALm, W eav,6II-v&A 
_wI~t-e 

P"" f., Viet wnble

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, OStandards for Combustible Gas 
Control in Light-Water-Cooled Reactors" (Ref. 1), and 
GDC 41, "Containment Atmosphere Cleanup' (Ref. 2). The 
primary containment hydrogen recombinelO~r-equired to 
reduce the hydrogen concentration in the primary containment 
following a loss of coolant accident (LOCA). The primary 
containment hydrogen recombineoccomplishe this by 
recombining hydrogen and oxygen to form water vapor. The 

n, 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 Desi gn Bas is Ici " after a Design Basis Accident (DBA). k. -4-,-• -' 
Two 100% capacity indepen-e-nt'p-rimarjcotlmn hydrogen-• -
recombiner subsystems are providedc-Each consists of •b .  

-7controls localed in The-control roa a power supply, and ?a"•-.: 
r ecoabiner located tn/prUarv cntainmezR1, Ine re-combd-ners 

ecombination is accomplished by 
heating a hydrogen air mixture to > 11150k*F. The resulting)n 
water vapor and discharge gases are cooled prior to 

charge from the unit. Air flows through the unit at 
cfm, wit n " in the unit providing 

the motive'force . A single recombiner is capable of 
maintaining the hydrogen concentration in primary 
containment below the 4.0 volume percent (v/o) flammability 
limit. Two recombiners are provided to meet the requirement 
for redundancy and independence. Each recombiner is powered 
from a separate Engineered Safety Feature bus and is 

d with separate power panel and control pane!.  

mergency operating procedures direct that the hydrogen 
concentration in primary containment be monitored following 
"a DBA and that the primary containment hydrogen recombiner 
be manually activated to prevent the primary containment 
atmosphere from reaching a bulk hydrogen concentration of 
4.0 v/o.

(continued)
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Primary Containment Hydrogen Recombiners 
B 3.6.3.1

BASES (continued)

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

The primary containment hydrogen recombinew pvideS the 
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 to maximize the amount of hydrogen 
calculated. em C" fedI 

The calculation conrms 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 
Criterion 3

containment hydrogen recombiners satisfy 
of theiML i D.

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.

(continued)

-MI
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Primary Containment Hydrogen Recombiners 
B 3.6.3.1 

BASES (continued) 

APPLICABILITY In NODES 1 and 2, the two primary containment hydrogen 
recombiners are required to control the hydrogen 
concentration within primary containment below its 
flammability limit of 4.0 v/o following a LOCA, assuming a 
worst case single failure.  

In NODE 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 NODE, the probability of an accident requiring 
the primary containment hydrogen recombiner is low.  
Therefore, the primary containment hydrogen recombineII •A-
not required in NODE 3.  

In NODES 4 and 5, the probability and consequences of a LOCA 
are low due to the pressure and temperature limitations in 
these NODES. Therefore, the primary containment hydrogen 
recombineR)anot required in these NODES.  

ACTIONS A.d 

With one primary containment hydrogen recombiner inoperable, 
the inoperable primary containment hydrogen recombiner must 
be restored to OPERABLE status within 30 days. In this 

- ECondition, 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 limit, and the 
low 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 NODE change is allowed when one recombiner is 
inoperable. This allowance is provided because of the low 
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 Recombiners 
B 3.6.3.1 

BASES 

ACTIONS &I. (continued) 

limit, 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 
flammability limit.  

L.B.1and .2Z 
iewer's Note: ThiNsondition is only allowe for units 

With two primary containment hydrogen recombiners inoperable, the ability to perform the hydrogen control 
fucion va atrte controlte ustbem vceriie to 

administrative means within 1 hour. The alternate h drogen 

,oAIF;r.iA heUI T-reasonable period of time to verify that a loss of hndrolen 

•toed• / cotrol function does not exist. $[ev ewer's Note: •Te [ 

s v-ystem capability must be verified once per 12 hours 
thereafter to ensure its continued avaTlabilety.e rBothec 
the linitial jcverification wand all subsequent 
veroficatilontismay 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 Recombiners 
B 3.6.3.1

BASES 

ACTIONS 4S.1eq J.e 
(continued) 

If any Required Action and 6 i 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. 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 
REQUIREMENTS

SR 3.6.3.1.1

Performance of a system functional test for each primary E

containment hydrogen recombiner ensures that the recombiners L 
are OPERABLE and can attain and sustain the temperature 
necessary for hydrogen In particular, this 
SR requires verification that the d_ __e_______,____r 

temperature increases to - 0F'I ' in :s ours andtnat. cL

are

Operating experience has shown that these com onents usually 1 
pass the Surveillance when performed at the R d 2
Frequency. Therefore, the Frequency was concl-id uo 0e5I1F 
acceptable from a reliability standpoint.

This ensures that there are no physica problems that 
could a ect primary containment hydrogen combiner 
operation Since the recombiners are mecha cally passive, 
they are n subject to mechanical failure. he only 
credible fa ures involve loss of power, bloc e of the 
internal flow ath, missile impact, etc. A vis I 
inspection is fficient to determine abnormal c ditions 
that could caus such failures.  

Operating experien has shown that these components sually 
pass the Surveillan when performed at the [18] mont 
Frequency. Therefo the Frequency was concluded to 
acceptable from a reli ility standpoint.

(continued)
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Primary Containment Hydrogen Recombiners 
B 3.6.3.1

BASES ./

SURV 
REQU 

(c

EIELLANCE SR 3.6..1 ••• Q -0•, ,•j 3z' ,•4 '"//V6 o
'IREMENTS 
ontinued) This SR requires performance of a resistance to ground test 

of each heater phase to ensure that there are no detectable 
S grounds in any heater phase. This is accomplished by 

v fLgJM hat the resistance to ground for any heater phase 
__0__is___ a________ ohms 

Operating experience has shown that these comil ents usually.  
pass the Surveillance when performed at the I n
Frequency. Therefore, the Frequency was concluded to be 
acceptable from a reliability standpoint.

REFERENCES 1. 10 CFR 50.44.  

2. 10 CFR 50, Appendix A, GDC 41. 2..  

3. Regulatory Guide 1.7, Revision 

•TN FSAR, Section 0.2. 5r-•

LI S 7 -S 8 6 3 3
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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



Primary Containment Oxygen Concentration 
B 3.6.3.0 

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

B 3.6.3.0pri y Containment Oxygen Concentration 

BACKGROUND Al11-sclear reae-Thri must1M designed to withstand events 

that generate hydrogen either due to the zirconium metal 
water reaction in the core or due to radiolysis. The 
primary method to control hydrogen is to inert the rimary 
containment. With the primary containment .that i s, 
oxygen concentration < 4.0 volume percent (v/o), a 
combustible mixture cannot be present in the primary 
containment for any hydrogen concentration. The capability 
to inert the primary containment and maintain oxygen 
< 4.0 v/o works together with the Hydrogen Recombiner System 
(LCO 3.6.3.1, "PErW Containment Hydrogen Recombiners") 
and-0 T lUrywell Cooling yte fans]LO 3. 63.2 ) 

\'[D we cooling Syste ýFans l• o provide redundant and 

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 containmnt oxygen concentration satisfies 
Criterion 2 of PW• P 

*1-K5 AWRM 04.eJ],se.,.t ',".u,, "-4.,+c "jA &,./-f (continued) 
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Ti)iew-td at/1- ~IST.s 3? 6313 (D 
Primary Containment oxygen Concentration 

BASES (continued) 

LCO The primary containment oxygen concentration is maintained 
< 4.0 v/o to ensure that an event that produces any amount 
of hydrogen does not result in a combustible mixture inside 
primary containment.  

APPLICABILITY The primary containment oxygen concentration must be within 
the specified limit when primary containment is inerted, 
except as allowed by the relaxations during startup and 
shutdown addressed below. The primary containment must be 
inert in NODE 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 low and the primary containment need not be inert.  
Furthermore, the probability of an event that generates 
hydrogen occurring within the first 124t hours of a startup, 
or within the last)t241 hours before a shutdown, is low 
enough that these "windows,' when the primary containment is 
not inerted, are also justified. The)L24k hour time period 
is a reasonable amount of time to allow plant personnel to 
perform inerting or de-inerting.  

ACTIONS &a 

If oxygen concentration is Z 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 
a 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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Primary Containment Oxygen Concentration 
B 3.6.3.&

- BASES

ACTIONS 
(continued)

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

REFERENCES

Li 

If oxygen concentration cannot be restored to within limits 
within the required Completion Time, the plant must be 
brought to a NODE in which the LCO does not apply. To 
achieve this status, power must be reduced to :5 115j% RTP 
within 8 hours. The 8 hour Completion Time is reasonable, 
based on operating experience, to reduce reactor power from 
full power conditions in an orderly manner and without 
challenging plant systems.

The primary containment must be determined to be iStby 
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 Indicati s of 
abnormal conditions (which cad to more frequent 
checking by operators in accordance with plant procedures).  
Also, this Frequency has been shown to be acceptable through 
operating experience.

1.4FFSAR, Section k6.2.5t.dM
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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



B 3.6 CONE MENT 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 th combustible gas control required by 10 CFR 50.44 
(Ref. 1) an DC 41, "Containment Atmosphere Cleanup" 
(Ref. 2), to duce the hydrogen concentration in the 
primary contain nt following a degraded core accident. The 
hydrogen ignitors ensure the combustion of hydrogen in a 
manner such that c tainment overpressure failure is 
prevented as a resu of a postulated degraded core 
accident.  

10 CFR 50.44 (Ref. 1) re uires boiling water reactor units 
with Mark III containment to install suitable hydrogen 
control systems. The hydr en ignitors are installed to 
accommodate an amount of hy ogen equivalent to that 
generated from the reaction o 75% of the fuel cladding with 
water. This requirement was p ced on reactor units with 
Mark III containments because t y were not designed for 
inerting and because of their lo design pressure.  

Calculations indicate that if hydr en equivalent to that 
generated from the reaction of 75% the fuel cladding with 
water were to collect in primary con inment, the resulting 
hydrogen concentration would be far a ve the lower 
flammability limit such that, without t e hydrogen ignitors, 
if the hydrogen were ignited from a ran ignition source, 
the resulting hydrogen burn would serious challenge the 
primary containment.  

The hydrogen ignitors are based on the concep of controlled 
ignition using thermal ignitors designed to be capable of 
functioning in a post accident environment, sel mically 
supported and capable of actuation from the cont ol room.  
Ignitors are distributed throughout the [32] regi s of the 
drywell and primary containment in which hydrogen uld 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 p ered 

dundantly so that ignition would occur in each region ven 
i one division failed to energize.  

(continued) 
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APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

LCO

The hydrogen ignitor cause hydrogen in containment to burn 
in a controlled manner s it accumulates following a 
degraded core accident ef. 3). Burning occurs at the 
lower flammability concen ation, where the resulting 
temperatures and pressures re relatively benign. Without 
the system, hydrogen could b ild up to higher concentrations 
that could result in a violen reaction if ignited by a 
random ignition source after su a buildup.  

The hydrogen ignitors are not incl ed for mitigation of a 
Design Basis Accident (DBA) because amount of hydrogen 
equivalent to that generated from the eaction of 75% of the 
fuel cladding with water is far in exce of the hydrogen 
calculated for the limiting DBA loss of olant accident 
(LOCA). The hydrogen concentration result g from a DBA can 
be maintained less than the flammability lim t using the 
hydrogen recombiners. However, the hydrogen nitors have 
been shown by probabilistic risk analysis to be a 
significant contributor to limiting the severity f accident 
sequences that are commonly found to dominate ris for units 
with Mark III containment.  

\he hydrogen ignitors are considered to be risk signif ant 
accordance with the NRC Policy Statement.

Two div ions of primary containment and drywell hydrogen 
ignitors ust be OPERABLE, each with more than 90% of the 
ignitors 0 RABLE.  

(continued)

BWR/6 STS B 3.6-82 
Rev 1, 04/07/95

SPrimary Containment and Drywel Hydrogen Ignitor 

BACKGROUND When the hydrogen ignitors are energized they heat up a 
(continued) surface temperature ; [1700]*F. At this temperature, t 

nite the hydrogen gas that is present in the airspace i 
t vicinity of the ignitor. The hydrogen ignitors depend 
on e dispersed location of the ignitors so that local 
pocke of hydrogen at increased concentrations would burn 
before eaching a hydrogen concentration significantly 
higher t n the lower flammability limit. Hydrogen ignition 
in the vic ity of the ignitors is assumed to occur when the 
local hydro n concentration reaches [8.0] volume percent 
(v/o) and res lts in [85]% of the hydrogen present being 
consumed.
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LCO This ensures operation of at least one ignitor vision, 
(continued with adequate coverage of the primary containment nd 

drywell, in the event of a worst case single active failure.  
This will ensure that the hydrogen concentration rem ns 
ear 4.0 v/o.

APPLICABILITY In MO S I and 2, the hydrogen ignitor is required to 
control ydrogen concentration to near the flammability 
limit of .0 v/o following a degraded core event that would 
generate h rogen in amounts equivalent to a metal water 
reaction of 5% of the core cladding. The control of 
hydrogen conc tration prevents overpressurization of the 
primary contai ent. The event that could generate hydrogen 
in quantities 'su iciently high enough to exceed the 
flammability lim is limited to MODES 1 and 2.  

In MODE 3, both the drogen production rate and the total 
hydrogen produced aft a degraded core accident would be 
less than that calculat d for the DBA LOCA. Also, because 
of the limited time in t s MODE, the probability of an 
accident requiring the hy ogen ignitor is low. Therefore, 
the hydrogen ignitor is not equired in MODE 3.  

In MODES-4 and 5, the probabil ty and consequences of a 
degraded core accident are redu d due to the pressure and 
temperature limitations. Therefo , the hydrogen ignitors 
are not required to be OPERABLE in ODES 4 and 5 to control 
hydrogen.

ACTION Ad1 

With one hydrogen ignitor division inoperab , the 
inoperable division must be restored to OPE LE status 
within 30 days. In this Condition, the remaining OPERABLE 
hydrogen ignitor division is adequate to perfo the 
hydrogen burn function. However, the overall re ability is 
educed because a single failure in the OPERABLE s system 
c Id result in reduced hydrogen control capability. The 
30 y Completion Time is based on the low probabilit of 
the currence of a degraded core event that would gen ate 
hydrog in amounts equivalent to a metal water reaction of 

(continued)
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Primary Containment and Drywell Hyd en Ignitors 

BASES 

ACTIONS A.i (continued) 

75% of the core cladding, the amount of time available after 
he event for operator action to prevent hydrogen 
a umulation from exceeding the flammability limit, and the 
I probability of failure of the OPERABLE hydrogen ignitor 
div ion.  

Require Action A.1 has been modified by a Note indicating 
the prov ions of LCO 3.0.4 are not applicable. As a 
result, a DE change is allowed when one hydrogen ignitor 
division is operable or when one or more areas with 
adjacent igni rs are inoperable. The allowance is provided 
because of the w probability of the occurrence of an event 
that would genera hydrogen in amounts capable of exceeding 
the flamability 1 it, the low probability of the failure 
of both hydrogen ign or divisions or adjacent ignitors, and 
the amount of time av lable after the event for operator 
action to prevent excee ing the flammability limit.  

B.1 and B.2 % 

With two primary containment a drywell ignitor divisions 
inoperable, the ability to perfo the hydrogen control 
function via alternate capabiliti must be verified by 
administrative means within 1 hour. The alternate hydrogen 
control capabilities are provided by ne hydrogen recombiner 
and one drywell purge subsystem. The hour Completion Time 
allows a reasonable period of time to v ify that a loss of 
hydrogen control function does not exist. The verification 
may-be performed as an administrative chec by examining 
logs or other information to determine the a ilability of 
the alternate hydrogen control capabilities. t does not 
mean to perform the Surveillances needed to em strate 
OPERABILITY of the alternate hydrogen control ca bilities.  
If the ability to perform the hydrogen control fun tion is 
maintained, continued operation is permitted wioth t 
ignitor divisions inoperable for up to 7 days. Seve days 
is a reasonable time to allow two ignitor divisions t be 
inoperable because the hydrogen control function is 
aintained and because of the low probability of the 
o urrence of a LOCA that would generate hydrogen in the 
am nts capable of exceeding the flammnability limit.  

(continued)
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SPrimaryContainm~ent and Drywell H ogen Ignitors 

ACTIONS L.  
(continued) 

f f any Required Action and required Completion Time canno 
met, the plant must be brought to a MODE in which the L 

do not apply. To achieve this status, the plant must be 
J bro ht to at least MODE 3 within 12 hours. The allowed Comp tion Time of 12 hours is reasonable, based on 

operat ng experience, to reach MODE 3 from full power 
conditi ns in an orderly manner and without challenging 
plant sy ems.  

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.3.2.and SR 3.6.3.2.2 
REQUIREMENTS 

These SRs vern that there are no physical problems that 
could affect the gnitor operation. Since the ignitors are 
mechanically pass e, they are not subject to mechanical 
failure. The only redible failures are loss of power or 
burnout. The verifi ation that each required ignitor is 
energized is performe by circuit current versus voltage 
measurement.  

The Frequency of 184 days has been shown to be acceptable 
through operating experien e because of the low failure 
occurrence, and provides as rance that hydrogen burn 
capability exists between th more rigorous 18 month 
Surveillances. Operating exp ience has shown these 
components usually pass the Sur eillance when performed at a 
184 day Frequency. Additionally, these surveillances must 
be performed every 92 days if fou or more ignitors in any 
division are inoperable. The 92 da Frequency was chosen, 
recognizing that the failure occurre e is higher than 
normal. Thus, decreasing the Frequen from 184 days to 
92 days is a prudent measure, since on two more inoperable 
ignitors (for a total of six) will resul in an inoperable 
ignitor division. SR 3.6.3.2.2 is modifid by a Note that 
indicates that the Surveillance is not req ired to be 
performed until 92 days after four or more nitors in the 
"division are discovered to be inoperable.  

SR 3.6.3.2.3 and SR 3.6.3.2.4 

ese functional tests are performed every 18 month to 
v ify system OPERABILITY. The current draw to devel a 

continu
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SURVEILLANCE (continued) 
REQUIREMENTS surfa temperature of a 17000F is verified for ignitors 

inaccess le areas, e.g., in a high radiation area.  
Additional the surface temperature of each accessible 
ignitor is me ured to be 2 1700"F to demonstrate that a 
temperature su dent for ignition is achieved. The 
18 month Frequenc s based on the need to perform this 
Surveillance under t conditions that apply during a plant 
outage and the potenti for an unplanned transient if the 
Surveillance were perform with the reactor at power.  
Operating experience has sh that these components usually 
pass the Surveillance when pe rmed at the 18 month 
Frequency. Therefore, the Frequ cy was concluded to be 

R ENCES 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.
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[D 11 Purge System] e te 

SB 3. OTINMENT SYSTEMS 

ofrg functin hem sse]a woidpnetusses 

B3.633.3 [Dryell Purge System] 

BASES 

eachcen consitaingenf atcmopressre andeb associated vales 

BACKGROUND T [Drywell Purge System] ensures a uniformly mixed post 

pump [500 scfnaimen atmshe, sbytemhoeredy froimizan sprthe 

pdteigal for local hydrogen burns due to a pocket of 
hydrogwn above the flammable concentration. d 

The [Drel Purge System] is an Engineered Safety Feature 
and is deslned to operate following a loss of cootant 
accident (Lwei wn post accident environments without loss 
of function. whe system has two independent subsystems, 
each t pstingm f a compressor and associated valves, 
controls, and pim o ng. Each subsystem is sized to pump [500] scfm." aih subsystem is powered from a separate 

emergenc power supdr y. Since each subsystem can provide 
0eof r ea mixing reure sements, the system will provide s is 

design function with aorst casy g le active failure.  

Following a LOCA, the dr 11 is immediately pressurized due 
to the release of steam in gthe drywell environment. This 
pressure is relieved by the wering of the water level 
within the weir wall, c learin wthe drywel r vents and 
allowing the mixture of steam a Ld noncondensibles to flow 

into the primary containment thregh the suppression pool, 
removing much of the heat from th steam. The remaining 
steemin the drywell begins to condr se as steam flow from 
the reactor pressure vessel ceases, e drywell pressure 
falls rapidly. Both drywed1 purge coWressors start 
automatically 30 seconds after a LOCA shnal is received 
fromuthe Emergency Core Cooling System is trumentation, but 
only when drywel] pressure has decreased t ~within 
approximately [0.087] psi above primary continment 
pressure. This ensures the blowdown from the rywell to the 

primary containment is complete. The drywell pge 
compressors force air from the primary contaime / into the 
drywell. Drywell pressure increases until the wa r level 
between the weir wall and the drywell is forced do tto the 
first row of suppression pool vents forcing drywel 
atmosphere back into containment and mixing with cont inment 
atmosphere to dilute the hydrogen. While drywel] purg• 

• ~continues following the LOCA, hydrogen continues to be | 
rodued.Eventually, the 4.0 v/o limit is again approa ' 

S~(continued)
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el Purge Sysem 

NBASESB 

3.6.3.3 

BASES 

BACKGROUND and the hydrogen recombiners are manually placed 
(continued) operation.

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

e [Drywell Purge System] provides the capability for 
rucing the drywell hydrogen concentration to approximat y 

the bulk average primary containment concentration followin 
a De gn Basis Accident (DBA). The limiting DBA relative to 
hydro n generation is a LOCA.  

Hydrogen ay accumulate in primary containment following a 
LOCA as a sult of: 

a. A metal eam reaction between the zirconium fuel rod 
cladding d the reactor coolant; and 

b. Radiolytic d omposition of water in the Reactor 
Coolant System nd drywell sump.  

To evaluate the potent 1 for hydrogen accumulation in 
primary containment foll ing a LOCA, the hydrogen 
generation as a function o time following the initiation of 
the accident is calculated. Conservative assumptions 
recommended by Reference 1 ar used to maximize the amount 
of hydrogen calculated.  

Based on a conservative assumption sed to calculate the 
hydrogen concentration versus time ter a LOCA, the 
hydrogen concentration in the primary ontainment would 
reach [3.5 v/o about 6 days] after the CA and [4.0 v/o 
about 2 days] later if no hydrogen mixin and recombiner 
were functioning (Ref. 2).  

The [Drywell Purge System] satisfies Criterio 3 of the NRC 
Policy Statement.

1.

LCO

aTwo [drynwe1 1 purge] subsystems must be OPERABLE toel ui 

operation of at least one primary containment [drywel 
purge] subsystem in the event of a worst case single ac' 
failure. Operation with at least one OPERABLE [drywell 
urge] subsystem provides the capability of controlling 
drogen concentration in the drywell without exceeding 

f nuability limit.

ye 
ive 
t 
th

(onti
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Adl

With one [drywell purge] subsy, em inoperable, the 
inoperable subsystem must be res red to OPERABLE status 

subsystem is adequate to perform th drywe11 purge function..  
However, the overall reliability is Iduced because a single 
failure in the OPERABLE subsystem c oul result in reduced 
drywell purge capability. The 30 day Co yletion Time is 
based on the availability of the second sC system, the low 
probability of a LOCA that would generate h)4rogen in 
amounts capable of exceeding the flammabilitNlimit, and the 
amount of time available after the event for a rator action 
to prevent hydrogen accumulation from exceeding is limit.  

Required Action A.1 has been modified by a Note in cating 
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 ow 
robability of the occurrence of a LOCA that would gener e 
drogen in amounts capable of exceeding the flammability 
• it, the low probability of the failure of the OPERABLE 

su stem, and the amount of time available after a 
post lated LOCA for operator action to prevent exceeding the 
flauuu ility limit.  

(continued)

N

ACTIONS

I

[Drywell Purge System] )urge 
S st B 3.6.3.3 

BASES ontinuedý)_ - "\X l B 376. 3w. 3 

APPLICABILITY In 140DES I and 2, the two [drywell purge] bsystems ensure 
t 

h 
r 
i 
s 

a 

1 

ED 

g 

n 
the capability to prevent localized hydrogen oncentrations he a ab 

s ve the flammability limit 
of 4.0 v/o in th drywell, ehS ba 

0 

as ing a worst case single active failure.  Iat nt a 

I th 

t t i t 

In NO 3, both the f hydrogen production rate and e total 3 b 

ca cul ate 

I Moo S 5 , t 

Purg Syst 0 

PIOD , 
fo t 

oduc 

hydroge roduced after a LOCA would be less than t 00 mme 

t t yw urg 

calculate for the DBA LOCA. Also, because of the I ited 

ty 

0c 

tn 

I \th MODE the probability-of an accident requ ing pi I ime 
in 

h 

Ef, 
t rs 

he [Drywel 1 urge System] is low. Therefore, the [Dryw I ihy c 
Purge System] not required in MODE 3.  v 

In MODES 4 and 5, he probability and consequences of a LOCA r 1 S 
are reduced due to he pressure and temperature limitations 
in these MODES. The*fore, the [Drywell Purge System] is 
not required in these)40DES.
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Drywell Purge System 
B 3.6.3.

_4io_

BASES

] 
3

TBRev 1, 04/07/95B 3.6-90

\
ACTIONS R.1~~i;L. and orn 

(continued Reviewer's Note: This Condition is only allowed for nits 

with an alternate hydrogen control system acceptable t the 
chnical staff.  

With wo [drywell purge] subsystems inoperable, the abilit 
to pe orm 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 Compl tion Time allows a reasonable period of time to 
verify that a oss of hydrogen control function does not 
exist. [Revie 's Note: The following is to be used if a 
non-Technical Sp ification alternate hydrogen control 
function is used t justify this Condition: In addition, 
the alternate hydro control system capability must be 
verified once per 12 urs thereafter to ensure its 
continued availability. [Both] the [initial] verification 
may [and all subsequent ifications] may be performed as 
an administrative check by xamining logs or other 
information to determine the vailability of the alternate 
hydrogen control system. It es not mean to perform the 
surveillances needed to demonst te OPERABILITY of the 
alternate hydrogen control system. If the ability to 
perform the hydrogen control functt n is maintained, 
continued operation is permitted wit two [drywell purge] 
subsystems inoperable for up to 7 days Seven days is a 
reasonable time to allow two [drywell p e] subsystems to 
be inoperable because the hydrogen contro function is 
maintained and because of the low probabili of the 
occurrence of a LOCA that would generate hyd en 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 NODE in wh h 

e LCO does not apply. To achieve this status, the plant 
mu be brought to at least MODE 3 within 12 hours. The 
allo d Completion Time of 12 hours is reasonable, based on 
operat experience, to reach MODE 3 from full power 
conditio t in an orderly manner and without challenging 
plant syst s.

z
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BASES ntinued)

\ Regulatory Guide 1.7, I 2. FSAR, Section [6.2.5].

Revision [1].

I

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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B 3.6-91BWR/6 STS

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS erating each [drywell purge] subsystem for 2 15 minutes 

:e ures that each subsystem is OPERABLE and that all 
ass iated controls are functioning properly. It also 
ensur that blockage, compressor failure, or excessive 
vibrati can be detected for corrective action. The 92 day 
Frequency consistent with Inservice Testing Program 
Frequencies, perating experience, the known reliability of 
the compresso nd controls, and the two redundant 
subsystems avai le.  

SR 3.6.3.3.2 

Verifying that each [drywe purge] subsystem flow rate is 
2 [500] scfm ensures that ea subsystem is capable of 
maintaining drywell hydrogen c centrations below the 
flammability limit. The 18 mont Frequency is based on the 
need to perform this Surveillance der the conditions that 
apply during a plant outage and the tential for an 
unplanned transient if the Surveillanc were performed with 
the reactor at power. Operating experie e has shown that 
these components usually pass the Surveill ce when 
performed at the [18] month Frequency. Ther ore, the 
Frequency was concluded to be acceptable from reliability 
standpoint.



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.

LaSalle 1 and 2 I



Containment& 
B 3.6.4.1

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

B 3.6.4.1 [Secondary Contý

BASES

The function of the Asecondary containmentJ 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)[secondary containment;i, the jasecondary 
containment: is designed to reduce the activity level of thei-' 
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 pripary containment is not required to be 
OPERABLE, or that take place outside primary containment.  

The Xsecondary containmentt is a structure that completely 
encloses the primary containment and those components that 
may be postulated to contain primary system fluid. This 
structure forms a tontrol volume that serves to hold up and 
dilute the fission products. It is possible for the 
pressure in the dnntrol 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 tsecondary containmenti: to be designed as a 
conventional structure, the Isecondary containment. requires 
support systems to maintain the control volume pressure at 
less than the external pressure. Requirements for these 
systems are specified separately in LCO 3.6.4.2, *Secondary 
Containment Isolation Valves (SCIVs)," and LCO 3.6.4.3, 
"Standby Gas Treatment (SGT) System."

APPLICABLE There are ( p ~r'ipalaccidents for which credit is 
SAFETY ANALYSES taken for Asecondary containmentkOPERABILITY. These are a Y

LOCA (Refy. Ig a fue InanMUM, lu%.L WetInside p•••.  
~~wl ---•-a• (I• Z11rand a fuel handling WOldNt • ._ 

-vRef.). The $secondary containment•]T1) J 
kýV performs no active unction in response to each of these 

limiting events; however, its leak tightness is required to 
ensure that the release of radioactive materials from the 
primary containment is restricted to those leakage paths and 
associated leakage rates assumed in the accident analysis, 

(continued)

BRev 1, 04/07/95
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ASecondary ContatnmentjZ 
B S 3.6.4.1 BASES

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES 

(continued)

and that fission products entrapped within the ,secondary 
containment& structure will be treated by the SGT System 
prior to discharge to the environment.

condary containment satisfies Criterion 3 of

ICO z An OPERABLE *secondary containment*z provides a control *-Q 
volume into which fission products that bypass or leak from 
primary containment, or are released from the reactor 

ba-,o, t - vu 6c coolant pressure boundary components located in)fsecondary 
cl. •L +L• containment;L can be diluted and processed prior to release 

to the environment. For the *secondary containment] to be 
5e; , considered OPERABLE, it must have adequate leak tightness to 

ensure that the required vacuum can be established and 
6ccw cAtr1  e maintaine(f 

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a LOCA could lead to a fission product 
;release to primary containment that leaks to tsecondary 

-L.E! containmentl. Therefore, tsecondary containmentk 
&u L+ 6e- oQ&fra E OPERABILITY is required during the same operating conditions 
( -6 s&. S. "lj that require primary containment OPERABILITY.  4•.•÷ v;e•, i i " _ ...... . . .. . .......

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 

'Lsecondary containmentk 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 theert .Yt secondary containmentt.)J

ACTIONS AA 

lIf •secondary 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)

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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ISecondary Containmentj( 
B 3.6.4.1 

BASES 

ACTIONS L. (continued) 

maintaining Isecondary containmentk 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)[secondary 
containmenti is inoperable is minimal.  

B.1 and B.2 

If the ksecondary containmentl 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.  

C.I. C.2. and C.3 

Movement of irradiated fuel assemblies in the i 
secondary containment% CORE ALTERATIONS, and OPDRVs can be 
postulated to cause fission product release to the 
Isecondary containmenti. In such cases, the *secondary 
containment$.is the only barrier to release of fission 
products to the environment. CORE ALTERATIONS and movement 
of irradiated fuel assemblies must be immediately suspended 
if the %secondary containmentr is inoperable.  

T-h 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.  

I 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 th fuel movement is independent of reactor 

erations. ore in e _s 

a.I 6 o i•5 l,-c e wklt 'e mo If rose
6'e '4r (continued 
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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



*Secondary Contal nmentl.  
. B 3.6.4.1 

N

ACTIONS C. C.2. and C.3 (continued) 

Sove uent of irriated fuel assemblies "puld not be 
-_sufffit'i nt reason~o requirej reactor shdo wn. 32

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

This SR ensures that thefsecondary containmenti boundary i• 
sufficiently leak tight to preclude exfiltration T 
expe..... wLnd ....... IAý) The 24 hour Frequency of this SR 
was developed based on operating experience related to 
{secondary containmentt vacuum variations during the 
applicable MODES and the low probability of a DBA occurring

Furthermore, the 24 hour Frequency is considered adequate in 
view of other indications available in the control room, 
including alarms, to alert the operator to an abnormal 
:tsecondary containmentit vacuum condition.

(continued)
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Insert B 3.6.4.1.2 

_1J'ýAn access opening contains one inner and one ,outer door. In some cases 
L.Jgsecondary.* containment access openings are shared such that a>secondar containment barrier may have multiple inner or multiple outer doors, fF-or 

#lese cases, the access openings share t'he inner door or the outer door, i.e., m
SChe access openings have a common inner or outer door.f -The intent is to not 

breach the Rsecondary* containment at any time when ,secondary• containment is 
required. This is achieved by maintaining the inner or outer portion of the 
barrier closed at all times*ý i.e., all inner doors closed or all outer doors,-IIF**closed. Thus each access opening has one door closed. However, all LJ 

IL~ secondary* containment access doors are normally kept closed, except when the 
access opening is being used for entry and exit or when maintenance is being 
performed on an access opening.

Insert Page B 3.6-95
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SUR EILLANCE rSR 3.6.4.1in126 .6.4. sec,*V.6& 

(continued) 4)The SGT S stem exhausts the isecondary containmen 
atmos ere to the environment through appropriate reatnient 

S .4equippmeent o ensure that all fission products are treated, ov.ridt 

.4 -;Wjs a pressure in the secondar .,r'' 
~ +V.'. ~S~A~C~ containmen t tats less than the 

sure external to th-e fse-c-o g containme ndar . 9 T: *1 3ý 
s confirmed bde-monstratea that one 1 

S'jb+e&. 'is ___onthe *secondary containmen O, 

est re usemlihe ensure eca conary yotantente d-OW k 
boudary itnn rity. *`ce t36.h h~ r cn ar 
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1 
ITS BASES: 3.6.4.1 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT 

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

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

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

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

5. 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.  

6. 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 

Oa2 release during and following postulated Design Basis 
w-itcients DBAs) (Re;.'1b. Secondary containment isolation 
within the time iimits specified for those isolation valves 
designed to close automaticall nsures a itssion 
products that leak from primareScontainment 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 

Flnes are considered passive devices. )ceckv~~z 
S•other",*,tomatic valves designed ft~close without op etor 

I•''action ?Qelowing an accident are co'Iridered active dev ies.) 
- Isolation •rier s) or the penetratitkare discussed f• 

Automatic SC1Vsc•cose on a secondary containment isolation 
signal to establish a boundary for untreated radioactive 
material within secondary containment following a DBA or 
other accidents. [,

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. 19 f handling accident 

(continued)
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SCIVs 
B 3.6.4.2

BASES

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES 

(continued)

J~rimary c ainment Ref. and a fuel han*tna acciden 
thi uiir uTdl• • ) The secondary 

con ainment performs no active unction 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 
limits 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 e Polic een 

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. -+k Te c 

-- The~utometic �wer operated, solation valves are consi ered U 3') 
OPERABLE when their isolation times are within limits and 
the valves actuate on an automatic isolation signal. The 
valves covered by this LCO, along with their associated 
stroke times, are listed in 

au1ma Re e- valves are cln ei ca -sed 4 • cc=•anc• •i t~rha:4q admi ni stratitve control - ( 1 
S/•ua-uto- m atL-_Q,~ aeo-c aeand secured in the-`0•ýlosed• -••J• 
Ios•it4 •-kd blind flanges are-in place Thes oassie __ 

Isol~ation valves or devices are Ilistea n-Refe en ce F,

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 radioactive 
(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 

it 4k Se asse es //oving 1"ra ~ted fuel *ssembnles \n thej 

co•.NOM 2;.U ;Z and Ai 

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 

a isecondary containment* Isolation is indicated.  

2 The second Note provides clarification tha for the purpose 
L of this LC )separate Condition entry is al rowed for each 

penetratiorflow path. This is acceptable, since the 
Required Actions for each Condition provide appropriate 
compensatory actions for each inoperable SCIV. Complying 
with the Required Actions may allow for continued operation, 
and subsequent Inoperable SCIVs are governed by subsequent 
Condition entry and application of associated Required 
Actions.  

The third Note ensures appropriate remedial actions are 
taken, if necessary, if the affected system(s) are rendered 
inoperable by an inoperable SCIV.  

A.1 and A.2 

In the event that there are one or more penetration flow 
paths with one SCIV inoperable, the affected penetration 
flow path(s) must be isolated. The method of isolation must 
include the use of at least one isolation barrier that 
cannot be adversely affected by a single active failure.  
Isolation barriers that meet this 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.1, the device used to isolate the 
penetration should be the closest available device to 

(continued)
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SCIVs 
B 3.6.4.2 

BASES 

ACTIONS A.1 and A. (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 
6accordance with Required Action A.1, the affected 

penetration must be verified to be isolated on a periodic 
Tke .T. basis. This is necessary to ensure that secondary 

.ois &3 containment penetrations required to be isolated following 
an accident, but no longer capable of being automatically 

15 Op~rO~rop•ie isolated, will be inthe isolation position should an event 
ec +$-c . This Required Action does not require any testing or 

device manipulation. Rather, it involves verification that 
%""" e the affected penetration remains isolated.  

dA,;-',s4r-aive Required Action A.2 is modified b -a e a pplies to 
_ox•rbt 4A &Tq Idevices 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., Therefore, the probability of misalignment, 

ronce they have been verified to be in the proper position, 
L5 Z is low.  

* .Iand .2 

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.
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SCIVs 
B 3.6.4.2

BASES

ACTIONS

,1 DIc t or5, ,rei ve,.t

B.] I ftnued) 

with two isolation valves. This clarifies that only 
Condition A is entered if one SCIV is inoperable in each of 
two penetrations.  

C.1 and C.2 

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

D.1. D.2. and D.3 

If any Required Action and associated Completion Time cannot 
be met, the plant must be placed in a condition in which the 
LCO does not apply. If applicable, CORE ALTE•ONS and the 
movement of irradiated fuel assemblies in the (qrsoqry'kq 
secondary containment&,must be immediately suspeiii-i 
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.

6ý5 -- Required Action D.1 has been modified by a Note stating that 
""6Ye*A-. A & : .. .LCO 3.0.3 is not applicable. If moving irradiated fuel 

ACCUr ;* 1-oOb rassemblies 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 retor 
operations. _ erefore, in IM" case, 'na, ,lm y suspen 
ovemen rradiated fuel assem 'ies would not be 

sufficient on to require a reac shutdown.

Jt rA *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.
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SCIVs 
B 3.6.4.2

BASES (continued)

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

This SR verifies each secondary containment isolation manual 
valve and blind flanae that isjrequired to be closed during 
accident conditions is closed. The SR helps to ensure that 
post accident leakage of radioactive fluids or gases outside 
of the Isecondary containment& boundary is within design 
limits. This SR does not require any testing or valve 
manipulation. Rather, it involves verification that those 
SCIVs in tsecondary containmentkthat 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. 4

7A,. /Si7J 1 te[0 

,d.ktb oea-, sJaesa,,,,3.

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 
been verified to be in the proper position, is low.  

A second Note has been included to clarify that SCIVs that 
are open under administrative controls are not required to 
meet the SR during the time the SCIVs are open.  

SR 3.6.4.2.2 fIse*J 

Verifying the isolation time of each power operate teii 
automatic SCIV is within limits is required to deme strate 
OPERABILITY. The isolation time test ensures that the SCIV 
will isolate in a time period less than or equal to that 
assumed in the safety analyses. The a '1 Freuecyotthis SR• - •--:• W;hthei1:=':: i• 

T:t -g.--.92 daysi.  

(continued)
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Insert SR 3.6.4.2.1

These controls consist of stationing a dedicated operator at the controls of 
the valve, who is in continuous communication with the control room. In this 
way, the penetration can be rapidly isolated when a need for secondary 
containment isolation is indicated.
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SCIVs 
B 3.6.4.2

BASES

SURVEILLANCE SR .6..2.
iKtQU 1KtNLN 13 

(continued) Verifying that each automatic SCIV closes on a l'secondary 
containmentj, isolation signal is required to prevent leakage 
of radioactive material from [secondary contalnmentj 3 

3,3,14,,z? following a DBA or other accidents. This SR ensures that 
:o,.Aru • each automatic SCIV will actuate to the isolation position 

m • -•. # on a Tsecondary contai nmen isolation signal. The LOGIC 

,ek 1 AM% ew + SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TEST in• Doverlaps this SR to 
provide complete testing of the safety fu e Wý'l4 'KS 

18 ontFrequency is a on the need to perform his Ssv.I~c 
Mure ýlance under the condi nrs that apply during a lan (:> 

5 ~performed with the reactor at power,7 
r-i.perating experience has shown these componentz usualTy pass 

"the Surveillance when performed at the month Frequenc-". 
Therefore, the Frequency was concluded(to be acceptable froll 
a reliability standpoint. L eAA,,, 

C- C.e 110

REFERENCES 1. iSNQISection 115.6.51

Rev 1, 04/07/95

L 
Sec 

CO.,

Bt•,/6 STS B 3.6-103



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.  

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

6. 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.
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SGT System 
B 3.6.4.3

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

B 3.6.4.3 Standby Gas Treatment (SGT) System 

BASES

The SGT System is..requlred by 10 CFR 50, Appendlx .A, GDC 41, 
"*Containment Atmosphere Cleanup" (Ref. 1) . The function of 
the SGT System is to ensure that radioactive maierlafs that 
leak frpm the primary containment into the secondary 
containment following a Design Basis Accident (DBA) ar 
filtered and adsorbed prior to exhausting to the .  
environment. erA rf 

The SGT System consists of twosubse 4,subsystem 4 
each with its own set of ductwork dampers, charcoal filter 
train, and controls..-feaA ST56 1strkif"n d ej -it) 

Each charcoal filter train consists of (components'listed in 
order of the direction of the air flow):

AM14Jre

Ai 

A

n electric heater; 

preflItewrf

A high efficiency particulate air (HEPA) ftltew•iýED

A charcoal adsorber:

A 

A

The sizing of the SGT System equipment and components-is 
based on the results of an infiltration analyjst s • 

• efi~rton anlyi bfTeaxm a sen an~ osure•
"I Lt~ I_. The internal pressure of the SGT 

F ys e ___u0 en !s ma nt ind at a negative pressure 
of1 5 Pinch water gaue whien te system is in' operation, 
which represents the internal pressure required to ensure - r 
zero exfiltration of air from the building fhen pposed toj"/ 

•]0] dNL-Win blow ngatrlngie of [45] to the ildfnto-

)is provided to remove entrained water 
electric heater reduces the relative

(continued)
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SGT System 
B 3.6.4.3

BASES '-0 

BACKGROUND humidity of the airstream to 6 gbdf7O0 (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.

tically starts and operates in response 
indicative of conditions or an accident 
ieration of the system. Following

APPLICABLE The design basis for the SGT System is to mitigate the 
SAFETY ANALYSES consequences of a loss of coolant accident and fuel handling 

-accidents (Rev. 33. For all events analyzed, the SGT System 
shs own to e a tomatically initiated to reduce, via 

filtration and adsorption, the radioactive material released 
c to the environment.  

The SGT System satisfies Criterion 3 of Ab-#-VC lic 

(to RS10 )2

LCO Following a DBA, a minmum 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 & 
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.  

(continued)
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SGT System 
B 3.6.4.3

BASES

APPLICABILITY 
(continued)

In MODES 4 and 5, the probability and consequences of these 
events are reduced due to the pressure and temperature 
limitations in these MODES. Therefore, maintaining the SGT 
System OPERABLE is not required in MODE 4 or 5, except for 
other situations under which significant releases of 
radioactive material can be postulated, such as during 
operations with a potential for draining the reactor vessel 
(OPDRVs), during CORE ALTERATIONS, or during movement of 
irradiated fuel assemblies in the R]Fr~o secondary \.  

containmentL /

ACTIONS

With one SGT subsystepi Inoperable, the inoperable subsystem 
must be restored to OPERABLE status within 7 days. In this 

rrl 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 
low probability of a DBA occurring during this period.  

B.i and B.2 

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

C.1. C.2.1. C.2.2. and C.2.3 

During movement of irradiated fuel assemblies in the 
<fEiJ secondary containment•, during CORE ALTERATIONS; 
or during OPDRVs, when Required Action A.1 cannot be 

(continued)
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SGT System 
B 3.6.4.3

BASES

ACTIONS C.. C.2.1. C.2.2. and C.2.3 (continued)

completed within the required Completion Time, the OPERABLE 
SGT subsystem should be imuediately placed in operation.  
This Required Action ensures that the remaining subsystem is 
OPERABLE, that no failures that could prevent automatic 

./actuation( if lpccurrS, and that any other failure would be 
[94readily detect~eocT l 

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 

f .- placing the unit in agondition that minimizes risk. If 
applicable, CORE ALTERATIONS and movement of irradiated fuel 
assemblies 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 to 

v. • • minimize the probability of a vessel draindown and 
4 Pplica|it W'le ;, subsequent potential for fission product release. Action 

AoDC W'.- -;• must continue until OPDRVs are suspended.  

-CC e Required Actions of Condition C have been modified by a 
ote stating that LCO 3.0.3 is not applicable. If moving 

1ýaveka~firradiated fuel assemblies while in MODE 4 or 5, LCO 3.0.3 
SA'00 / would not specify any action. If moving irradiated fuel 

OGCI(&.•MOE / assemblies while in MODE 1, 2, or 3, the fuel movement is 
uuindependent of reactor operations. Therefore, fe ther 
Sfve,-ýa 11ity to suspend movem#4 of irradiated uel 

lassembl swould not be a sufficienftseason to reau e a
Min-

D.1

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.

E.]. E.2. and E.3 

When two SGT subsystems are inoperable, if applicable, CORE.  
ALTERATIONS and movement of irradiated fuel assemblies in 
the(I•c•E •-Vi secondary containmentX must be immediately 

(continued)
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Insert ACTION C

Entering LCO 3.0.3 while in MODE 1, 2, or 3 would require the unit to be 
shutdown, but would not require immediate suspension of movement of irradiated 
fuel assemblies. The Note to the ACTIONS, "LCO 3.0.3 is not applicable," 
ensures that the actions for immediate suspension of irradiated fuel assembly 
movement are not postponed due to entry into LCO 3.0.3.
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SGT System 
B 3.6.4.3

BASES 

ACTIONS E.]. E.2. and E.3 (continued) 

suspended. Suspension of these activities shall not 
preclude completion of movement of a component to a safe 
position. Also, if applicable, action@ must be tiediately 
initiated to suspend OPDRVs to minimize the probability of a 

A4 •ro r lowver, vessel draindown and subsequent potential for fission 

I"t 4ra'|e• j I product release. Action must continue until OPDRVs are 
F*VteMe-.r suspended.  

A) cwr flu 0 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, ,o h fuel movement is independent ofreco 

'• •j2L,_ erefore, in eitn "dolablit 1osuspend 

Om.\emn ofikiae fuel lse ies would not be 
sufficient reso r-A suficient easob~o requirea e

SURVEILLANC 
REQUIREMENT

:E SR 3.6.4.3.] ý 

Operatin each SGT subsystem for 2t10, •,,onuous 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. Oeration 
*with the heaters on( au matic heter cyc ng to ma tain) 2- (ijiera•fi'eDY for 2: )LOuxcontinuous hours every 31 days 

eliminates moisture on the adsorbers and HEPA filters. The 
31 day Frequency was developed in consideration of the known 
reliability of fan motors and controls and the redundancy 
available in the system.

5K 3.b.4.3.Z (A /l~f )-5-1j 
This SR verifies that the required SGT filter testing is 
performed in accordance with theTVentilation Filter Testing 
Program (VFTP). The SGT Systemfilter tests are in 
accordance with u a (Ref. heVFTP 
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.. 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, "LCD 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.  

SR 3.6.4.3.3 1--r5l c, I G4 P o.  

This SR requires verification that each SGT subsystem starts 
upon receipt of an actual or simulated intiatio i nal.  
The LOGIC SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TEST in • over al 
this SR to provide complete testing of thesafe y function.  
While this Surveillance 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.  

Thi SR requires verification that the SGT f ter cooler ibbypas damper can be opened and the fan starte . This 
ensures hat the ventilation mode of SGT System peration is 

-- available. While this Surveillance can be perfo d with 
the reactor t power, operating experience has sho these 
components u ally pass the Surveillance when perfo at 
the [18] month requency, which is based on the refue 1ng 

rIcycle. Therefor the Frequency was concluded to be 
acceptable from a liability standpoint.  

REFERENCES 1. 10 CFR 50, Appendix A, GDC 41.  

2< SAR, Section 

3. FSAR, Section *15.6.5 

Reguatory G de 1.52/ Rev. 12 <4Ak2/AH/N Ak?3-/'q, 

Lf MS AI 
f I
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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



(B 

SYSTES

BACKGROUND The ryell houses the reactor pressure vessel (RPV), the 
react coolant recirculating loops, and branch connections 
of the actor Coolant System (RCS), which have isolation 
valves at he primary containment boundary. The function of 
the drywell is to maintain a pressure boundary that channels 
steam from a oss of coolant accident (LOCA) to the 
suppression po , where it is condensed. Air forced from 
the drywell is rleased into the primary containment. The 
pressure suppress n capability assures that peak LOCA 
temperature and pre ure in the primary containment are 
within design limits. The drywell also protects accessible 
areas of the containme from radiation originating in the 
reactor core and RCS.  

To ensure the drywell pres re suppression capability, the 
drywell bypass leakage must minimized to prevent 
overpressurization of the pri ry containment during the 
drywell pressurization phase o a LOCA. This requires 
periodic testing of the drywell pass leakage, confirmation 
that the drywell air lock is leak ight, OPERABILITY of the 
drywell isolation valves (DIVs), an confirmation that the 
drywell vacuum relief valves are clo d.  

The isolation devices for the drywell netrations are a 
part of the drywell barrier. To maintai this barrier: 

a. The drywell air lock is OPERABLE exce as provided in 
LCO 3.6.5.2, "Drywell Air Lock"; 

b. The drywell penetrations required to be osed during 
accident conditions are either: 

1. capable of being closed by an OPERABLE utomatic 
DIV, or 

2. closed by manual valves, blind flanges, or 
de-activated automatic valves secured in cl sed 
positions except as provided in LCO 3.6.5.3, 
"wDrywell Isolation Valves (DIVs)"; and 

(continued)

BWR/6 STS B 3.6-110 Rev 1, 04/07/95

\

I-

g

i

BWR/6 STS B 3.6-110 Rev 1, 04/07/95



BACKGROUND 
(continued) 

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

. The Drywell Vacuum Relief System is OPERABL xcept as 
provided in LCO 3.6.5.6, "Drywell Vacuum Reli 
System." 

This ecification is intended to ensure that the 
perform ce of the drywe11 in the event of a DBA meets th 
assumptio used in the safety analyses (Ref. 1).  

Analytical meth s and assumptions involving the drywell are 
presented in Ref ence 1. The safety analyses assume that 
for a high energy ine break inside the drywell, the steam 
is directed to the ppression pool through the horizontal 

L*~.2~
WvUS W aua 1 IS. co e.usia. Mainti~ning the pressure 
"suppression capabilit assures that safety analyses remain 
valid and that the peak OCA temperature and pressure in the 
primary containment are thin design limits.  

The drywell satisfies Crite Ia 2 and 3 of the NRC Policy 
Statement.  

LCO Maintaining the drywell OPERABLE required to ensure that 
the pressure suppression design fu tions assumed in the 
safety analyses are met. The drywe is OPERABLE if the 
drywell structural integrity is \nta and the bypass 
leakage is within limits, except prior to the first startup 
after performing a required drywell byp s leakage test. At 

\ this time, the drywe11 bypass leakage mu *be <5 [10%;] of the 

radioactive material to the primary containment. In MODES 4 
and 5, the probability and consequences of these vents are 
reduced due to the pressure and temperature limita ions of 
these MODES. Therefore, the drywell is not require to be 
OPERABLE in MODES 4 and 5.  

tcoinued
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Drywel l 
B 3.6.5.1

BASE (continued)

ACTIONS

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.5.1.1 
REQUIREMENTS 

The analyses in Reference 2 are ased on a maximum drywell 
bypass leakage. This Surveillan ensures that the actual 
drywell bypass leakage is less tha or equal to the 
acceptable A/•A design value of [1. . ft assumed in the 
safety analysis. As left drywell by ss leakage, prior to 
the first startup after performing a r quired drywel1 bypass 
leakage test, is required to be 5 [10%] f the drywell 
bypass leakage limit. At all other times between required 
drywell leakage rate tests, the acceptance riteria is based 
on design A/k. At the design A/Ak the con inment 
temperature and pressurization response are b nded by the 
assumptions of the safety analysis. The leaka test is 
performed every [18] months, consistent with the ifficulty 
of performing the test, risk of high radiation ex sure, and 
the remote possibility that a component failure tha is not 
identified by some other drywell or primary contain t SR 

(continu)

In the event the drywell is inoperable, it must be res red 
to OPERABLE status within 1 hour. The 1 hour Completion 
Time provides a period of time to correct the problem 
onuensurate with the importance of maintaining the drywell 
0 RABLE during MODES 1, 2, and 3. This time period also 
en res that the probability of an accident (requiring 
dryw 1 OPERABILITY) occurring during periods when the 
drywe is inoperable is minimal. Also, the Completion Time 
is the ame as that applied to inoperability of the primary 
containm t in LCO 3.6.1.1, "Primary Containment." 

If the drywell annot be restored to OPERABLE status within 
the required Co letion Time, the plant must be brought to a 
MODE in which the LCO does not apply. To achieve this 
status, the plant st be brought to at least MODE 3 within 
12 hours and to MOD 4 within 36 hours. The allowed 
Completion Times are easonable, based on operating 
experience, to reach te required plant conditions from full 
power conditions in an derly manner and without 
challenging plant system

BIR/6 STS B 3.6-112
j
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DrywelI 

B 3.6.5.1 

BASES 

SURVEILLANC SR 3.6..1.1 (continued) 
REQUIREMENTS 

might occur. Operating experience has shown that hese 
omponents usually pass the Surveillance when pero d at 
t [18] month Frequency. Therefore, the Frequency s 
con uded to be acceptable from a reliability standpo t.  

SR 3.6. %.2 

The exposed a essible drywell interior and exterior 
surfaces are in ected to ensure there are no apparent 
physical defects at would prevent the drywell from 
performing its inte ed function. This SR ensures that 
drywell structural in grity is maintained. The [40] month 
Frequency was chosen so hat the interior and exterior 
surfaces of the drywell c be inspected at every other 
refueling outage. Due to th assive nature of the drywell 
structure, the [40] month Freq cy is sufficient to 
identify component degradation t may affect drywell 
structural integrity.  

REFERENCES 1. FSAR, Chapter [6] and Chapter [15].
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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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oNe doubloDrywell Air Lockh 

B 3. XCnNTINKTSYSEMSB 
3.6.5.2 

m i3.6.5.2 drSTe ii a rnn BASES 

BACKGROUND The drywell ar lockforms part of the drywell boundar and 
provides a m[ pgbtespersonnel access during MODES 2 and 

pnumaicg sysem p whichas of mantine s atu aoti prsurpoe,\ 

SoThe drywelelordWw1 air lock idegndtthe a mben stanidards as 
aithen drywe11 bounar.Tstho duryngersnnl aitry lock must 

wiomthsadte pressue11 ande teme torea uttpransients aoithed 

drywell and alsoth raid reversealed nh pressure whn the 
steams in aithie drwe [ is codesed by the Emergency Core ad 

Colnguai system, flow h folloingaloss ofoant accidentue 

flodig o te raork pr essur te vesael standartds also 

i~~ eindt withstand the highrean temperaturetaset associated wt 

wihthe breakur of ansal stemarsytm line insthidrel thatdeso 
dr~eslt indasth rapid deeralnpressurizatoneo the R 

intdametr withe dornelis atchndensd tyhatae inergecke tor 

flooprevnt simutaneou re orprenin.surin pes el•Riods wh the ls 
\~dryelisignodto reqiretad tohe OPh eRALEpteatf asoirte 1 tk 

01 

~ithebrlock mechanisml mtay bie disabled allown btht doors of 

Sprthen airuloktoaremai openifor extende periods whb( h 

•~frequent drywell entry is necessary. Each air lock cror has 
b~~en designed and tested to certify its ability to witt stand 
a la essure in excess of the maximum expected pressure 
folTing a Design Basis Accident (OBA).  

~The air •ock is provided with limit switches on both doors• 
~that prov ie control room indicationo or po~sitinonl.+ 
~Additional , control room indication is provided to alert 
~the operator henever an air lock interlock mechanism is.  

defeated.  

S~(continued) 
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BACKGROUND The drywell air lock forms part of the drywe pressure 
(continued) boundary. Not maintaining air lock OPERABILI may result 

n degradation of the pressure suppression capa lity, which 
i assumed to be functional in the unit safety an yses.  
The rywell air lock does not need to meet the requ rements 
of I CFR 50, Appendix J (Ref. 1), since it is not p t of 
the pr ary containment leakage boundary. However, itIs 
prudent specify a leakage rate requirement for the 
drywell a lock. A seal leakage rate limit of : 200 sc 
and an air ock overall leakage rate limit of S 200 scfh, t 
pressure 2 .P (11.5 pslg), have been established to assure 
the integri f the seals. 

APPLICABLE Analytical methods d assumptions involving the drywell are 
SAFETY ANALYSES presented in Referen 2. The safety analyses assume that 

for a high energy line reak inside the drywell, the steam
Is directed to the supp ssion pool through the horizontal 
vents where it is conden d. Since the drywell air lock is 
part of the drywell press e boundary, its design and 
maintenance are essential t support drywell OPERABILITY, 
which assures that the safet analyses are met.  

The drywell air lock satisfies iterion 3 of the NRC Policy 
Statement.

CO The drywell air lock forms part of th drywell pressure 
boundary. The air lock safety function assures that steam 
resulting from a DBA is directed to the ppression pool.  
Thus, the air lock's structural integrity s 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 interl k mechanism 
must be OPERABLE, air lock leakage must be with limits, 
and both air lock doors must be OPERABLE. The i erlock 
allows only one air lock door of an air lock to be opened at 
one time. This provision ensures that a gross brea h of the 
rywell does not exist when the drywell is required o be 

RABLE.  

Clo re of a single door in the air lock is necessary t 
supp t drywell OPERABILITY following postulated events.  

"�" _ _ _ _(continued

BWR/6 STS B 3.6-115 Rev 1, 04/07/95
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FBASES\

LCO Nevertheless, both doors are kept closed when he air lock 
(continued) is not being used for entry into and exit from he drywell.

APPLICABILITY. In ES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could cause a release of 
radio tive material to the primary containment. In ES 4 
and 5, he probability and consequences of these events \re 
reduced e to the pressure and temperature limitations i 
these NOD . Therefore, the drywell air lock is not 
required to e OPERABLE in MODES 4 and 5.  

ACTIONS The ACTIONS are m ified by Note I that allows entry and 
exit to perform rep irs on the affected air lock component.  
If the outer door is noperable, then it may be easily 
accessed to repair. the inner door is inoperable, 
however, then there is short time during which the drywell 
boundary is not intact ( ring access through the outer 
door). The ability to op the OPERABLE door, even if it 
means the drywell boundary temporarily not intact., is 
acceptable due to the low pr ability of an event that could 
pressurize the drywell during' e short time in which the 
OPERABLE door is expected to be pen. The OPERABLE door 
must be immediately closed after ach entry and exit.  

The ACTIONS are modified by a secon Note, which ensures 
appropriate remedial actions are tak when necessary.  
Pursuant to LCO 3.0.6, ACTIONS are no 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.I. A.2. and A.3 

With one drywell air lock door inoperable, the PERABLE door 
must be verified closed (Required Action A.1). is ensures 
that a leak tight drywell barrier is maintained b the use 

an OPERABLE air lock door. This action must be ompleted 
w hin 1 hour. The 1 hour Completion Time is consi ent 
wit the ACTIONS of LCO 3.6.5.1, "Drywell," which re ires 
that he drywell be restored to OPERABLE status withi 
1 hou 

(continue
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Drywell Air Lock 

B 3.6.5.2

BASES

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

In addition, the air lock penetration must isolated by 
ocking closed the OPERABLE air lock door w hin the 24 hour 

letion Time. The Completion Time is con ddered 
re onable for locking the OPERABLE air lock r, 
cons ering that the OPERABLE door is being mai ained 
cl ose 

Required tion A.3 verifies that the air lock has en 
isolated b the use of a locked and closed OPERABLE *r lock 
door. This sures that an acceptable drywell bounda is 
maintained. Completion Time of once per 31 days is 
based on engine ing judgment and is considered adequate n 
view of the low 1 elihood of a locked door being 
mispositioned and tjer administrative controls that ensure 
that the OPERABLE ai lock door remains closed.  

The Required Actions ar modified by two Notes. Note 1 
ensures only the Require ctions and associated Completion 
Times of Condition C are r uired if both doors in the air 
lock are inoperable. The e eption of the Note does not 
affect tracking the Complet o Times from the initial entry 
into Condition A; only theurequ e rement to comply with the 
Required Actions. Note 2 allows se of the air lock for 
entry and exit for 7 days under a inistrative controls.  
Drywell entry may be required to pe form Technical 
Specifications (TS) Surveillances an Required Actions, as 
well as other activities on equipment nside the drywell 
that are required by TS or activities equipment that 
support TS-required equipment. This Not is not intended to 
preclude performing other activities (i.e non-TS-required 
activities) if the drywell was entered, us g the inoperable 
air lock, to perform an allowed activity li ed above. This 
allowance is acceptable due to the low proba lity of an 
event that could pressurize the drywell during the short 
time that the OPERABLE door is expected to be o en.  

,1 B.2. and B.3•e~ 

Wit the drywell air lock interlock mechanism mnoper le, 
the quired Actions and associated Completion Times 
consis nt with Condition A are applicable.  

(continued) 
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BASE

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

The Required Actions are modified by two N es. Note 1 
ensures only the Required Actions and assoc ted Completion 
Times of Condition C are required if both doo in the air 
lock are inoperable. Note 2 allows entry and it into the 
rywell under the control of a dedicated ndivi al 
ationed at the air lock to ensure that only one oor is 

op ed at a time (i.e., the individual performs th function 
of e interlock).  

With the a lock inoperable for reasons other than those 
described in Conditiojn A or B, Required Action C.1 requires 
action to be ediately initiated to evaluate drywell 
bypass leakage sing current air lock test results. An 
evaluation is ac ptable, since it is overly conservative to 
immediately decla the drywell inoperable if both doors in 
an air lock have f led a seal test or the overall air lock 
leakage is not with limits. In many instances (e.g., only 
one seal per door has ailed), drywell remains OPERABLE, yet 
only 1 hour (per LCO 3. .5.1) would be provided to restore 
the air lock door to OP LE status prior to requiring a 
plant shutdown. In addit n, even with both doors failing 
the seal test, the overall rywell leakage rate can still be 
within limits.  

Required Action C.2 requires t t one door in the drywell 
air lock must be verified to be losed. This Required 
Action must be completed within t e hour Completion Time.  
This specified time period is cons tent with the ACTIONS of 
LCO 3.6.5.1, which requires that th drywell be restored to 
OPERABLE status within 1 hour.  

Additionally, the air lock must be rest ed to OPERABLE 
status within 24 hours. The 24 hour Comp etion Time is 
reasonable for restoring an inoperable air ock to OPERABLE 
status, considering that at least one door maintained 

osed in the air lock.  

BWR/6 STS B 3.6-118 Rev 1, 04/07/95
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Drywell Air Lock

/

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.5.2.1J.  
REQUIREMENTS 

This SR requires a est be performed to verify seal leakage 
of the drywell air 1 k doors at pressures : [11.5] psig. A 
seal leakage rate lim of < [200] scfh has been established 
to ensure the integrity f the seals. The Surveillance is 
only required to be perf d once after each closing. The 
Frequency of 72 hours is sed on operating experience and 
is considered adequate in v ew of the other indications 
available to plant operation personnel that the seal is 
intact.  

Every 7 days the drywell air lock se air flask pressure is 
verified to be 2 [90] psig to ensure at the seal system 
remains viable. It must be checked bec use it could bleed 
down during or following access through e air lock, which 
occurs regularly. The 7 day Frequency ha been shown to be 
acceptable, based on operating experience, nd is considered 
adequate in view of the other indications t the plant 
operations personnel that the seal air flask essure is 
low.  

T air lock door interlock is designed to prevent 
si Iltaneous opening of both doors in the air lock. nce 
bot the inner and outer doors of the air lock are desi ned 
to w hstand the maximum expected post accident drywell 

(continu
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S• ~Drynwell Air Lock B 3.6.5.2 

ACTIONS D1adD 
If the inoperable drywell air lock cannot be rest ed to 

PERABLE status within the required Completion Ti the 
p ant must be brought to a MODE in which the LCO doe not 
ap y. To achieve this status, the plant must be bro ht to 
at 1 st MODE 3 within 12 hours and to MODE 4 within 
36 ho s. The allowed Completion Times are reasonable, 
based • operating experience, to reach the required plan 
condition from full power conditions in an orderly manner 
and withou challenging plant systems.

mlmmm
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7BASE B 3.6.5.2 

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.5.2.3 (continued) 
REQUIREMENTS 

essure, closure of either door will support d ell 
O ILITY. Thus, the door interlock feature su orts 
dr 11 OPERABILITY while the air lock is being us for 
perso el transit in and out of the drywell. Perio 'c 
testin of this Interlock demonstrates that the inte ock 
will fun tion as designed and that simultaneous inner nd 
outer doo opening will not inadvertently occur. Due t the 
purely mech ical nature of this interlock, and given th 
the Interloc echanism is only challenged when drywell I 
entered, this st is only required to be performed once 
every [18] mont . The [18] month Frequency is based on the 
need to perform t s Surveillance under the conditions that 
apply during a pla 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 Fr uency was concluded to be 
acceptable from a reliabi standpoint.  

The Surveillance is modified a Note requiring the 
Surveillance to be performed o y upon entry into the 
drywell.  

This SR requires a test to be perform to verify overall 
air lock leakage of the drywell air lo at pressures 
a [11.5] psig. The [18] month Frequenc is based on the 
need to perform this Surveillance under t conditions that 
apply during a plant outage and the potent 1 for an 
unplanned transient if the Surveillance wer performed with 
the reactor at power. Operating experience h s shown these 
components usually pass the Surveillance when erformed at 
the [18] month Frequency, which is based on the efueling 
cycle. Therefore, the Frequency was concluded t be 
acceptable from a reliability standpoint.  

This SR has been modified by a Note indicating that n 
Inoperable air lock door does not invalidate the pre ous 

ccessful performance of an overall air lock leakage est..  
T s is considered reasonable, since either air lock d r is 

(continu
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B 3.6.5.2

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

REFERENCES 1. 10 CFR 50, Appendix J.  

FSAR, Chapters [6 and 15].

Rev 1, 04/07/95B ,/6 STS B 3.6-121

(continued) 

ca le of providing a fission product barrier in e event 

of a 

This SR ensures hat the drywell air lock seal pneumatic 
system pressure d s not decay at an unacceptable rate. The 
air lock seal will port drywell OPERABILITY down to a 
pneumatic pressure ar90] psig. Since the air lock seal 
air flask pressure is v ified in SR 3.6.5.2.2 to be 
a [90] psig, a decayrate [30] psig over [10] days is 
acceptable. The [10] day itx erval is based on engineering 
judgment, considering that the is no postulated DBA where 
the drywell is stil1 pressurize [10] days after the event.  

The [18] month Frequency is based the need to perform 
this Surveillance under the conditio that apply during a plant outage and the potential for an i•planned transient if 

the Surveillance were performed with the -eactor at power.  

Operating experience has shown that these o~mponents usually 

pass the Surveillance when performed at theJ18] month 

Frequency. Therefore, the Frequency was conc 14ded to be 

acceptable from a reliability standpoint.

n 71 A4
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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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1rw Isolation Valve[s] 

8 3.6.5.3 

B 3.6 NTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

B 3.6.5.3 we Isolation Valve[s] 

BASES 

BACKGROUND The rywell isolation valves, in combination with other 
acci nt mitigation systems, function to ensure that steam 
and wa r releases to the drywell are channeled to the 
suppres *on pool to maintain the pressure suppression 
function the drywell.  

The OPERABIL Y requirements for drywell isolation valves 
help ensure t t valves are closed, when required, and 
isolation occur within the time limits specified for those 
Isolation valves esigned to close automatically.  
Therefore, the OP IBLITY requirements support minimizing 
drywell bypass leak e assumed in the safety analysis 
(Ref. 1) for a DBA. ese isolation devices are either 
passive or active (aut atic). Manual valves, de-activated 
automatic valves secure in their closed position (including 
check valves with flow th ugh the valve secured), blind 
flanges, and closed system are considered passive devices.  
Check valves, or other auto tic valves designed to close 
without operator action follo ng an accident, are 
considered active devices. Tw barriers in series are 
provided for each penetration so that no credible single 
failure or malfunction of an acti component can result in 
a loss of isolation.  

The Drywell Vacuum Relief System valv serve a dual 
function, one of which is drywell isol ion. However, since 
the other safety function of vacuum reli f would not be 
available if the normal drywell isolation alve actions were 
taken, the drywell isolation valve OPERABI TY requirements 
are not applicable to the Drywell Vacuum Re ef System 
isolation valves. Similar surveillance requ ements in the 
LCO for Drywell Vacuum Relief System provide a surance that 
the isolation capability is available without c flicting 
with the vacuum relief function.  

The Drywell Vent and Purge System is a high capaci system 
with a [20] inch line, which has isolation valves c ered by 
this LCO. The system supplies filtered outside air arectly 

the drywell through two lines, each containing two 
p mary containment isolation valves (PCIVs) and two dr ell 
iso ation valves called drywell purge isolation valves. he 

(continued)
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RCKGROUND \ drywell air is exhausted through a line also ontatning two 

(continued) drywell purge isolation valves by means of tw fan units, 
ich are part of the Containment Cooling Syste charcoal 

f ter trains located inside primary containment After the 
air s conditioned and filtered, it is exhausted rough two 
PCIVs. The system is used to remove trace radioact e 
airborn products prior to personnel entry. The Dr 11 
Vent and urge System is seldom used in MODE 1, 2, or 
therefore, he drywell purge isolation valves are seld 
open during wer operation.  

The drywell Pu eisolation valves fail closed on loss of
instrument air o power. mne arywemi purge isolation valves 
are fast closing Ives (approximately [4] seconds). These 
valves are qualifie to close against the differential 
pressure induced by aloss of coolant accident (LOCA).

APPLICABLE This LCO is intended to ens e that releases from the core 
SAFETY ANALYSES do not bypass the suppressio ool so that the pressure 

suppression capability of the ywell is maintained.  
Therefore, as part of the drywe boundary, drywell 
isolation valve OPERABILITY minim es drywell bypass 
leakage. Therefore, the safety ana sis of any event 
requiring isolation of the drywell i applicable to this 
LCO.  

The DBA resulting in a release of steam, ter, or 
radioactive material within the drywell is LOCA. In the 
analysis for these accidents, it is assumed hat drywell 
isolation valves either are closed or unctio to close 
within the required isolation time following e nt 
initiation. Analyses (Ref. 1) also assumed a 4 cond 
drywell purge isolation valve closure time follow g a 
1 second delay prior to closure.  

The drywell isolation valves and drywell purge isolat n 
Ives satisfy Criterion 3 of the NRC Policy Statement.  

LCD The diell isolation valve safety function is to form a 
part o he drywell boundary.  

(continued)
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Drywell Isolation Valve[s] 

7 B 3.6.5.3

BASES

I

reduced oue to thne pressure and temperature limitations in 
these MODES. Therefore, the drywel i\solation valves are 
not required to be OPERABLE in MODES and 5.

ACTION 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 ope tor, who is 
in continuous communication with the control roo , at the 
controls of the valve. In this way, the penetrat n can be 
rapidly isolated when a need for drywell isolation s 
indicated.  

e second Note provides clarification that for the pu ose 
o this LCO separate Condition entry is allowed for eac 
pen tration flow path.  

(continued) 
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LCO 'The drywell isolation valves are required t have isolation 
(continue times of automatic drywell isolation valves w hin limits, 

automatic drywell isolation valves actuate on a automatic 
isolation signal, drywell isolation manual valves losed, 
urge valves closed, and 20 inch purge valves block to 

r trict maximum valve opening. While the Drywell V uum 
Re ef System valves isolate drywell penetrations, the are 
excl ed from this Specification. Controls on their 
isola on function are adequately addressed in LCO 3.6.5.  
"Drywel Vacuum Relief System." The valves covered by this 
LCO are cluded (with their associated stroke time for 
automatic Ives) in Reference 2.  

The normally osed isolation valves or blind flanges are 
considered OPE BLE when manual valves are closed or open in 
accordance with propriate administrative controls, 
automatic valves ae de-activated and secured in their 
closed position (in uding check valves with flow through 
the valve secured), a d blind flanges are in place. These 
passive isolation valv and devices are those listed in 
Reference 2.  

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA co ld cause a release of 
radioactive material to the pri ry containment. In MODES 4 
and 5, the probability and conse ences of these events are



Dr 11 Isolation Valve[s]
SOr 11 Isolation Valve[s] 

4ýS : 
B 3.6.5.3 

[BASES 

ACTIONS The third Note requires the OPERABILITY of affe ted systems 
(continued) to be evaluated when a drywell isolation valve i 

operable. This ensures appropriate remedial act ns are 
ta n, if necessary, if the affected system(s) are ndered 
ino able by an inoperable drýwell isolation valve.  

The fou h Note ensures appropriate remedial actions are 
taken whe the drywell bypass leakage limits are exceeded.  
Pursuant t LCO 3.0.6, these ACTIONS are not required even 
when the ass •ated LCO is not met. Therefore, Note 4 is 
added to requi the proper actions be taken.  

4.1 and A.2 

With one or more penet tion flow paths with one drywell 
isolation valve inopera e, the affected penetration flow 
path must be isolated. method of isolation must include 
the use of at least one is ation barrier that cannot be 
adversely affected by a sin e active failure. Isolation 
barriers that meet this crite on are a closed and 
de-activated automatic drywell solation valve, a closed 
manual valve, a blind flange',an a check valve with flow 
through the valve secured. In th Condition, the remaining 
OPERABLE drywell isolation valve is dequate to perform the 
isolation function. However, the ov all reliability is 
reduced because a single failure in th OPERABLE drywell 
isolation valve could result in a lo ss drywell isolation.  
The 8 hour Completion Time is acceptable, since the drywell 
design bypass leakage A//j of [1.0] ft wo d be maintained 
even with a single failure due to applicati of ACTIONS 
Note 4. In addition, the Completion Time is easonable, 
considering the time required to isolate the p etration and 
the relative importance of supporting drywell 0 RABILITY 
during MODES 1, 2, and 3.  

For affected penetration flow paths that have been *solated 
in accordance with Required Action A.1, the affecte 
penetrations must be verified to be isolated on a pe odic 
basis. This is necessary to ensure that drywell 
penetrations that are required to be isolated followin an 
accident, and are no longer capable of being automatical 

olated, will be in the isolation position should an eve t 
o ur. This Required Action does not require any testing r 
de 'ce manipulation; rather, it involves verification that 
thos devices outside drywell and capable of potentially 

(continued)
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Drywell I lation Val ve[s] 
B 3.6.5.3

BASES

I

BWR/6 515 B 3.6-126 Rev 1, 04/07/95

ACTIONS A.1 and A.2 (continued) 

ing mispositioned are in the correct position. Since 
th e devices are inside primary containment, the time 
peri specified as "prior to entering MODE 2 or 3 from 
NODE 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 
administrat e controls that will ensure that device 
misalignment an unlikely possibility. Also, this 
Completion Time is consistent with the Completion Time 
specified for PC s in LCO 3.6.1.3, "Primary Containment 
Isolation Valves UVs)." 

Required Action A.2 i modified by a Note that applies to 
isolation devices locx d in high radiation areas and allows 
them to be verified by u of administrative controls.  
Allowing verification by ministrative controls is 
considered acceptable, slnc access to these areas is 
typically restricted. There re, the probability of 
misalignment once they have be verified to be in the 
proper position, is low.  

8.1 
With one or more penetration flow path with two drywell 
isolation valves inoperable, the affecte penetration flow 
path must be isolated. The method of iso tion must Include 
the use of at least one isolation barrier at cannot be 
adversely affected by a single active fallur . Isolation 
barriers that meet this criterion are a close and 
de-activated automatic valve, a closed manual lve, a blind 
flange, and a check valve with flow through the alve 
secured. The 4 hour Completion Time is acceptab since 
the drywell design bypass leakage A/./ of [1.0] ft is 
maintained due to application of ACTIONS Note 4.  
Completion Time is reasonable, considering the time quired 
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.  

C dition B is modified by a Note indicating this Conditio 
is ly applicable to penetration flow paths with two 
isol ion valves. For penetration flow paths with one 

(continued)
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Lp (continued) 

drywell isolation valve, Condition A provides the 
ppropriate Required Actions.  

If any uired Action and associated Completion Time cannot 
be met, t plant must be placed in a NODE in which the LCO 
does not ap y. To achieve this status, the plant must be 
brought to a least MODE 3 within 12 hours and to MODE 4 
within 36 hour The allowed Completion Times are 
reasonable, base on operating experience, to reach the 
required plant co itions from full power conditions in an orderly manner adAhu calnig plant systems.  

SCE SR 3.6.5.3.1 

Each [ inch drywell purge isolation valve is required to 
be verified sealed closed at 1 day intervals. This 
Surveillance is intended to b used for drywell purge 
isolation valves that are not alified to open under 
accident conditions. This SR is esigned to ensure that a 
gross breach of drywell is not ca ed by an inadvertent or 
spurious drywell purge isolation va ye opening. Detailed 
analysis of these [ ] inch drywell rge valves failed to 
conclusively demonstrate their abilit to close during a 
LOCA in time to support drywell OPERABIl TY. Therefore, 
these valves are required to be in seale closed position 
during MODES 1, 2, and 3. These [ ] inch drywell purge 
valves that are sealed closed must have mot e power to the 
valve operator removed. This can be accompl hed by 
de-energizing the source of electric power or moving the 
air supply to the valve operator. In this appl ation, the 
term "sealed' has no connotation of leakage with limits.  
The Frequency is a result of the NRC resolution o eneric 
Issue B-24 (Ref. 3) related to purge valve use durn unit 

Loperations.  

(continued)

RESURVEILLA REQUIREKEI

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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B 3.6.5.3 

BASES
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SURVEILLAN•I 

REQUIREMENTS 
(continued)•

" B-- T 3 6 1 8R v , 0 / 7 9
Rev 1, 04/07/95

Drrywee Isolation Valve[s] 
B 3.6.5.3 

r1UBASES 7

This SR ensures that the [20] inch drywell purge isol ion 
valves are closed as required or, if open, open for an 
aallowable 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 
a owed to be open for limited periods of time. This SR has 
bee modified by a Note indicating the SR is not required to 
be when the drywell purge supply or exhaust valves are 
oLpen pressure control, ALARA or air quality 
conside tions for personnel entry, or surveillances that 
require t 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 require nts discussed under SR 3.6.5.3.1.  

SR 3.6.5.3.3 

This SR requires ver ication that each drywell isolation 
manual valve and blin flange that is required to be closed 
during accident conditi s is closed. The SR helps to 
ensure that drywell bypa leakage is maintained to a 
minimum. Since these valv are inside primary containment, 
the Frequency specified as rior to entering MODE 2 or 3 
from MODE 4, if not performe in the previous 92 days,' is 
appropriate because of the ina cessibility of the drywell 
isolation valves and because th e drywell isolation valves 
are operated under administrativ controls and the 
probability of their misalignment low.  

A Note has been included to clarify at valves that are 
open under administrative controls are ot required to meet 
the SR during the time the valves are o n.  

Verifying that the isolation time of each powe operatel) Y automatic drywell isolation valve is withi limitsIs\required to demonstrate OPERABILITY. The isolatt en time 

est ensures the valve will isolate in a time peri less tqn or equal to that assumed in the safety analysi The 
is ation time and Frequency of this SR are [in acco ance 
with he Inservice Testing Program or 92 days].  

(continu d)
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I Isolation Valve[s] 
B 3.6.5.3

1. FSAR, Section [6.2.4].  

2. AR, Table [6.2-44].  

3. Gen ic Issue B-24.

TRev 1, 04/07/95
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REFERENCES

B 3.6-129

SURVEaLLANCE SR 3.6.5.3.5 
(cniud) eiyn that each automatic drywell isolation vl closes 

iadrywell isolation signal is required to prevent ypass! 
:e efrom the drywe11 following a DBA. This SR en res 

each tomatic drywell isolation valve will actuate to s 
isolat position on a drywell isolation signal. The L C 
SYSTEM F TIONAL TEST in SR 3.3.6.1.6 overlaps this SR to 
provide co lete testing of the safety function. The 
[18] month F uency is based on the need to perform this 
Surveillance u er the conditions that apply during a plant 
outage and the p ential for an unplanned transient if the 
Surveillance were erformed with the reactor at power, since 
isolation of penetr ions would eliminate cooling water flow 
and disrupt the norma operation of many critical 
components. Operating perience has shown these components 
usually pass this Survei ance when performed at the 
[18] month Frequency. The fore, the Frequency was 
concluded to be acceptable m a reliability standpoint.  

SR 3.6.5.3.6 

Verifying that each I ] inch drywel purge valve is blocked 
to restrict opening to > [50]% is req red to ensure that 
the valves can be closed under DBA cond ions within the 
time limits assumed in the safety analys.  

The [18] month Frequency is appropriate bec se the blocking 
devices are typically removed only during a r fueling 
outage.

D
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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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B 3.6 N INENT SYSTEMS 

B 3.6.5.4 Dr 11 Pressure 

BASES

Drywell Pressure 
B 3.6.5.4

BACKGROUND Drywe -to-primary containment differential pressure is n 
assume initial condition in the analyses that determine he 
primary ntainment thermal hydraulic and dynamic loads 
during a p tulated loss of coolant accident (LOCA).  

If drywell p ssure is less than the primary containment 
airspace press e, the water level in the weir annulus will 
increase and, c sequently, the liquid inertia above the top 
vent will increas . This will cause top vent clearing 
during a postulate LOCA to be delayed, and that would 
increase the peak d ell pressure. In addition, an 
inadvertent upper poo dump occurring with a negative 
drywell-to-primary con inment differential pressure could 
result in overflow over he weir wall.  

The limitation on negative rywell-to-primary containment 
differential pressure ensure that changes in calculated 
peak LOCA drywell pressures d to differences in water 
level of the suppression pool d the drywell weir annulus 
are negligible. It also ensure that the possibility of 
weir wall overflow after an inad rtent pool dump is 
minimized. The limitation on posi ve drywell-to-primary 
containment differential pressure h lps ensure that the 
horizontal vents are not cleared wit normal weir annulus 
water level.

APPLICA E Primary containment performance is evaluat d for the entire 
SAFETY LYSES spectrum of break sizes for postulated LOCA . Among the 

inputs to the design basis analysis is the i itial drywell 
internal pressure (Ref. 1). The initial dryw 1 internal 
pressure affects the drywell pressure response o a LOCA (Ref. 1) and the suppression pool swell load de ntion 
(Ref. 2).  

itional analyses (Refs. 3 and 4) have been perfo d to 
sh that if initial drywell pressure does not excee the 
neg lve pressure limit, the suppression pool swell a vent 
clea ng loads will not be significantly increased and he 

(continued
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EBASES

I
APPLICABLE probability of weir wall overflow is 
SAFETY ANALYS inadvertent upper pool dump.  

(continuied) 
rywell pressure satisfies Criterion vtement.

minimized after

2 of the NRC Policy

LCO A lim tation on the drywell-to-primary containment 

differe ial pressure of [a -0.26 psid and :s 2.0 psid] is 
required o ensure that suppression pool water is not forced 
over the ir wall, vent clearing does not occur during 
normal oper ion, containment conditions are consistent with 
the safety a lyses, and LOCA drywell pressures and pool 
swell loads ar within design values.  

APPLICABILITY In MOE ,2, and a DBA could cause a release of 
rdociematerial the primary containment. In MODES 4 

and 5,teprobabi lity •nd consequences of these events are 
reduced due to the press re and temperature limitations of these MODES. Ther\efore, nainn the rwlto"imy 
containment differential p sr iiainis not required 
in MODE 4 or 5.  

ACTIONS AUI 

With drywell-to-primary containment ifferential pressure 
not within the limits of the LCO, it st be restored within 
1 hour. The Required Action is necess y to return 
operation to within the bounds of the sa ety analyses. The 
1 hour Completion Time is consistent with'the ACTIONS of 
LCO 3.6.5.1, "Drywell," which requires tha the drywell be 
restored to OPERABLE status within 1 hour.  

B.I and B.2 

If drywell-to-primary containment differential pr sure 
cannot be restored to within limits within the requ ed 
Completion Time, the plant must be brought to a MODE n 
which the LCO does not apply. To achieve this status, the'

ant must be brought to at least NODE 3 within 12 hour and 

(continu

BWIV6 STS B 3.6-131 Rev 1, 04/07/95
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Drywall Pressure 

7roeB 
3.6.5.4
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•1Dywl Pressure'--

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

t IfDE 4 within 36 hours. The allowed Completion Ti s are 

%rea aable, based on operating experience, to reach the• 
requi~e plant conditions from full power conditions in a• 

orlerly er and without challenging plant systems.  

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.5.4.] 

REQUZRMENTS This SR provides assu Lnce• that the limitations on 

drye11to-rimrycntHnetdfeetapesuestd tn~~~ ~~ ah C rmt h]•orFeunyo hsS a 

devloed bse o oert t3epreerladtornig 
adryelto-assigpr oim ity o t o thsentdi fe nteial O pressure sae 
inthets FuOare moet. The 1 hour Frequency oftis SRonsied 

deverlroped, bncludiong alato aexperiene opelated to trndn 'ssCES . FSarSc io at2. ] i n rin aorf a drynwe11 pressure conditiohn. r h ppial OE 

n 2.o im FS etio to3.8].i i d ~~~~~~~o t.F A , S c i n [ . . . . ] 

S4. FSAR, Secton 
[ . .]
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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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APPLICABLE Primary containment performan for the DBA is evaluated for 
SAFETY ANALYSES the entire spectrum of break s es for postulated LOCAs 

inside containment (Ref. 1). Amng the inputs to the design 
basis analysis is the initial dr 11 average air 
temperature. Increasing the initia drywell average air 
temperature could change the calcula d results of the 
design bases analysis. The safety an ses (Ref. 1) assume 
an initial average drywell air temperat re of [135]*F. This 
limitation ensures that the safety analy s remain valid by 
maintaining the expected initial conditto and ensures that 
the peak LOCA drywell temperature does not ceed the 
maximum allowable temperature of [330]OF. T consequence 
of exceeding this design temperature may resu in the 
degradation of the drywell structure under acc ent loads.  
Equipment inside the drywell that is required to mitigate 
the effects of a DBA is designed and qualified t operate 
nder environmental conditions expected for the a ident.  

Dr ell average air temperature satisfies Criterion of the 
NRC licy Statement.

LCO If the ini X al drywell average air temperature is less t' 
or equal to e LCO temperature limit, the peak accident 
temperature c be maintained below the drywell design 

(continued)

BWR/6 STS B 3.6-133 Rev 1, 04/07/95

Dr I Air Temperature 
B 3.6.5.5 

B 3.6 C INMENT SYSTEMS 

B3.6.5.5 Dr 11 Airr Temperature 

maintain suitable environment. The drywell average air 
temperatur affects equipment OPERABILITY, personnel access, 
and the calc lated response to postulated Design Basis 
Accidents (D .The limitation on drywell average air 
temperature ens es that the peak drywel 1 temperature during 
adesign basis 1o of coolant accident (LOCA) does not 

exceed the design perature of [330]*F. The limiting DRA 
for dr~ywell atmosphe 'temperature is a small steam line 
break, assuming no heA transfer to the passive steel and 
concrete heat sinks inl eV drywell.

I
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1 Air Temperature 
B 3.6.5.5

BASES
I

BWR/6 STS B 3.6-134 Rev 1, 04/07/95

/

IlL

Dre

LCD temperature during a DBA. This ensures the abilit of the 
(continued) drywell to perform its design function.  

APPLICABILITY In DES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could cause a release of 
radio tive material to the primary containment. In MODE 4 
and 5, he probability and consequences of these events ar 14dio 
reduced e to the pressure and temperature limitations of 
these HOD . Therefore, maintaining drywell average air 
temperature ithin the limit is not required in MODE 4 or 5.  

ACTIONS A, 

When the drywell av age air temperature is not within the 
limit of the LCO, it ust be restored within 8 hours. The 
Required Action is nec ssary to return operation to within 
the bounds of the safet analyses. The 8 hour Completion 
Time is acceptable, cons ering the sensitivity of the 
analyses to variations in his parameter, and provides 
sufficient time to correct inor problems.  

B.1 and B.2 i 

If drywell average air temperatu cannot be restored to 
within limit within the associate Completion Time, the 
plant must be brought to a MODE in ich the LCO does not 
apply. To achieve this status, the lant must be brought to 
at least MODE 3 within 12 hours and tMODE 4 within 
36 hours. The allowed Completion Time are reasonable, 
based on operating experience, to reach the required plant 
conditions from full power conditions in n orderly manner 
and without challenging plant systems.  

SURVEILLANCE 3...5.1 
REQUIREMENTS 

Verifying that the drywell average air temperatu is within 
e LCO limit ensures that operation remains with the 

11 its assumed for the drywell analysis. Drywel alr 
teerature is monitored in all quadrants and at var us 
elev ions. Since the measurements are uniformly 

(contin)
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Drywel 1 Air Temperature 
B 3.6.5.5

rBASE7S 

-ý-

SURVEIL-- E SR. 3.6.5.51 (continued) 
R E distributed, an arithmetic average is a accurate 

representation of actual drywell average temperature.  

The 24 hour Frequency of the SR was devel ed based on 
operating experience related to variations n drywell 
average air temperature variations during t 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 erator to 
bnormal drywell air temperature condition.

FSAR, Section [A.2].

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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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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Dryw Vacuuwm Relief System 
B3.6..5.6 

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

B 3.6.5. Drywell Vacuum Relief System

I

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95

BASESOUN 

c wiha e asti the suppression poote snteavaum breeasedri 

thne. Thls in ie the ev tent of io a loso scoatuaciopentvlv 

(LOCAc The steam discharging to the pool carries the 
noncond sibles from the drywell. Therefore, the drywell 
atuospher changes from low humidity air to nearly 100% 
steam (no r) as the event progresses. When the drywell 
subsequentl cools and depressurizes, noncondensibles in the 
drywell must replaced to avoid excessive weir wall 
overflow into e drywell. Rapid weir wall overflow must be 
controlled in a arge, break LOCA, so that essential 
equipment and sys ems located above the weir wall in the 

drywell renot u, ected to excessive drag and impact 
loads. The dyel ost-LOCA and the dr~ywell purge vacuum 
relief subsystems are the means by which moncondensibles are 
transferred from the p imary containment back to the 
drywell.  

The vacuum relief systems re a potential source of bypass 
leakage (i.e., some of the eam released into the drywell 
from a LOCA bypasses the sup esslon pool and leaks directly 
to the primary containment al ace). Since excessive 
bypass leakage could degrade th pressure suppression 
function, the Drywell Vacuum Rel f System has been designed 
with at least two valves in serie in each vacuum breaker 
line. This minimizes the potential for a stuck open valve 
to threaten drywell OPERABILITY. Th [two] drywell purge 
vacuum relief subsystems use separate 10] inch lines 
penetrating the drywell, and each subs tern consists of a 
series arrangement of a motor operated olatlon valve and 
two check valves. The [two] drywell post OCA vacuum relief 
subsystems use a common [10] inch line pen rating the 
drywell, and each subsystem consists of a or operated 
valve in series with a check valve. At least two [10] inch 
lines must be available to provide adequate re lef to 
control rapid weir wall overflow.

BWR/6 STS B 3.6-136



Dry I Vacuum Relief System 
B 3.6.5.6

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSE

LCO

(BASES (co

The LCO ensures that in the event of a LOCA, [two] drywe11 
post-LOCA and s two] d ell purge vacuum relief subsystems 

are available to mitig e 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 p ition during normal operation.

In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a Design sis Accident could cause 
pressurization of primary contain ent. Therefore, Drywell 
Vacuum Relief System OPERABILITY i required during these 
MODES. In MODES 4 and 5, the proba itlity and consequences 

of these events are reduced due to t pressure and 
temperature limitations in these MODE Therefore, 
maintaining the Drywell Vacuum Relief stem OPERABLE is not 
required in MODE 4 or 5.

ACTIONS e ACTIONS Note ensures appropriate remedial ctlons are 
t en when the drywell bypass leakage limits a exceeded.  
Pur ant to ICO 3.0.6, these ACTIONS are not req ired even 
when he associated LCO is not met. Therefore, t Note is 
added o require the proper actions be taken.  

(continued)

BW/ T .- 13 ev1 4/79

The Drywell Vacuum Relief System must function the 
vent of a large break LOCA to control rapid wei wall 
erflow that could cause drag and impact loadings n 

es ntial equipment and systems in the drywell abov the 
Wei wall. The Drywell Vacuum Relief System is not r quil 
to as 1st in hydrogen dilution or to protect the struc ri 
integ y of the drywell following a large break LOCA.  
Furthe re, their passive operation (remaining closed an( 
not leaki during drywell pressurization) is implicit in 
all of the OCA analyses (Ref. 1).  

The Drywell V uum Relief System satisfies Criterion 3 of 
the NRC Policy tatement.

4nKed)

BWR/6 STS B 3.6-137 .Rev 1, 04/07/95



Drywell cuum Relief System 
B 3.6.5.6

N BASES

ACTIONS A (continued) (nnith one or more vacuum relief subsystems open, the 
s system must be closed within 4 hours. This assures th t 
dr 11 leakage would not result if a postulated LOCA were 
to oc r. The 4 hour Completion Time is acceptable, since 
the dr 11 design bypass leakage (A/jk) of [1.0] ft2 is 
maintain and is considered a reasonable length of time 
needed to mplete the Required Action.  

A Note has bee added to provide clarification that separate 
Condition entry s allowed for vacuum relief subsystems not 
closed.  

B.1 and C.1 

With one [or two] drywell ost-LOCA vacuum relief subsystems 
inoperable or one drywell rge vacuum relief subsystem 
inoperable, for reasons othe then being not closed, the 
inoperable subsystem(s) must restored to OPERABLE status 
within 30 days. In these Cond ions, the remaining OPERABLE 
vacuum relief subsystems are ade ate to perform the 
depressurization mitigation funct n since two [10] inch 
lines remain available. The 30 day ompletion Time takes 
into account the redundant capabilit afforded by the 
remaining subsystems, a reasonable ti for repairs, and the 
low probability of an event requiring t vacuum relief 
subsystems to function occurring during is period.  

With [two] drywell purge vacuum relief subsyst inoperable 
or with [two] drywell post-LOCA and one drywell rge vacuum 
relief subsystems inoperable, for reasons other th n being 
not closed, at least one inoperable subsystem must 
restored to OPERABLE status within 72 hours. In the 
Conditions, only one [10] inch line remains available. The 
72 hour Completion Time takes into account at least one 
vacuum relief subsystem is still OPERABLE, a reasonable ime 

r repairs, and the low probability of an event requirin 
t vacuum relief subsystems to function occurring during 
thi period.  

______ (continued)}
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Drywell Vacu Relief System 
B 3.6.5.6

rBASES

ACTIONS G 1.eand G.L2 
(continued) if e inoperable drywell vacuum relief subsystem(s) cann 

be c sed or restored to OPERABLE status within the requir 
Comple on Time, or if two drywell purge vacuum relief 
subsyste are inoperable, for reasons other than being not 
closed, a one or two drywell post-LOCA vacuum relief 

ubsystem(s are inoperable, for reasons other than being ebe i gt 

not closed, t plant must be brought to a MODE in which the 
ICO does not a ly. 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 o operating experience, to reach the 
required plant condi ons from full power conditions in an 
orderly manner and wit ut challenging plant systems.

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.5.61.] 
REQUIREMENTS 

Each vacuum breaker and its ass iated isolation valve is 
verified to be closed to ensure at this potential large 
bypass leakage path is not present This Surveillance is 
performed by observing the vacuum aker or associated 
isolation valve position indication by verifying that the 
vacuum breakers are closed when a dif ential pressure of 
[1.0] psid between the drywell and pri y containment is 
maintained for 1 hour without makeup. T 7 day Frequency 
is based on engineering judgment, is cons ered adequate in 
view of other indications of vacuum breaker or isolation 
valve status available to the plant personne and has been 
shown to be acceptable through operating expe ence.  

Two Notes are added to this SR. The first Note llows 
drywell vacuum breakers opened in conjunction wi the 
performance of a Surveillance to not be considered s 
failing this SR. These periods of opening drywell cuum 
breakers are controlled by plant procedures and do no 
represent inoperable drywell vacuum breakers. A secon Note 
is included to clarify that vacuum breakers open due to n 

tual differential pressure are not considered as faili 
th SR.  

_______ ________(continued)J
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Drwe '7 Relief System 

•B 83.6.5.6 

rBASES 

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS 

(continued) Eac acuum breaker and its associated isolation valv must 
be cyc d to ensure that it opens adequately to perform ts 
design ction and returns to the fully closed position.  
This prov s assurance that the safety analysis assumptio 
are valid. 31 day Frequency was chosen to provide 
additional ass ance that the vacuum breakers and their 
associated isola on valves are OPERABLE.  

Verification of the vacuum reaker opening setpoint is 
necessary to ensure that the afety analysis assumption that 
the vacuum breaker will open ly at a differential 
pressure of [1.0] psid is valid. The [18] month Frequency 
is based on the need to perform t Surveillance under the 
conditions that apply during a plan utage and the 
potential for an unplanned transient the Surveillance 
were performed with the reactor at powe Operating 
experience has shown these components usu lly pass the 
Surveillance when performed at the [18] mo h Frequency, 
which is based on the refueling cycle. Ther ore, the 
Frequency was concluded to be acceptable from reliability 
standpoint.  

REFERENCES 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 

1. 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, CornEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change provides more stringent requirements for operation of the facility.  
These more stringent requirements do not result in operation that will increase the 
probability of initiating an analyzed event and do not alter assumptions relative to 
mitigation of an accident or transient event. The more restrictive requirements 
continue to ensure process variables, structures, systems, and components are 
maintained consistent with the safety analyses and licensing basis. Therefore, this 
change does not involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not involve a physical alteration of the plant (no new or 
different type of equipment will be installed) or changes in the methods governing 
normal plant operation. The proposed change does impose different requirements.  
However, these changes are consistent with the assumptions in the safety analyses and 
licensing basis. Thus, this change does not create the possibility of a new or different 
kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The imposition of more restrictive requirements either has no impact on or increases 
the margin of plant safety. As provided in the discussion of the change, each change in 
this category is by definition, providing additional restrictions to enhance plant safety.  
The change maintains requirements within the safety analyses and licensing basis.  
Therefore, this change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: SECTION 3.6 - CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

"GENERIC" LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES: 
RELOCATING DETAILS TO TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION BASES, UFSAR, TRM, OR 
OTHER PLANT CONTROLLED DOCUMENTS 
("LA.x" Labeled Comments/Discussions) 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change relocates certain details from the Technical Specifications to the 
Bases, UFSAR, TRM, or other plant controlled documents. The Bases, UFSAR, 
TRM, and other plant controlled documents containing the relocated information will 
be maintained in accordance with 10 CFR 50.59. In addition to 10 CFR 50.59 
provisions, the Technical Specification Bases are subject to the change control 
provisions in the Administrative Controls Chapter of the ITS. The UFSAR is subject 
to the change control provisions of 10 CFR 50.71(e), and the plant procedures and 
other plant controlled documents are subject to controls imposed by plant administrative 
procedures, which endorse applicable regulations and standards. Since any changes to 
the Bases, UFSAR, TRM, or other plant controlled documents will be evaluated per the 
requirements of the Bases Control Program in Chapter 5.0 of the ITS or 10 CFR 
50.59, no increase (significant or insignificant) in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated will be allowed. Therefore, this change does not involve 
a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not involve a physical alteration of the plant (no new or 
different type of equipment will be installed) or a change in the methods governing 
normal plant operation. The proposed change will not impose or eliminate any 
requirements, and adequate control of the information will be maintained. Thus, this 
change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The proposed change will not reduce a margin of safety because it has no impact on 
any safety analysis assumptions. In addition, the details to be transposed from the 
Technical Specifications to the Bases, UFSAR, TRM, or other plant controlled
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GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: SECTION 3.6 - CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

"GENERIC" LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES: 
RELOCATING DETAILS TO TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION BASES, UFSAR, TRM, OR 
OTHER PLANT CONTROLLED DOCUMENTS 
("LA.x" Labeled Comments/Discussions) 

3. (continued) 

documents are the same as the existing Technical Specifications. Since any future 
changes to these details in the Bases, UFSAR, TRM, or other plant controlled 
documents will be evaluated per the requirements of 10 CFR 50.59, no reduction 
(significant or insignificant) in a margin of safety will be allowed. Based on 10 CFR 
50.92, the existing requirement for NRC review and approval of revisions, to these 
details proposed for relocation, does not have a specific margin of safety upon which to 
evaluate. However, since the proposed change is consistent with the BWR ISTS, 
NUREG-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.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change involves a change in the surveillance testing intervals from 18 
months to 24 months. The proposed change does not introduce any failure mechanisms 
of a different type than those previously evaluated since there are no physical changes 
being made to the facility. In addition, the Surveillance Requirements themselves and 
the way Surveillances are performed will remain unchanged. Furthermore, an 
historical review of surveillance test results indicated no evidence of any failures that 
would invalidate the above conclusions. Therefore, the proposed change does not 
create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any previously 
evaluated.
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GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: SECTION 3.6 - CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

"GENERIC" LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES: 
EXTENDING SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCIES FROM 18 MONTHS TO 24 MONTHS 
FOR SURVEILLANCES OTHER THAN CHANNEL CALIBRATIONS 
("LD.x" Labeled Comments/Discussions) (continued) 

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

Although the proposed change will result in an increase in the interval between 
surveillance tests, the impact on system availability is minimal based on other, more 
frequent testing or redundant systems or equipment, and there is no evidence of any 
failures that would impact the availability of the systems. Therefore, the assumptions 
in the licensing basis are not impacted, and the proposed change does not involve a 
significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT 

L. 1 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, 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.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities or to 
the operation of the plant. Further, the change impacts only the Required Action 
Completion Time for restoring drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass leakage and 
does not result in any change in the response of the equipment to an accident.  
Therefore, the change does not increase the possibility of a new or different kind of 
accident from any previously analyzed accident.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

This change impacts only the Required Action Completion Time for 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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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 A/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 A/fk 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 A/vrk limit under accident conditions.  
The change will not result in drywell-to-suppression chamber leakage in excess of this 
design limit, or result in any change in the response of the equipment to an accident.  
Therefore, the change does not increase the possibility of a new or different kind of 
accident from any previously analyzed.  

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 A/Vk 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/'k that is greater than the 
specified limit, the current Technical Specifications require testing at an increased 
frequency until testing results in two consecutive, successful tests. The proposed 
change would dispense with this provision. Drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass 
leakage rate is an attribute of maintaining Primary Containment Integrity, and 
consequently of Primary Containment OPERABILITY. Drywell-to-suppression 
chamber bypass leakage is not considered as an initiator of any previously analyzed 
accident, and therefore, the proposed change does not significantly increase the 
probability of such accidents. The proposed change will not result in operation with 
leakage in excess of the acceptable design value. Therefore, this change does not 
significantly increase the consequences of any previously analyzed accident.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities, or 
to the operation of the plant. Drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass leakage is 
assumed to be less than or equal to the design A/-k limit under the accident conditions.  
The change will not result in drywell-to-suppression chamber leakage in excess of this 
design limit, or result in any change in the response of the equipment to an accident.  
Therefore, the change does not increase the possibility of a new or different kind of 
accident from any previously analyzed.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

This change only impacts the frequency of drywell-to-suppression chamber leakage 
testing in the event that the results of two consecutive tests are not within the specified 
limit. The effect of the change is considered minimal considering the history of 
consistently successful test results since plant startup, and provisions of the maintenance 
rule that would invoke remedial actions, such as increased test frequency, in the event
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT 

L.4 CHANGE 

3. (continued) 

of an adverse trend in bypass leakage rate. Additionally, the methodology and limits of 
the accident analyses are not affected by the change, nor is the primary containment 
response. Further, the change will not result in an allowable drywell-to-suppression 
chamber bypass leakage that is greater than the design A/4"k limit at any time.  
Therefore, the change does not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.1 - 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.

LaSalle 1 and 2 6



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.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not involve any design changes, plant modifications, or 
changes in plant operation. The primary containment air lock is designed and assumed 
to be used for entry and exit. Its operation does not interface with the reactor coolant 
or any controls which could impact the reactor coolant pressure boundary or its support 
systems. Further, brief periods of loss of containment integrity are acknowledged in 
the 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. I 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.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The design, function, and OPERABILITY requirements for the primary containment 
air lock remains unchanged with this proposed revision. Containment leak rate limits 
are unaffected. The proposed change to allow the temporary opening of the one 
OPERABLE door for the purpose of repairing an inoperable door, is not considered to 
be a significant reduction in the margin of safety. The combination of: 1) the 
frequency of experiencing an inoperable air lock door such that containment entry is 
required for access to repair; 2) the brief period the OPERABLE door would be opened 
for access (typically on the order of one minute per entry/exit); and 3) the occurrence 
of an event of sufficient magnitude to cause an immediate containment pressure 
increase such that the air lock door could not be closed; are not representative of a 
significant reduction in the margin of safety. Additionally, providing the ability to 
eliminate any reduction in safety resulting from the extended operation with only one 
OPERABLE door closed (not allowing repairs to be made to restore the second door to 
OPERABLE status); minimizes any reduction in the margin of safety. The allowance 
is proposed to have strict administrative control, which will provide assurance that any 
associated safety reduction is further minimized. Therefore, these proposed changes do 
not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCK 

L.2 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

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.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not involve any design changes, plant modifications, or 
changes in plant operation. The primary containment air lock is designed and assumed 
to be used for entry and exit. Its operation does not interface with the reactor coolant 
or any controls which could impact the reactor coolant pressure boundary or its support 
systems. Further, brief periods of loss of containment integrity are acknowledged in 
the 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.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The design, function, and OPERABILITY requirements for the primary containment 
air lock is unchanged with this proposed revision. Containment leak rate limits are 
unaffected. The proposed change 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.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The change does not necessitate a physical alteration of the plant (no new or different 
type of equipment will be installed) or changes in parameters governing normal plant 
operation. Thus, this change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind 
of accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

This change allows time to verify an OPERABLE air lock door is closed when 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.  

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 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.  

3. 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.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change will not result in any changes to equipment design or capabilities or the 
operation of the plant. The proposed change will still require the 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.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

This change relaxes the allowed restoration time for isolating the affected penetration(s) 
if one valve is inoperable from 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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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.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES 

L.2 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

Check valves that serve as containment isolation valves are not assumed to be initiators 
of any analyzed event. The role of these valves is to isolate containment during 
analyzed events, thereby limiting consequences. The change establishes compensatory 
measures using a check valve as an isolation barrier which are equivalent to those 
already included in Technical Specifications. The proposed actions will not allow 
continuous operation such that a single failure could allow a containment release 
through an unisolated path. Therefore, this proposed change will not involve a 
significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change does not result in any changes to equipment design or capabilities or the 
operation of the plant. The proposed change will still ensure the containment boundary 
is maintained. Thus, this change does not create the possibility of a new or different 
kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The check valves which would be used for this proposed compensatory measure are 
containment isolation valves and leak tested per 10 CFR 50, Appendix J. In addition, 
the proposed action established the check valve as an isolation barrier that cannot be 
adversely affected by a single active failure. As a result, any reduction in a margin of 
safety will be insignificant and offset by the benefit gained by reducing unnecessary 
plant shutdown transients when equivalent compensatory measures exist to ensure the 
containment boundary is maintained.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES 

L.3 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, CornEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change would allow additional time to isolate a primary containment penetration if 
two or more isolation devices are inoperable. Primary containment isolation is not 
considered as an initiator of any previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change 
does not significantly increase the probability of such accidents. The proposed change 
allows additional temporary operation with less than the required isolation capability.  
However, the consequences of an event that may occur during the extended outage time 
would not be any different than during the currently allowed outage time for other loss 
of containment integrity situations. Therefore, this change does not significantly 
increase the consequences of any previously analyzed accident.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities or to 
the operation of the plant. Further, since the change impacts only the Required Action 
Completion Time for the system and does not result in any change in the response of 
the equipment to an accident, the change does not create the possibility of a new or 
different kind of accident from any previously analyzed accident.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

This change impacts only the Required Action Completion Time for inoperable valves 
that provide primary containment isolation. The methodology and limits of the 
accident analysis are not affected, nor is the primary containment response. Therefore, 
the change does not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES 

L.4 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change would allow additional time to isolate an excess flow check valve 
penetration. Excess flow check valve isolation is not considered an initiator of any 
previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the 
probability of such accidents. The proposed change allows additional temporary 
operation with less than the required isolation capability. However, the consequences 
of an event that may occur during the extended outage time would not be any different 
than during the currently allowed outage time. Therefore, this change does not 
significantly increase the consequences of any previously analyzed accident.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change does not result in any changes to equipment design or capabilities, but does 
allow an extended period of operation with equipment not capable of performing its 
safety function. However, the leakage that may occur 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.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The margin of safety considered in determining the allowed outage time is based on 
engineering judgement, and the probability of occurrence of an event requiring the 
unavailable capabilities. The proposed extension is based on the minimal impact of an 
excess flow valve being out of service, and the need to avoid an unnecessary plant 
transient caused by the forced shutdown. Therefore, the change does not involve a 
significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES 

L.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.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change provides an additional acceptable compensatory action following failure of 
other equipment. The current requirements are based on providing a single active 
failure proof boundary to compensate for the loss of one of the two active boundaries.  
The proposed change provides an alternative which essentially returns the system to its 
original configuration (i.e., configuration which can provide a single active failure 
proof boundary.) Therefore, this change does not create the possibility of a new or 
different kind of accident from any previously analyzed accident.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The margin of safety considered in determining the required compensatory action is 
also based on providing the single active failure proof boundary. Since the proposed 
compensatory boundary essentially meets the original criteria and provides leakage 
characteristics essentially similar to currently approved compensatory boundaries, the 
change does not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES 

L.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.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated is not created because the proposed change does not introduce a new mode of 
plant operation and does not involve physical modification to the plant.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The proposed deletion of the explicit requirement to verify primary containment 
isolation valve isolation times are within limits following repair, maintenance, or 
replacement is considered acceptable since SR 3.0.1 requires the appropriate SRs to be 
performed to demonstrate OPERABILITY after restoration of a component that cause 
the SR to be failed. In this case, SR 3.0.1 would require SR 3.6.1.3.5 (for PCIVs 
other than MSIVs) and SR 3.6.1.3.6 (for MSIVs), as applicable, to be performed, 
which require verification that isolation times of the affected primary containment 
isolation valves are within limits. As a result, the existing requirement to verify 
primary containment isolation valve isolation times are within limits following repair, 
maintenance, or replacement is maintained. Therefore, this change does not involve a 
significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES 

L.7 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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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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 
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L. 10 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, CornEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

I1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change 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.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities or to 
the operation of the plant. Further, since the change impacts only the method of 
verification and does not result in any change in the response of the equipment to an 
accident, the change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of 
accident from any previously analyzed accident.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

This change allows the use of administrative means to provide compensatory actions in 
place of actual visual verification. The high radiation area access control, locked valve 
controls, and these additional administrative controls continue to provide adequate 
containment should an accident occur. Therefore, this change does not involve a 
significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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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.  

I1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change excludes the position verification of manual valves and blind 
flanges when the manual valves and blind flanges are locked, sealed or secured in the 
correct position. Primary containment isolation is not considered an initiator of any 
previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change will not involve an increase in the 
probability of an accident previously evaluated. This change only alters the method of 
verifying the position of manual valves and blind flanges that are locked, sealed, or 
otherwise secured in the correct position. This allowance is acceptable since the 
probability of misalignment of a locked, sealed, or secured manual valve or blind 
flange, once it has been verified to be in the proper position, is small. The position 
verification of these manual valves and blind flanges is still maintained (the verification 
is performed upon locking, sealing, or securing the manual isolation device in 
position). As a result, the accident consequences are unaffected by this change.  
Therefore, this'change will not involve an increase in the consequences of an accident 
previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change does not introduce a new mode of plant operation and does not involve 
physical modification to the plant. The position verification of these manual valves and 
blind flanges is still maintained (the verification is performed upon locking, sealing, or 
securing the manual isolation device in position). Therefore, it does not create the 
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The proposed change excludes the position verification of manual valves and blind 
flanges when the manual valves and blind flanges are locked, sealed or secured in the 
correct position. This change only alters the method of verifying the position of 
manual valves and blind flanges that are locked, sealed, or otherwise secured in the 
correct position. This allowance is acceptable since the probability of misalignment of 
a locked, sealed, or secured manual valve or blind flange, once it has been verified to 
be in the proper position, is small. The position verification of these manual valves
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES 

L. 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, CornEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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.  

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 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.  

3. 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 significant 
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 

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 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.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not introduce a new mode of plant operation and does not 
involve physical modification to the plant. Therefore, this change does not create the 
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The change will not result in a reduction in a margin of safety since the vacuum 
breakers are still required to be closed. The change extends the frequency to 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.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change will not create the possibility of an accident. This change will 
not physically alter the plant (no new or different type of equipment will be installed).  
The change does not affect methods governing normal plant operation or the planned 
response to off-normal conditions. Therefore, this change will not create the possibility 
of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

This change proposes to remove the explicit details of methods for reducing 
suppression pool temperature to within limits. If the suppression pool temperature is 
not reduced to within limits, the Required Actions of Condition 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.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities, but 
simply maintains the acceptable surveillance frequency as long as the LCO is being 
met. Therefore, the change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of 
accident from any previously analyzed accident.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The change removes an unnecessary surveillance frequency increase when conditions 
do not warrant such an increase. The frequency continues to increase when the LCO is 
not being met. Therefore, the change does not involve a significant reduction in the 
margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.2.2 - SUPPRESSION POOL WATER LEVEL 

L. 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.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities, but 
does allow operation of the plant with equipment not capable of performing its safety 
function. However, loss of the pressure suppression function does not impact the 
reactor coolant pressure boundary or its support systems, and therefore, does not create 
the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any previously analyzed 
accident.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The change increases the allowed outage time by one hour. The margin of safety 
considered in determining the allowed outage time is based on engineering judgement 
and probability of occurrence of an event requiring the unavailable capabilities. An 
extension of one hour is based on the minimal impact to the margin of safety and 
allows appropriate actions to be taken without undo haste and potentially prevents a 
shutdown. Therefore, the change does not involve a significant reduction in the margin 
of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.2.3 - 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.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities, but 
does allow operation of the plant with equipment not capable of performing its safety 
function. However, loss of the suppression pool cooling function does not impact the 
reactor coolant pressure boundary or its support systems, and therefore, does not create 
the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any previously analyzed 
accident.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The change increases the allowed outage time. The margin of safety considered in 
determining the allowed outage time is based on engineering judgement and probability 
of occurrence of an event requiring the unavailable capabilities. The proposed 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. 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? 

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.  

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. 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.  

3. 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.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not involve any design changes, plant modifications, or 
changes in plant operation. The 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.  

3. 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.  

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 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.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.4.1 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT 

There were no plant specific less restrictive changes identified for this Specification.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.4.2 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES (SCIVs) 

L. 1 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change would allow an isolated secondary containment penetration to be opened 
under administrative controls similar to most other primary containment penetrations.  
Secondary containment isolation is not considered as an initiator of any previously 
analyzed accident. Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the 
probability of such accidents. The proposed administrative controls provide an 
acceptable compensatory action to assure the penetration is isolated in the event of an 
accident. Therefore, the consequences of a previously analyzed event that may occur 
during the opening of the isolated line would not be significantly increased.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change provides an additional acceptable compensatory action following failure of 
other equipment. The current requirements are based on providing a single active 
failure proof boundary to compensate for the loss of one of the two active boundaries.  
The proposed change provides an alternative which essentially returns the system to its 
original configuration (i.e., configuration which can provide a single active failure 
proof boundary.) Therefore, this change does not create the possibility of a new or 
different kind of accident from any previously analyzed accident.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The margin of safety considered in determining the required compensatory action is 
also based on providing the single active failure proof boundary. Since the proposed 
compensatory boundary essentially meets the original criteria and provides leakage 
characteristics essentially similar to currently approved compensatory boundaries, the 
change does not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.4.2 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES (SCIVs) 

L.2 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change would allow additional time to isolate a secondary containment penetration 
if both isolation devices are inoperable. Secondary containment isolation is not 
considered as an initiator of any previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change 
does not significantly increase the probability of such accidents. The proposed change 
allows additional temporary operation with less than the required isolation capability.  
However, the consequences of an event that may occur during the extended outage time 
would not be any different than during the currently allowed outage time for other loss 
of secondary containment integrity situations. Therefore, this change does not 
significantly increase the consequences of any previously analyzed accident.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities or to 
the operation of the plant. Further, since the change impacts only the Required Action 
Completion Time for the system and does not result in any change in the response of 
the equipment to an accident, the change does not create the possibility of a new or 
different kind of accident from any previously analyzed accident.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

This change impacts only the Required Action Completion Time for inoperable valves 
that provide secondary containment isolation. The methodology and limits of the 
accident analysis are not affected, and the secondary containment response in 
unaffected. Therefore, the change does not involve a significant reduction in the 
margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.4.2 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES (SCIVs) 

L.3 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The requirement to verify secondary containment isolation valve isolation times are 
within limits to verify the restoration of a secondary containment isolation valve is not 
assumed in the initiation of any analyzed event. This requirement was specified in the 
Technical Specifications to ensure the OPERABILITY of a secondary containment 
isolation valve was positively verified following repair, maintenance, or replacement.  
The proposed deletion of this explicit requirement is considered acceptable since 
SR 3.0.1 requires the appropriate SRs to be performed to demonstrate OPERABILITY 
after restoration of a component that caused the SR to be failed. In this case, SR 3.0.1 
would require SR 3.6.4.2.2 to be performed, which requires verification that isolation 
times of the affected secondary containment isolation valves are within limits. As a 
result, the accident consequences are unaffected by this change. Therefore, this change 
will not involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident 
previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated is not created because the proposed change does not introduce a new mode of 
plant operation and does not involve physical modification to the plant.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The proposed deletion of the explicit requirement to verify secondary containment 
isolation valve isolation times are within limits following repair, maintenance, or 
replacement is considered acceptable since SR 3.0.1 requires the appropriate SRs to be 
performed to demonstrate OPERABILITY after restoration of a component that cause 
the SR to be failed. In this case, SR 3.0.1 would require SR 3.6.4.2.2 to be 
performed, which requires verification that isolation times of the affected secondary 
containment isolation valves are within limits. As a result, the existing requirement to 
verify secondary containment isolation valve isolation times are within limits following 
repair, maintenance, or replacement is maintained. Therefore, this change does not 
involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.4.2 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES (SCIVs) 

L.4 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

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.  

2. 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.  

3. 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.5 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The 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.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities or to 
the operation of the plant. Further, since the change impacts only the method of 
verification and does not result in any change in the response of the equipment to an 
accident, the change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of 
accident from any previously analyzed accident.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

This change allows the use of administrative means to provide compensatory actions in 
place of actual visual verification. The high radiation area access control 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.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The change does not introduce a new mode of plant operation and does not involve 
physical modification to the plant. The position verification of these manual valves and 
blind flanges is still maintained (the verification is performed upon locking, sealing, or 
securing the manual isolation device in position). Therefore, it does not create the 
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The proposed change excludes the position verification of manual valves and blind 
flanges when the manual valves and blind flanges are locked, sealed or secured in the 
correct position. This change only alters the method of verifying the position of 
manual valves and blind flanges that are locked, sealed, or otherwise secured in the 
correct position. This allowance is acceptable since the probability of misalignment of 
a locked, sealed, or secured manual valve or blind flange, once it has been verified to 
be in the proper position, is small. The position verification of these manual valves 
and blind flanges is still maintained (the verification is performed upon locking, sealing
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.4.2 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES (SCIVs) 

L.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.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change provides for continued performance of previously evaluated operations.  
Since these operations have been previously considered, their continued performance 
does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
previously analyzed accident.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The margin of safety considered in performance of these operations is maintained by 
starting and running the system that would be required to initiate should an accident 
occur. Operation of the system significantly reduces the risk that the system may not 
perform its intended function initiate when required. Therefore, the change does not 
involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.4.3 - STANDBY GAS TREATMENT (SGT) SYSTEM 

L.2 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not involve a significant hazards 
consideration 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.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated is not created because the proposed change does not introduce a new mode of 
plant operation and does not involve physical modification to the plant.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

Use of an actual signal instead of the existing requirement, which limits use to a test 
signal, will not affect the performance or acceptance criteria of the Surveillance test.  
OPERABILITY is adequately demonstrated in either case since the system itself can not 
discriminate between "actual" or "test" signals. Therefore, the change does not involve 
a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
ITS: SECTION 3.6 - CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.21, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specification change for identification of licensing and regulatory actions requiring 
environmental assessment, determined it meets the criteria for a categorical exclusion set forth 
in 10 CFR 51.22(c)(9) and as such, has determined that no irreversible consequences exist in 
accordance with 10 CFR 50.92(b). This determination is based on the fact that this change is 
being proposed as an amendment to a license issued pursuant to 10 CFR which changes a 
requirement with respect to installation or use of a facility component located within the 
restricted area, as defined in 10 CFR 20, or which changes an inspection or a surveillance 
requirement, and the amendment meets the following specific criteria: 

1. The amendment involves no significant hazards consideration.  

As demonstrated in the No Significant Hazards Consideration, this proposed 
amendment does not involve any significant hazards consideration.  

2. There is no significant change in the type or significant increase in the amounts of any 
effluents that may be released offsite.  

The proposed change will not result in changes in the operation or configuration of the 
facility. There will be no change in the level of controls or methodology used for 
processing of radioactive effluents or handling of solid radioactive waste, nor will the 

,proposal result in any change in the normal radiation levels within the plant.  
Therefore, there will be no change in the types or significant increase in the amounts of 
any effluents released offsite resulting from this change.  

3. There is no significant increase in individual or cumulative occupational radiation 
exposure.  

The proposed change will not result in changes in the operation or configuration of the 
facility which impact radiation exposure. There will be no change in the level of 
controls or methodology used for processing of radioactive effluents or handling of 
solid radioactive waste, nor will the proposal result in any change in the normal 
radiation levels within the plant. Therefore, there will be no increase in individual or 
cumulative occupational radiation exposure resulting from this change.  

Therefore, based upon the above evaluation, ComEd has concluded that no irreversible 
consequences exist with the proposed change.
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