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Primary Containment 

3.6.1.1

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.1.1 Primary Containment

(3.7, A> 

<A3 AK

LCO 3.6.1.1 

APPLICABILITY:

Primary containment shall be OPERABLE.  

MODES 1, 2, and 3.

ACTIONS 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

3.7,A A. Primary containment A.1 Restore primary 1 hour 
4 d- i noperabl e. containment to <loc L> __OPERABLE status.  

B B. Required Action and B.! Be in NODE 3. 12 hours associated Completion 
Time not met. aIm 

B.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours

BI/R/4 STS
3 Rev 1, 04/07/953.6-1



Primry Containment 3.6.1.1

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

SR 3.6.1.1.1 Perform required visual examinations and 
leakage rate testing except for primary 
containment air lock testing in 

agýýýproved sempt 1bn!sf 

''ft The "eaa e .1t ;ceance cr1 6riton is' 
.1.0 y ~ r , duig the~F tui

.7. A.

ISR 3 0.2 is not~ 
app icable

bei~ ~~ V hO 1 6F yr .;'4L

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

SR 3.6.1.1.2
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1 
ITS: 3.6.1.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT 

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

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

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

Quad Cities 1 and 2 1
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Primary Containment Air Lock 

3.6.1.2

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.1.2 Primary Containment Air Lock

LCO 3.6.1.2 

APPLICABILITY:

The primary containment air lock shall be OPERABLE.  

MODES 1, 2, and 3.

ACTIONS3o L.X 

X~T bC 

btCA,3)

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

2. Enter applicable Conditions and Required Actions of LCO 3.6.1.1, "Primary Containment,8 when air lock leakage results in exceeding overall containment leakage rate acceptance criteria.

CONDITION 1REQUIRED .ACTION COMPLETION TIME

A. One primary 
containment air lock 
door inoperable.  

<p oc A~~ 

00C

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

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

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

(continued)

BWR/4 STS
3.6-3Rev 1, 04/07/95
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Primary Containment Air Lock 
3.6.1.2

ACTIONS

CONDITION REQUIRED-ACTION COMPLETION TINE

A. (continued)

B. Primary containment 
air lack interlock 
mechanism inoperable.

A.2 

A.3

Lock the OPERABLE 
door closed.  

-NONTE
Air lock.doors in 
high radiation areas 
or areas with limited 
access due to 
inerting may be 
verified l ocked 
closed by 
administrative means.  

Verify the OPERABLE 
door is locked 
closed.

NOTES
1. Required Actions B.1, 

B.2, and 8.3 are not 
applicable if both doors 
in the air lock are 
inoperable and 
Condition C is entered.  

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

8.1 Verify an OPERABLE 
door is closed.

I I__ _ _ _ _ _

24 hours 

Once per 31 days

I.

1 hour 

(continued)

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

A/3.7,

()OC.L., 3 

ý 3 .\-
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Primary Containment Air Lock 

3.6.1.2

ACTIONS

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 
T

B. (continued) 

j 37 C 
/t

00Ct L,3*'>

C. Primary containment 
oc A.3\ air lock inoperable 

for reasons other than 
Condition A or B.

B.2 Lock an OPERABLE door 
closed.

B.3
Air lock doors In 
high radiation areas 
or areas with limited 
access due to 
inerting may. be 
verified locked 
closed by 
administrative mans.

Verify an OPERABLE 
door is locked 
closed.

C.1 Initiate action to 
evaluate primary 
containment overall 
leakage rate per 
LCO 3.6.1.1, using 
current air lock test 
results.

m.  

C.2 Verify a door is 
closed.

C.3 Restore air lock to 
OPERABLE status.

24 hours 

Once per 31 days

4
Imediately 

1 hour 

24 hours

I~~~~~ __ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ I _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

(continued)

BWR/4 STS
Rev 1, 04/07/953.6-5



Primary Containment Air Lock 
3.6.1.2

ACTIONS (continued) 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

oc A.7> D. Required Action and 0.1 Be in NODE 3. 12 hours 
associated Completion 

/,,7.• C Time not mt. AND 

D.2 De in MODE 4. 36 hours

.BWR/4 STS. Rev 1, 04/07/953.6-6



Primary Containment Air Lock 
3.6.1.2

An inoperable air lock door does not 
invalidate the previous successful 
Sperformance of the overall air lack 

b.leakage test.  

4 ho&p .I/ be heg ere 

a Perform required primary containment 
~ lock leakage rate testin in accordan 

Te accep a er a forairlo 

a. Overall ir lock leakage re is 
:5 [0.05 L.1 when tested a. I ? 

b. For e h door, leakage rte is 
S [0. 1 L1] when the ga betweenti 
door eals is pressuri ed to 
[a 1 psig for at lea 15 minutei 

SR 3.6.1.2.2 i rau too e

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



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

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

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

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

Quad Cities 1 and 2 1



PCIVs 
3.6.1.3

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.1.3 Primary Containment Isolation Valves (PCIVs)

(~3*7~p) LCO 3.6.1.3 

X7 it PPLICABILITY: 

OW xl.>

Each PCIV, except reactor building-to-suppression chamber 
vacuu, breakers, 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.0

ACTIONS

ý1-1, 1ý NOTES1. Penetration fow paths Texceot for nue valve nea r may 
Ooe LA) be unisolated intermittently under administrative controls.

(sW A.Y 3ý .  

('pO AN.q.

Separate Condition entry is allowed for each penetration flow path.

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 results in exceeding overall containment 
leakage rate acceptance criteria Un MOVES

CONDITION jREQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

A. ----- NOTE
Only applicable to 
penetration flow paths 

A with two PCIVs.  

One or more 
penetration flow paths 
with one PCIV 
Inoperable fexceptk• 

• valve leakage 

no within limit;.  

46001(MsIv)

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.

AND

4 hours except 
for main steam 
line 

8 hours for main 
steam line

(continued)
I. ________________

Rev 1, 04/07/95

a

?13,4,f 1 CýAc

BWR/4 STS 3.6-8

Lý(-T'5 ý

U1

¢,



PCIVs 
3.6.1.3

ACTIONS 

CONDITJ

tDo' L

ION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

A.2 £•o bL..  
6(A Isolation devices in 

high radiation areas 
may be verified by 

-use of administrative 
mans.  

Verify the affected 
penetration flow path 
is isolated.

A. (continued) 

!, be V 9 

e4( 

me ., ,aS.

I _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ I _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95

Once-per 31 days 
for isolation 
devices outside 
primary 
containment 

Prior to 
entering MODE 2 
or 3 from 
MODE 4, if 
primry 
containment was 
de-inerted while 
in NODE 4, if 
not performed 
within the 
previous 
92 days, for 
isolation 
devices inside 
primary 
containment

BWR/4 STS

i <C -r!;)

3.6-9
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PCIVs 

3.6.1.3

ACTIONS (eontinuedl

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

B. - NOTE 
Only applicable to 
penetration flow paths 
with two P.CIVs.  

One or moore 
penetrat on flow paths 
with two PIVs 
inpprable •except M1r 
notffithnl eakage*.--not within l lmit-,•

SOnly applica le to 
•At+I/ penetration flow paths 

with only one PCIV.  

One or more 
penetration flow paths 

AZ with one PCIV 
Inoperable.  

A 1 ) 4rFU

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.  

MSe , AsV

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.

C.2 N I. Isolation devices in 

high radiation areas 
my be verified by' 
use of administrative 

Smeans.

Verify the affected 
penetration flow path 
is isolated.

Restore leakage rate 
to within limit.

+

(continued) 

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

<DOC L, 3)

I hour

Once per 31 days

4 hours

Elm

I Lai

C. ---- 4 T

.1, 4, M> A&

3.6-10



PCIVs 
3.6.1.3

ACTIONS (continued)

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

One or more 
penetration flow paths 
with one or more 
containment purge 
valves not within 
purge valve. leakage 
limits.

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

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

Verify the affected 
penetration flow path 
is isolated.

/
U, 

I,

Rev 1, 04/07/95

E. 1 

.2

I
24 hours 

Once per 
31 days for 
isolation 
devices outs e 
containment 

Prior t 
enteri MODE 2 
or3 MODE 
4 if ot 
pe rmed 
wi in the 
p vlous 

days for 
solation 

devices inside 
containment 

(continued)

L

SBWR/4 STS 3.6-11
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PCIVs 
3.6.1.3

ACTIONS

CONDITION

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

Required Action and 
associated Completion 
Time of Condition A, 
B, C, D, or E not met 
for PCIV(s) required 

to be OPERABLE durinA 

movement of irradia 
fuel assemblies in 
[secondary] 
containment.

Required*Actioanmd 
associated C letion 
Time of Cond ion A, 
B, C, D, or not met 
for PCIV(s) required 
to be OPE LE during 
CORE ALTE TIONS.

REQUIRED ACTION

#eorform SR 3.6.1.3.7 
for the resilient 
seal purge valves 
closed to comply wio 
Required Action E.o]

Bein 
.2 Be. in

NODE 3.  

MODE 4.

LCO 3.0.3 is not 
applicable.  

Suspend movement of 
irradiated fuel 
assemblies in 
[secondary] 
containment.

1 .1 1

1.

H.1 Suspend 
ALTERATI

ORE 
"HS.

COMPLETION TIME

.4

12 hours 

36 hours

.1 -

lmediately

Iuhediately

I

I __________

(continued)

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

P4>,( 4, 
Ac±

L
F
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PCIVs 
3.6.1.3

(poc Mir>

a (continued)

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

I1

3.6-13
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PCIVs 
3.6.1.3

SURVEILLANCF RFOIJIRFMENTS (eantinued�

SURVEILLANCE

SR 3.6.1.34 

7, A, r*
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 primary containmentirand 
is requited to be closed during accident 
conditions is closed.

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95

SR 3.6.1.3.(

MOOIE,2, and 3.  

SNoto reqluired to be met when the • 

18t inch primry containment purge 
are open for inerting, 

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

Verify each 41 inch primary containment 
purge valve is closed.

FREQUENCY

31 days rsFq 

5pate O ~r 0 fku; 4

SURVEILU CE REQUIREMENTS (continued)

i

Oc M'?-ý

BWR/4 STS 3.6-14



PCIVs 
3.6.1.3

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued) 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.6.1.3.0 -NOTES1.  
1. Valves and blind flanges in high 

radiation areas may be verified by 
use of administrative means.  

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

Verify each primary containment manual Prior to 
isolation valve and blind flange that is entering NODE 2 
located inside primary containment and is or 3 from 
required to be closed during accident MODE 4,lif 
conditions is closed. primary 

containment was 
QrkA oe ldcdde-inerted SDr,•< •jwhile in 

-- pMNODE 4, I f not 

___ _- _ ~ performed 
within the 
previous 
92 days 

SR 3.6.13 Verify continuity of the traversing 31 days 
.. y,4.incore probe (TIP) shear isolation valve 
L'J,.• explosive charge.

SR

(Lj. 7 . D'. 3>
)

I(continued)

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

f ýC 7--5)

I
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PCIVs 
3.6.1.3

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95

f ýý 7-5 >

BWRP/4 STS 3.6-16
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PCIVs 
3.6.1.3

( q, -7p.P)

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95Bk'R/4 STS 3.6-17



PCIVs 

3.6.1.3

Rev 1, 04/07/95BWrR/4 STS 3.6-18



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

I1. This bracketed requirement has been deleted because it is not applicable to Quad Cities 
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 Quad Cities 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 has been deleted for the same reason.  
The following Note number has been deleted since the deletion of this Note leaves only 
one applicable Note.  

3. The words 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 
Quad Cities 1 and 2 have more than two PCIVs. This change will ensure an LCO 
3.0.3 entry is not required for this design and the appropriate actions are taken 
consistent with a plant with only two PCIVs per penetration flow path. This change is 
also consistent with TSTF-207, Rev. 3.  

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

The change was made to reflect that different compensatory actions are required 
depending upon the cause of the inoperability. In the Quad Cities 1 and 2 ITS, 
ACTION A is taken if the PCIV is inoperable for reasons other than MSIV leakage; 
ACTION D is required if the SRs for individual MSIV leakage limits are not met.  
Currently (in the ISTS), Conditions A and B would only exempt purge valve leakage 
requirements and Condition C does not exempt any leakage requirements. If an MSIV 
is not meeting the leakage limits, Condition A would be entered and Required Action 
A. 1 would be required. This Required Action allows the penetration to be isolated.  
However, isolating the penetration can be performed by using the leaking valve. This 
would not provide adequate compensatory measures to allow continued operation.  
When MSIV leakage is not within limits, Condition D should be entered. The 
Required Action for this Condition would require the leakage to be restored within

Quad Cities 1 and 2 1



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

4. (continued) 

limit in 8 hours consistent with the time provided in Required Actions A. 1 to isolate an 
MSIV penetration. As discussed in the ISTS Bases, the leakage can be restored by 
isolating the penetration with a valve not exceeding the leakage limits. This is more 
restrictive than Required Action A. 1, which allows isolation using the leaking valve.  
Condition B has also been modified to exclude MSIV leakage. This Condition is 
appropriate if two MSIVs will not close. As discussed above, the Required Action for 
Condition B would also allow the penetration to be isolated using the leaking MSIV if 
the bracketed phrase were not modified. This change is also consistent with TSTF-207, 
Rev. 3, except when plant specific differences apply or consistency errors were noted.  

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

6. Not used.  

7. The words in ISTS 3.6.1.3 Condition I (ITS 3.6.1.3 Condition F), "or during 
operations with a potential for draining the reactor vessel (OPDRVs)," have been 
deleted. There are no PCIVs required to be OPERABLE in the Quad Cities 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.  

8. 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.  

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

Quad Cities 1 and 2 2



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

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

11. ISTS SR 3.6.1.3.13 (ITS SR 3.6.1.3.10), the MSIV leakage rate test, has been 
modified from a "per valve" basis to a "combined" leakage rate basis consistent with 
the current licensing basis.  

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

Quad Cities 1 and 2 3
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Drywell Pressure 
3.6.1.4

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.1.4 Drywell Pressure

LCO 3.6.1.4 

APPLICABILITY:

Drywell pressure shall be Tg psig,2,in 3 

MODES 1, 2, and 3.

ACTIONS 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

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

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

B.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours

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

2-z
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1 
ITS: 3.6.1.4 - DRYWELL PRESSURE 

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

Quad Cities 1 and 2 I



L (6,775>
Drywell Air Temperature 

3.6.1.5

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

3.6.1.5 Drywell Air Temperature

<Do � LCO 3.6.1.5 Drywell average air temperature shall be

APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2; and 3-

ACTIONS

AA , /

(h Cc j�4.j�B.

CONITON REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. Drywell average air A.1 Restore drywell '8 hours 
temperature not within average air 
limit. temperature to within 

limit.

Required Action and 
associated Completion 
Time not met.

9.1 Be in MODE 3.

B.2 Be in MODE 4.

12 hours 

36 hours

I ____________ _______

SURVEILLANCE REOUIREMENT$ 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.6.1.5.1 Verify drywell average air temperature is 24 hours 
within limit.

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

(D 0C

U3 -
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1 
ITS: 3.6.1.5 - DRYWELL AIR TEMPERATURE 

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

Quad Cities 1 and 2 1



(D Valves 
3.6.1.6

3.6 CONTAINMENT 

3.6.1.6 LoW'EW

LCO 3.6.1.6 

APPLICABILITY:

BVR/4 STS

P4UT3U. -jpjAwa jves 

The t!unction of •]!;Jrelief valves shall be 
OPERAL ,,E d (o 

MODES 1, 2, and 3.

Rev 1, 04/07/95

i <67--f>

4. Fý

A/t

3.6-21



:1 Val ves 

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.6.1.6.1 --. NOTE 
Not required to be performed until 
"12 hours after reactor steam pressure and •.b6 flow are adequate to perform the test.  

Verify each ( valve opens when manually months 
actuated. 0 E-.  

~acvalje 

•',--• SR 3.6.1.6.2 - N.. O . .. :'TE 

Valve actuation may be excluded.

gactuates on an 
automatic initiation

BWR/4 STS
Rev 1, 04/07/953.6-22



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

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

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

3. The bracketed information has been deleted since it does not apply to Quad Cities 1 and 
2.  

4. The 18 month Frequency of ISTS SR 3.6.1.6.2 has been changed to 24 months 
consistent with the Quad Cities 1 and 2 fuel cycle.

Quad Cities 1 and 2 I
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Reactor Building-to-Suppression Chamber Vacuum Breakers 
3.6.1.7 

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.1.7 Reactor Building-to-Suppression Chamber Vacuum Breakers

LCO 3.6.1.7 Each reactor building-to-suppression chamber vacuum breaker 
shall be OPERABLE.

APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, and 3.  

ACTIONS

Separate Condition entry is allowed for each line.  

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TINE

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

A.! Close the open vacuum 
breaker.

B. One or more lines with B.1 Close one open vacuum 1 hour 
two reactor building- breaker.  
to-suppression chamber 
vacuum breakers not 
closed.

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

C.1 Restore the vacuum 
breaker(s) to 
OPERABLE status.

1.I

(continued)

BWR/4 STS

01 71p.>

(I t�ppf\ 
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Reactor Building-to-Suppression Chamber Vacuum Breakers 
3.6.1.7

ACTIONS (continued)

o, *c 1.4/ 

7, 
ýet _2-1

ýK 77 tr4q SR 3.6.1.7.2
Perform a functional test of each vacuum 
breaker. t92�F�

I ________________________________________________

(continued)

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

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

D. Two ines D.I Restore all vacuum 1 hour 
with one or more breakers in lone - .  
reactor building-to- line to OPERABLE 
suppression chamber status.  
vacuum breakers 
inoperable for 
opening.  

E. Required Action and E.1 Be in "OME 3. 12 hours 
Associated Completion 
Time not met. m 

E.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours 

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.6.1.7.1 -N '0 ' ... TE. ...... .-.  
1. Not required to be met for vacuum 

breakers that are open during 
-Surveillances.  

2. Not required to be met for vacuum 
breakers open when performing their 
intended function.  

Verify each vacuum breaker is closed. 14 days

&.<(, 7--5>
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Reactor Building-to-Suppression Chamber Vacuum Breakers 
3.6.1.7

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued) 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

-71, 2,2,6> SR 3.6.1.7.3 Verify the opening setpoint of each 
vacuum breaker is S 40..psid. . ntsý1

BWR/4 STS
Rev 1, 04/07/953.6-25
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1 
ITS: 3.6.1.7 - REACTOR BUILDING-TO-SUPPRESSION CHAMBER VACUUM 

BREAKERS 

1. The brackets have been removed and the information deleted since it does not apply to 
Quad Cities 1 and 2.  

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

3. The Completion Time has been revised to reflect the current licensing basis reflected in 
Technical Specifications.

Quad Cities 1 and 2 I



Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell. Vacuum Breakers 
3.6.1.8 

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.1.8 Suppression' Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Breakers.

LCO 3.6.1.8 rNtnersuppresslon chamber-to-drywell vacuum breakers shall 
be OPERABLE for opening.

AND 

?jTwelve] suppressi on chamber-to-drywell 
shall be close exce we e o nn

vacuum breakers 7-'

APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, and 3.

ACTIONS 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIE 

A. One required A.1 Restore one vacuum 72 hours 
suppression chamber- breaker to OPERABLE 
to-drywell vacuum status.  
breaker inoperable for 
opening.  

B. One suppression B.1 Close the open vacuum 
chamber-to-drywel 1 breaker.  
vacuum lreaker not 
closed.  

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

C.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours

BWR/4 STS Rev 1, 04/07/95
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Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Breakers 
3.6.1.8

SURVEILLANCE

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

14 days

(continued)

BWR/4 STS
Rev 1, 04/07/95
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Suppression Chamber-to-Drywel1 Vacuum Breakers 
3.6.1.8

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued) 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

SR 3.6.1.8.2 Perform a functional test of each 
required vacuum breaker.

( / I,- . . ,1,

yalveS

ý11,, f, •A, t.SR 3.6.1.8.3
Verify the opening setpoint of each 
required vacuum breaker is S Z0.5 psid.

31 days

Amn 

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

ope tion t FaL 

€.au Jes any/of 
the vacucu' 
b Zmakers •o

I.

ig~months

I 10*1k~ih

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

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

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

3. The Completion Time of Required Action B. 1 has been extended from 2 to 4 hours 
consistent with existing requirements. Entry into ACTION B will be required when SR 
3.6.1.8.1 is not satisfied or between surveillances as required by SR 3.0.1. The 4 
hours is needed to prepare and perform the alternate verification of valve position (total 
leakage between the suppression chamber and drywell). This 4 hour allowance will not 
be taken if it is known that the leakage limit is not met. In this case, entry into ITS 
3.6.1.1 ACTION A will be required.  

4. The second, Frequency to ISTS SR 3.6.1.8.1 requires the vacuum breakers to be 
verified closed after they may have been opened. This Frequency is not needed and has 
not been included in ITS SR 3.6.1.8.1. Surveillances must be continually met (per SR 
3.0.1), thus if the vacuum breakers are open and the Surveillance is not due yet, the SR 
would still be considered not met, and appropriate ACTIONS taken. There are many 
other instances where valves are required to be closed, and verified closed on a periodic 
basis. If these other valves are cycled (e.g., ECCS valves) plant administrative controls 
ensure they are left in the correct position; -a special Frequency of the Surveillance is 
not required. In addition, these vacuum breakers have local position indication with 
alarms in the control room, which are monitored by control room operators. If 
conditions exist for the vacuum breakers to be potentially opened (e.g., venting the 
drywell), control room operators would be alert to the possibility and ensure the 
vacuum breakers were closed at the completion of the evolution. Also, this 
Surveillance Frequency is not required in the current Quad Cities 1 and 2 Technical 
Specifications.  

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

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

Quad Cities 1 and 2 I



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

6. (continued) 

Since the vacuum breakers are designed to operate and are assumed to function after a 
LOCA blowdown, their operation as designed after some steam release or change in 
internal pressure should not raise questions regarding immediate OPERABILITY of the 
vacuum breakers. In addition, local position indication and redundant control room 
alarms are provided for each vacuum breaker such that the control room operators 
would be alerted to the possibility of a stuck open vacuum breaker and would take the 
appropriate action (e.g., close the vacuum breaker) to ensure isolation capability is 
maintained. Therefore, this Frequency, which is not required in the current Technical 
Specifications for Quad Cities 1 and 2, has not been added to the Quad Cities 1 and 2 
ITS.

Quad Cities 1 and 2 2
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1 
ISTS: 3.6.1.9 - MAIN STEAM ISOLATION VALVE (MSIV) LEAKAGE CONTROL SYSTEM 

(LCS) 

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

Quad Cities 1 and 2 I



Suppression Pool Average Temperature 
3.6.2.1

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

3.6.2.1 Suppressioi

LCO 3.6.2.1 Su 

a.  

I b.  

cC.

P

n Pool Average Temperature 75r -bj w TH W L 

ppression pool average temperature shall be: "% 
e59 n any/IPERBEitmd : rngejIn itofr• 
nel is> [25/40/ division 'of full/ Cale cn| 

R e. a no Is ing a adds heat to the suppression 
pool is being performed; 

0:•5ýV an any PERABLEIR ch nel Is 2540 idly1sions rf full cale on/Ranae 'Bland testing tha adds 
heat to the suppression pool is being performed; and

APPLICABILITY:

ACTIONS

MODES 1,

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

0.I7. U-,
A c..

/uppression pool 
average temperaturi 
> *95-rF but 

L 7 *11o *F.  

POLCI •cha nel > •5/40] 
>• Idi isions/Df fulll 

-rS'TF-a0(- AND

Not performing testing 
that adds heat to the 
suppression pool.

A.1 Verify suppression 
pool average 
temperature :5 t:11• F._

ANm 
A.2 Restore suppression 

pool average 
temperature to 
:5 *95'F.JaT0

(continued)

BWR/4 STS
Rev 1, 04/07/95
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Once per hour

24 hours
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i et 5

K

3.7 

-K/ 

(L.-~. A c

Suppression Pool Average Temperature 
3.6.2.1

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

C. Suppression pool 
average temperature El-F:> *lOS•F.

AmR

Performing testing 
that adds heat to the 
suppression pool.

D. Suppression pool 
average temperature 

�_�If lOjF but 
<¶20AF.

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

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

0.2

D.3

Verify suppression 
pool average 
temperature 
,s tie

Be in MODE 4.

Immediately

Immediately

Once per 
30 minutes

36 hours

(continued)

BWR/4 STS
Rev 1, 04/07/95
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Suppression Pool Average Temperature 
3.6.2.1

ACTIONS (continued) 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TINE 

(2,'7,•,c,) E. Suppression pool E.1 Depressurize the 12 hours average temperature re vessel o 

E.2 Be in NODE 4. W6 hour*---] 

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE J FREQUENCY 

7, . SR 3.6.2.1.1 Verify suppression pool average 24 hours 
temperature is'within the applicable 
limits.AM 

5 minutes when 

performing 
testing that 
adds heat to 
the suppression 
pool

BWR/4 STS
Rev 1, 04/07/953.6-33



JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1 
ITS: 3.6.2.1 - SUPPRESSION POOL AVERAGE TEMPERATURE 

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

Quad Cities 1 and 2 I



Suppression Pool Water Level 
3.6.2.2

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

3.6.2.2 Suppression Pool Water Level

<3-7 

Actk~ 

fr.7~ 

\-q4 if 

Act1)~ I

LCO 3.6.2.2 

APPLICABILITY:

ACTIONS

Supprsnn.n water level shall be > ft2 and 

S ft, 6nche nad}.  

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 limlts.  

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

B.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours 

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

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

BWR/4 STS
Rev 1, 04/07/953.6-34
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1 
ITS: 3.6.2.2 - SUPPRESSION POOL WATER LEVEL 

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

Quad Cities 1 and 2 I
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RHR Suppression Pool Cooling 
3.6.2.3

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

3.6.2.3 Residual Heat Removal (RHR) Suppression Pool Cooling

LCO 3.6.2.3 

APPLICABILITY:

Two RHR suppression pool Cooling subsystems shall be 
OPERABLE.  

MODES 1, 2, and 3.

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIE 

A. One RHR suppression A.1 Restore RHR 7 days pool cooling subsystem suppression pool Inoperable. cooling subsystem to 
OPERABLE status.

Required Action and 
associated Coletion 
Time ondi on 
not me 

2et.

Two RHR suppression 
pool cooling 
subsystems inoperable.

r'j Be in MODE 3.  

•2 Be in MODE 4.

& ______________________ 1

8.1 Rc.%±ore'. = Ne RH 
SLpPrM1.-r l Poo-• "0 suabs s4,*%,,i O pt9AWL'

12 hours 

36 hours

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

(3:7. M

ACTIONS

C

(

17Att 2.1 
(Doc i. I
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RHR Suppression Pool Cooling 
3.6.2.3

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

SR 3.6.2.3.1 Verify each Risuppression Pool cooling U_•---•s st• nanuatM'power oporateqD41 
C-!-- tiI)• valve in the flow path that is 
not .locked, sealed, or otherwise secured 
in position Is in the correct position or 
can be a-gned to the correct position.

31 days

________IA

SR 3.6.2.V3.2 V L each dvelops a flow rate 
n~- '7 gp. throu~gh thee aasssosciated heat 

L xanger while operating in the 
Ssuppression pool cooling mode.  

5C000

)

In accordance 
with the 
a1nservice I0 
'Testing_

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

V - -

3.6-36

ýq.771M.2)'



JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1 
ITS: 3.6.2.3 - RHR SUPPRESSION POOL COOLING 

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

2. The Quad Cities 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.  

3. The Quad Cities 1 and 2 design only requires one of the two RHR pumps in a 
suppression pool cooling subsystem. 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. 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.

Quad Cities 1 and 2 1



RHR Suppression Pool Spray 
3.6.2.4 

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.2.4 Residual Heat Removal (RHR) Suppression Pool Spray

LCO 3.6.2.4 

APPLICABILITY:

Two RHR suppression pool spray subsystems shall be OPERABLE.  

MODES 1, 2, and 3.

ACTIONS 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TINE 

L•€( \/ A. One RHR suppression A.I Restore RHR 7 days pool spray subsystem suppression pool 
inoperable, spray subsystem to 

OPERABLE status.  

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

/cj7 L C. Required Action and C.1 Be in WODE 3. 12 hours 
associated Completion 
Time not met..  (')l C.2 Be in NODE 4. 36 hours 

I f-2

BWR/4 STS
Rev 1, 04/07/95
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t (Crs5,
RHR Suppression Pool Spray 

3.6.2.4

SURVEY LLANCE REDUIREMENTS

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

SR 3.6.2.4.1 Verify each RHR suppression coal sp•ay Ss s•manuampower operatec•. "n 
0 uua= valve In the flow path hat 's 

not locked. sealed, or otherwise secured 
--ifnTpositioi&ts in the correct position or 
can be allgned to the correct position.

Ve ify oeach.RN'R pump develops 
r te ?,••,[4003'gp. through the I 

changefr hile operating in I 
uppression pool spray mode.

SR 3.6.2.4.2

- I

31 days

CSl

5• ~eVer. di.  

AiOiL"$ F,;

BVR/4 STS
Rev 1, 04/07/95
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1 
ITS: 3.6.2.4 - RHR SUPPRESSION POOL SPRAY 

1. The Quad Cities 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).  

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

3. The bracketed requirement has been deleted. The current licensing basis for Quad 
Cities 1 and 2 does not require a suppression pool spray flow rate verification.  

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

Quad Cities 1 and 2 I



Drywell-to-Suppression Chamber Differential Pressure 
3.6.2.5 

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.2.5 Drywell-to-Suppress.on Chamber Differential Pressure 

(3 /> LCO 3.6.2.5 The dryweil pressure shall be maintained : piabv 
the prsueof-the suppression chamber.  

APPLICABILITY: MODE 1 during the time period: 

a. Frou j24j hours after THERMAL POWER is > $15n~ RTP 
following startup, to 

b. X4X hours prior to reducing THERMAL POWER to 
<;E14 RTP prior to the next scheduled reactor 
shutdown.  

AlrTTn.JC•

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

~ ~ A. Drywell-to-suppression A.1 Restore differential hours 
chamber differential pressure to within 
pressure not within limit.  
limit.  

B. Required Action and 8.1 Reduce THERMAL POWER 
associated Completion to 9 915P T.  Time not met. 

u 

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.6.2.5.1 Verify drywell-to-suppresslon chamber 12 hours 
differential pressure is within limit.  

r: % BOi% L4 30 &.6 - i nf. , - , ,^- 

B -3.639 - - - -
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1 
ITS: 3.6.2.5 - DRYWELL-TO-SUPPRESSION CHAMBER DIFFERENTIAL PRESSURE 

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

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

3. The Completion Time has been revised to reflect the current licensing basis in 
accordance with Amendments 165 and 161, dated November 27, 1995.

Quad Cities 1 and 2 1
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1 
ISTS: 3.6.3.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT HYDROGEN RECOMBINERS 

1. The Quad Cities 1 and 2 design does not include Primary Containment Hydrogen 
Recombiners. Therefore, this Specification has been deleted.

Quad Cities 1 and 2 1



[Drywell Cooling System Fans 
3.6.  

36CONTTAINMN EMS 

3.6.3.2 1 Cooling System Fans] 

/ "[d .'11 cooling 3.. isno 

36.. To [system fan] to b 

OPERABLE StatusS 

B.Tw [eiBR estref [rqird 30oduy 

[drywell ooling admi strative mans system ans] th the hydrogen 
ino able. ntrol function is 

maintained. O per hours 
4'hereafter 

B.2 Restore one 7 days [reqluired] [d el 
coing sys• fan] 

to° oPERABL status.  

/ 

C. Re dre Action and C.! B n MODE 3. 1 ours 
3.iated Completion ienot met.  

BWR/4 STS 3.6-42 Pau I1 na nia e
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1 
ISTS: 3.6.3.2 - DRYWELL COOLING SYSTEM FANS 

1. The current Quad Cities 1 and 2 licensing basis does not include Technical 
Specification requirements for Drywell Cooling System fans (i.e., hydrogen mixing 
fans) since the hydrogen control analysis does not assume the fans function to mix the 
primary containment atmosphere (i.e., the atmosphere is mixed by natural convection).  
In addition, the fans are automatically tripped on a LOCA signal. Therefore, this 
Specification has been deleted.

Quad Cities 1 and 2 I



L .(C T5
Primary Containment Oxygen Concentration 

3.6.3

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.3. Primary Containment Oxygen Concentration 

LCO 3.6.3. The primary containment oxygen cc

APPLICABILITY:

ACTIONS

< 4.0 volme percent.  

MODE 1 during the time period: 

a. From fif4 hours after THEMAU POWER is > (.105 RTP 
followring startup, to 

b. & _ours prior to reducing THERMAL POWER to 
<cl RTP prior to the next scheduled reactor 
shutdE ..

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. Primary containment A.1 Restore oxygen 24 hours 
oxygen concentration concentration to 
not within limit. within limit.

B. Required Action and 
associated Completion 
Time not met.

B.I Reduc! TlERMAI POWER to ý * RP] 8 hours

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

SR 3.6.3 11 Verify primary containment oxygen 
concentration is within limits.

I

7 days

I-

BWR/4 STS
Rev 1, 04/07/95
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Dncentration shall be
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1 
ITS: 3.6.3.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT OXYGEN CONCENTRATION 

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

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

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

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

Quad Cities 1 and 2 I



ISecondarA Containment 
3.6.4.]

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.4.1 -ISecondaryl Containment

LCO 3.6.4.1 

APPLICABILITY:

The ;Ksecondar4containment shall be OPERABLE.

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

)Lsecondaryy( containment, 
During CORE ALTERATIONS, 
During operations with a potential 

vessel (OPDRVs).

assemblies in the

for draining the reactor

ACTIONS 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TINE 

A. ;Secondaryj( A.1 Restore tsecondaryy, 4 hours 
containment inoperable containment to 
in MODE 1, 2, or 3. OPERABLE status.  

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

B.2 Be in NODE 4. 36 hours 

C. %Secondary)( C.1 - NOTE 
containment inoperable LCO 3.0.3 is not 
during movement of applicable.  
irradiated fuel 
assemblies in the 
•secondary& Suspend movement of Immediately 
containment, during irradiated fuel 
CORE ALTERATIONS, or assemblies in the 
during OPDRVs. 1[secondaryK 

containment.  

AND 
_______________________(continued)

BWR/4 STS
Rev 1, 04/07/95
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;Secondaryi, Contai nmenj-j 
3.6.4.1

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

S7?,A' C.  K>2/ (continued) C.2 Suspend CORE 
ALTERATIONS.  

C.3 Initiate action to 
suspend OPDRVs.

Immediately 

Imuediately

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

I. Vertf.fy-TsecondaryX~containment vacuum is 

2 inch of vacuum water gauge.  e>er:eWdaA otanetvaumI

(SR T3. 4.. Viyal se r 
pmentlhatc close d sealed.

__________________________________ I

SR 6.4erify iske'condary4 cnainment 

SR3.6.4.1.4 •rify each standby ga¥/tremtent.  
jSCT) subsystem wil~l faw down the A, 2secondary] contal i nto 

[ 0.25] inch of vag(;Ium Water--auge 
ain i [120) seconds E ..  

rbrl .!

24 hours

-I

31 days .

(continued)
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1.(C73

%Secandary;j Conta inment}-fjýg] 
3.6.4.1

SURVEILLANCE REOUIREMENTS tenntinu.dl
SURVILLACE EDUIEMENS lontiued 

SURVEILLAN CE jJ FREQUENCY

A
2/ SR 3.6.4.1

Ii

(he. SetbAdai o A~jn#. caw Lmmwe ww.c6,,"~ 
V e rify (ea R-Skef s-ub s-y Eem-i n m aiAt a i~ months on .2~~~~~~ inhofTAG ae gueGERED 

sec arr conti gI for Iour_ at TEST BASIS "'aflow ratea 00FOc 
5& e~~ST 

____ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ____5_ 5Lr +w

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

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

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

3. Not used.  

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

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

Quad Cities 1 and 2 1



(cý7-3
SCIVs 

3.6.4.2

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.4.2 Secondary Containment Isolation Valves (SCIVs)

LCO 3.6.4.2

APPLICABILITY:

Each SCIV shall be OPERABLE.  

NODES 1, 2, and 3, 
During ovement of irradiated fuel 

secondaryo containment, 
During CORE ALTERATIONS, 
During operations with a potential 

vessel (OPDRVs).

assemblies in the 

for draining the reactor

ACTIONS

1. Peerto lwptsmyb u.ilTEd- inemitntyune
1. Penetration flow paths may be unisolated intermittently under 

administrative controls.  

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

3. Enter applicable Conditions and 
inoperable by SCIVs.

Required Actions for systems made

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TINE 

A. One or more A.1 Isolate the affected 8 hours penetration flow paths penetration flow path 
with one SC:V by use of at least inoperable. one closed and 

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

__(continued)

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

ACTIONS

-I7. M12-6 

(2

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION CONPLETION TIME

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

One or more 
penetration flow paths 
with two SCIVs 
Inoperable.

A. 2 Ok NOTý1 
Isolation devices in 
high radiation areas 
may be verified by.  
use of administrative 
"means.

Verify the affected 
penetration flow path 
is isolated.

t
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..

Once per 31 days

4 hours

C.. Required Action and C.1 Be, in MODE 3. 12 hours 
associated Completion 
Time of Condition A ND 
or B not met in 
MODE 1, 2, or 3. C.2 Be in NODE 4. 36 hours

(continued)

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

ACTIONS (continuedl

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

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

(OecondarAm 
containmenT, during 
CORE ALTERATIONS, or 
during OPDRVs.

D.1 --NOTE
LCD 3.0.3 is not 
applicable.  

Suspend movement of 
irradiated fuel 

xsemblies tn the 
econda4 

containment.

D.2 

Am 
D.3

Suspend CORE 
ALTERATIONS.  

Initiate action to 
suspend OPDRVs.

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

Imedi ately 
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SCIVs 
3.6.4.2

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

mIuiTiE 
1. Valves and blind flanges in high 

radiation areas may be verified by 
use of administrative means.  

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

Verify each secondary containment 
isolation manual valve and blind flanqe 
that isWrequired to be closed during 
accident conditionslis closed.

(Doc A )> SR 3.6 Verify the Isolation time of each power 
operated oppm-ra) automatic SCIV is within limits.

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

j

g o K4 V, 04- I0,4c4) Sicaled).-a r OOLW I-kr~ 
oL~fd "d i5 D_____ 

31 days

BWR/4 STS
Rev 1, 04/07/95
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1 
ITS: 3.6.4.2 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES (SCIVs) 

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

Quad Cities 1 and 2 1



SGT System 
3.6.4.3

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.4.3 Standby Gas Treatment (SGT) System

LCO 3.6.4.3 *Twoor SGT subsystems shall be OPERABLE.

m.,p APPLICABILITY: 

AI

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

' tsecondary3 containment, 
During CORE ALTERATIONS, 
During operations with a potential 

vessel (OPDRVs).

assemblies in-the

for draining the reactor

ACTIONS 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. One SGT subsystem A.1 Restore SGT 7 days inoperable, subsystem to 
OPERABLE status.  

B. Required Action and B.1 Be in NODE 3. 12 hours 
associated Completion 
Time of Condition A AND 
not met in NODE 1, 2, 
or 3. B.2 Be in NODE 4. 36 hours 

C. Required Action and 
associated Completion LCO 3.0.3 is not applicable.  
Time of Condition A 
not met during 
movement of irradiated C.I Place OPERABLE SGT Immediately 
fuel assemblies in the subsystem in 
*secondaryJ& operation.  
containment, during 
CORE ALTERATIONS, or RR 
during OPDRVs.  

(continued)

BWR/4 STS
Rev 1, 04/07/95
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SGT System 
3.6.4.3

ACTIONS

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION JCOMPLETION TIME

C. (continued) 

hP\ 
(Kb>

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

C.2.1 Suspend movement of 
irradiated fuel 
assemblies in 
j;econdary•.  
containment, 

C.2.2 Suspend CORE 
ALTERATIONS.  

C.2.3 Initiate action to 
suspend OPDRVs.

Immedi ately

)-01

Immediately 

Immediately

1* 4.

D. I _§1 te C 

SOR L siei ) ,,.% "~on 5*.1.

I at

W {~ Two SGT subsystems I0 -NOTE----
inoperable during LCO 3.0.3 is not 
movement of irradiated applicable.  
fuel assemblies in the 
t*secondar*I( 
containment, during Suspend movement of Immediately 
CORE ALTERAT;ONS, or irradiated fuel 
during OPDRVs. assemblies in 

:[O;econdaryrc 
containment.  

(continued) 

E. E.c+a~ Ivc Bl e- iv (now- 3. 1,hur 

ni~. _{ ow_+ aoi

BWR/4 STS
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SGT System 
3.6.4.3

CONDITION J REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

(continued) 

F2

Suspend CORE 
ALTERATIONS.  

Initiate action to 
suspend OPDRVs.

Immediately 

Imediately

m I

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.6.4.3.1 Operate each SST subsystem for 2 JLOJt 31 days 
continuous hours twrth heaters 
operatingic.  

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 ST subsystem actuates on an nths 
20.ttS~l Ar ~ ~~*-a , 1- k _az _ ___ _

. -a mudiue in tiaton signal.

BWR/4 STS
Rev 1, 04/07/95
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1 
ITS: 3.6.4.3 - STANDBY GAS TREATMENT (SGT) SYSTEM 

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

2. ISTS 3.6.4.3 ACTION D, which requires an LCO 3.0.3 entry when both SGT 
subsystems are inoperable in MODE 1, 2, or 3, has been replaced with two Actions: 
ITS 3.6.4.3 ACTION D, which allows 1 hour to restore one SGT subsystem when both 
are inoperable, and ITS 3.6.4.3 ACTION E, which requires a plant shutdown to 
MODE 4 when the requirements of ACTION D are not met. These two ACTIONS are 
consistent with the CTS, and were recently approved by the NRC in Amendments 171 
and 167. Due to this change, the following Action was renumbered.  

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

Quad Cities 1 and 2 1



Primary Containment 
B 3.6.1.1

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

B 3.6.1.1 Primary Containment 

BASES

The function of the prima containment. is to (jTae-ad 
contain fission products released from the Reacto)Primary 
System following a #eslgn sis Accident ( r)-and tolm 
confine the postulated reiease of radioactive material. The 
primary containment consists of a s'eeq 5 reinforced / 
concrete (MOM ,,(!, surrounds he Rector Primary 5yst 14 
and provides an-essentially leak tight barrier against an- S 
uncontrolled release of radioactive material to the 
environment.  

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

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

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

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

b. The primary containment air lock is OPERABLE, except 
as provided in LCOt3.6.1.2, 'Prmary Containment Ai• Lock%- sc~C 

c. All equipment hatches are closedrand -<,&

Thi�t �nar4Pi�s*4Ruh inn.a.�. 4S..4 4k.. � *��*�u �II.u5 ua blUSh a.uu purrur.an�e aT tfl�
• W"o -W...... , gwa %,,l .We perrormance OT thne primary containment, in the event of a (DBAj meets the 

assumptions used in the safety analyssof References 1 
and 2. SR 3.6.1.1.1 leakage ratefrequirements are in 

(continued) 

BWR/4 STS B 3.6-1 Rev 1, 04/07/95 
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Primary Containment 
B 3.6.1.1 

BASES 

BACKGROUND conformance with 10 CFR 50, Appendix J (Ref. 3), as modified 
(continued) by approved exemptions.

APPLICABLE The safety design basis for the primary containment is that 
SAFETY ANALYSES it must withstand the pressures and temperatures-.of. the 

limiting DBA without exceeding the design leakage rate.  

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

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

SThe maximum allowabl leakg a for the primry 

jrcontai nment is f ie the contaifment air 
Ler Primary co ta e a ontai t res ure (Pli 46 0 L, tsrpfetg 

o e will ensure a priary co 
configuration, including equipment hatches, that is r i LCO ~ ~ Primary otinment OEA BIIT is* maeSi' cntandbliitnued 

BWR/4 STS B 3.the2 firs s pa In,

1W £, 1.7ag
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Primary Containment 
B 3.6.1.1

BASES 

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

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

APPLICABILITY In NODES 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, primary containment is not required 
to be OPERABLE in NODES 4 and 5 to prevent leakage of 
radioactive material from primary containment.  

ACTIONS LI 

In the event primary containment is inoperable, primary 
containment must be restored to OPERABLE status within 
I hour. The 1 hour Completion Time provides a period of 
time to correct the problem c-mensurate 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.  

-9.1andLLZ 
If primary containment cannot be restored to OPERABLE status 
within toe required Completion Time, 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 
MODE 3 within 12 hours and to NODE 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)

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

BASES (continued)

or--in stem Isolation valve leakape.(SR 3.6.1.: 
not necessarily result in a failure of this SR.  
of the failure to met these SRs must be evaluati 
the Type A, B, and C acceptance criteria of 07

Innnivy A/ 2c v aa-iu w, i 1l

left leakage prior to the first startup after perforuninga
u. e leakage test is required to 

be 4 0.6 L. for combined TypeBandC leakage, and,_\0 .75 L\S).D 
for overall Type A leakage. At all other times be n 
required leakage rate tests, the acceptance criteria is 
based on an overall Type A leakage limit of s 1.0 L,. At 
s 1.0 L1 the offsite dose consequences are bounded By the 
_assumptions of the safety analysis. The Frequency is

f•+ '_ •- __. on~tainment requi ~s limioting the leakage from the dewl se to th ,,,,,,.,.n+ch,.,e, Thus., if,. n vn wr o occur 
I IIhat pressurizec the drywell, the stem would be directed •51• . (•1,1. , J hrough the d _ocomers into the supp Cssion pool. This SR 

asures drwe to suppression ch r differential 
pressure urI a [10],.mlnute peri to ensure that the 
1 eakage paths that would bypass t e suppression pool are 

thin allow bie limits.  

Satisfacto performance of th' SR can be achieved by 
establishg ia Mown different al pressure between the 
drywell d the suppression c amer and verifying that the 
pressure In either the supp sion chamber or the drywell 
does no change by more tha [O.2S]Xnch of water per minute 
over a- 0 minute period. T e leakage, test is performed 
every 18 months). The [r month] Frequency was developed 

(continued)
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Insert SR 3.6.1.1.2

SR 3.6.1.1.2 

The analyses results in Reference 4 are based on a maximum drywell-to
suppression chamber bypass leakage. This Surveillance ensures that the actual 
bypass leakage is less than or equal to the acceptable A/vrk design value of 
0.18 ft 2 assumed in the safety analysis. For example, with a typical loss 
factor of 3 or greater, the maximum allowable leakage area would be 
approximately 0.3 ft 2

, corresponding to a 8-in line size.  

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

Insert Page B 3.6-4
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Primary Containment 
B 3.6.1.1

BASES

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

REFERENCES

SR .61. 2 (continued) 

considering it I4 prudent that this SVrveillance be 
performed dur a unit outage and so in view of the act 
that component/failures that might ave affected this eestt 
are identifeý by other primary cntainment SRs. .T 
conse:ut.iveu e iso.faiumres, howev I.., would indicatee 
unexpected irimary containment _egradation; in th event, 
as the Notf indicates, incres ng the Frequency o once 
every [9 nths] is required ntil the situati is remedied 
as evidePced by passing two onsecutive tests

t k1 SAR, Section 6 Section 

3. 10 CFR , Appendix
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1 
ITS BASES: 3.6.1.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT 

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

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

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

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

5. The alternate allowance is not included in the Specifications and therefore has been 
deleted.  

6. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity.

Quad Cities 1 and 2 I
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Primary Containment Air Lock 

B 3.6.1.2 

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

B 3.6.1.2 Primary Containment Air Lock 

BASES 

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

Each air lock door has been designed and tested to certify 
its ability to withstand a pressure in excess of the maximum 
expected pressure following a OBA in primary containmnt. • •'2" 
Each of the doors contains L gasketed sea - .  ocearkyrFaeL tcat I I Ia, X.'LvL lnsuregun as, 

rmntear To effect a leak tight seal, the air lock design 
uses pressure seated doors (i.e., an increase in primary 
containment internal pressure results in increased sealin 
force on each door). P-!•rt.  

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

rive V.,•t • on both doors that provide dp---
ripsio- •;" " ~indication of door position. era y9 can I 

SQoc~nteloc •chnts" isdefate•. During p)eriods when" 
pr ry containment is not required to be OPERABLE, the air 
lock interlock mechanism may be disabled, allowing both 
doors of an air lock to remain open for extended periods 
when frequent primary containment entry is necessary. Under 
some conditions as allowed by this LCO, the primary 
containment may be accessed through the air lock, when the 
interlock mechanism has failed, by manually performing the 
interlock function.  

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

(continued)
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Primary Containment Air Lock 
B 3.6.1.2

BASES

BACKGROUND 
(continued)

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES 

Q es. s;5 Loc A

(

containment leakage rate to within limits in the event of a 
DBA. Not maintaining air lock integrity or leak tightness 
may result in a leakage rate in excess of that assumed in 
the (4ksafety analysis.

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 containment is 
designed with a maximum allowable) leakage rate (L ) of 4D% 
by weight of the containment airlper 24 hours at the 

V peak,€ontainent pressure (P,) of 
,s3 psig (Ref ). This allowable leakage rate forms the 
basisJor the acceptance criteria imposed on the SRs 
associated with the air lock.  

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

The primary containment air lock satisfies Criterion 3 of ' 

/0 C r- le(•av•nT4 cc)

As part of primary containmen4 the air 1 ockW safety 
function is related to control of containmUýentjleeakageý -following a OBA. Thus, the air lock(.- strUCtural IntegrityU~ 
and leak tightness are essential to the successful 
mitigatipn of such an event.

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

(continued)
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Primary Containment Air Lock 
9 3.6.1.2

BASES

LCO 
(continued)

APPLICABILITY

OPERABLE. Closure of a single door in b air lock is 
sufficient to provide a leak tight barrierfollowing 
postulated events. Nevertheless, both doors are kept closed 
when the air lock is not being used for normal entry g .  
exit from primary containment.

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

ACTIONS The ACTIONS are modified by Note 1, which allows entry and 
exit to perform repairs of the affected air lock component.  
If the outer door is inoperable, then it may be easily 
accessed to repair. If the inner door is the one that is 
inoperable, however, then a short time exists when the 

/Z AD LL ontainment boundary is not intact (during access through (2 .&...-.---~ te outer door). The t to open the OPERABLE door, 
Soý ýeven if it means the primary containment Doundary is 

temporarily not intact, is acceptable due to the low 
I .- , L•_•probability of an event that could pressurize the primary~r 

T6 t- e containment during the short time in which the OPERABLE door 

e{ ( io;s _ [ s expected to be open. Une LV'W LE door ajs t 3 

. ePltAB. IThe ACTIONS are modified by a second Note, which ensures 4 alk- lock.  
rdifooure a4 kef appropriate remedial measures are taken when necessary 

door fweP4 ~ Pursuant to LCO 3.0.6, actins aaree &not r~eeuired, evenf avAprimary containment s ýexceed ýng a L 
m j*-' Oet•4AU, Therefore, the Note is added to require ACTIONS for overal 

4oor - LCD 3.6.1.1, OPrimary Containment,n to be taken in this3A, 

14,l - e v e n t. J i L ) e iJte ' 
A *~eia# A.I. A.2. and A.3

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

(continued)
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Primary Containment Air Lock 
B 3.6.1.2 

BASES 

ACTIONS A.I. A.2, and A.3 (continued) 

containment barrier is maintained by the use of an OPERABLE 
air lock door. This action must be completed within I hour.  
The I 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 1 hour;.  

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

Required Action A.3 ensures that the air lock•]aIji•/'• 
SRA has been isolated by the use of a locked 
closed OPERABLE air lock door. This ensures that an 
acceptable primary containment leakage boundary is 
maintained. The Completion Time of once per 31 days is \ , 

ve -- based on engineering Judgment and is considered adequate )-J 
<911W the low likelihood of a locked door being 
mispositioned and other administrative controls. Required 
Action A.3 is modified by a Note that applies to air lock 
doors located in high radiation areas or areas with limited 
access due to inerting and allows these doors to be verified 
locked closed by use of administrative controls. Allowing 
verification by administrative controls is considered 
acceptable, since access to these areas is typically 
restricted. Therefore, the probability of misalignment of 
the door, once it has been verified to be in the proper 
position, is small.

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

(continued) 
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Primary Containment Air Lock 
B 3.6.1.2

BASES 

ACTIONS A.-. A.2. and A.3 (continued) 
T IC ,-Actions, as well as other activities fn inside 

primary containment that are required by TS or activities L-.i 
ume that support15 -required equipment. ihis Note is 

,r4dv,d&...( I 4SSu• 1 not intended to preclude performing other activities (i.e., 
closwm 4*Ve AV non-TS-related activities) if the-'primary containment was 
doe, cepelur-n entered- using the inoperable air lock, to perform an 
•,n Mie,~rt, • # a owed activity listed bave. This allowance is acceptable 
,Sr. •J4 OPERA•LE due to the low probability of an event that could pressurize 

ajo• •1fe!4 X the primary containment during the short time that the 
Seh'. #•,+ M_--- OPERABLE door is expected to be open.  

3 .I. 3.2. and B.3 

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

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

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

(continued)
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Primary Containment Air Lock 
B 3.6.1.2 

BASES 

ACTIONS C.I. C.2. and C.3 
(continued) 

If the air lock is Inoperable for reasons other than those 
described in Condition A or B, Required Action C.1 requires 
action to be immediately initiated to evaluate containment 
overall leakage rates using current air lock leakage test 
results. An evaluation is acceptable since it is overly 
conservative to immediately declare the primary containment ino nprable_ f botheoours Inggin air 4ycr nave t-al In aXs-EaM.  

(YWj•Z if the overall air lock leakage is not within_____ 
limits. In many instances e.a. ea Ioras7 I 

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

Required Action C.2 requires that one door in the primary 
containment air lock must be verified closed. This action 
must be completed within the I 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 I hour.  

•* •,,Jc.3• Additionally, the airrlock must be restored to OPERABLE status within 24 hours The 24 hour Completion Time is 
"reasonable for restoring an inoperable air lock to OPERABLE 

3status considering that at least one door is maintained 
closed in the air lock.  

D.1and LZ 
If the inoperable primary containment air lock cannot be 
restored to OPERABLE status within the associated Completion 
Time, the plant must be brought to a MODE in which the LCO 
does not apply. To achieve this status, the plant must be 
brought to at least 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.  

(continued)
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Primary Containment Air Lock 
B 3.6.1.2 

BASES (continued) 

SUVILACE S .6.1.2.1 VIC 3d•L rqie 
REQUIREMENTS .  

Maintainingfprimnaryy containment air loc 0ORBErqie _ • _•c liance with the leaik, e rate test requirements of 

+ P,-• r•,•- wv,•t-| . This SR reflects the leakage rate testing • L• - • T"t• r eq~uirements with_.respect to air-l~ock. leakage,- (TypeoB_ 

leakage tests). The acceptance criteria were established 
dAuring initial air lock and primary containment OPERABILITY 

\ • testingl. The periodic testing requirements verify that the 
air lock leakage does not exceed the allowed fraction of the Soverall primary containmet leakage rate. jThe Frequency is _•o 

" " • ~~~requ t red b DOW JeV • • . nv ( , eX_- . ,4 mast ., Ty _j 
D• oroved e ~ irs A~,- S 3.0.2/(which j lo sFre ue c, 

The SR has been modified by ~Not ethta 
inoperable air lock door does not invalidate the previous 
successful performance of the overall air lock leakage test.  
This is considered reasonable since either air lock door is 
capable of providing a fission product barrier in the event 
OF a LA.  

The air lock interlock mechanism is designed to prevent 
simultaneous opening of both doors in the air lock. Since 
both the inner and outer doors of an air lock are designed 
to withstand the maximum expected post accident primary 
containment pressure, closure of either door will support 
primary containment OPERABILITY. Thus, the Interlock 

- - I ."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 44' 
and that simultaneous inner and outer door opening will not o' 
i-a ye en occur. the purely mechanical nature of 

Sn er oc , and given that the interloc mechanism is 
fi .. ch1.a l.nged en primary this

(continued)
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Insert SR 3.6.1.2.1 

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

Insert SR 3.6.1.2.2-1 

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

Insert SR 3.6.1.2.2-2 

every 24 months. The 24 month Frequency is based on the need to perform this 
Surveillance under the conditions that apply during a plant outage, and the 
potential for loss of primary containment OPERABILITY if the Surveillance were performed with the reactor at power. fThe •(month Freguen99 for the i4terloýck•_ 

(As justified Aased on genjiric operating ey/erience, f Operating experience has
shown these components usually pass the Surveillance when performed at the 24 
month Frequency.  

g t Insert SR 3.6.1.2.2-3 toc 
given that the interlock is not challenged during the use of the .- U

Insert Page B 3.6-12
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Primary Containment Air Lock 
B 3.6.1.2

BASES

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

qRIA1 9 2 Ir~nntinuedi

(tsuch as in cations of in, loc~k chanism Nealu• sFI •vatlable tbrapnezttons narsonnejr
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, 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, analysis 
description, or licensing basis description.  

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

3. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity.  

4. Typographical/grammatical error corrected.  

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

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

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

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

Quad Cities 1 and 2 1
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PCIVs 
B 3.6.1.3 

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

B 3.6.1.3 Primary Containment Isolation Valves (PCIVs) 

BASES 

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

The OPERABILITY requirements for PCIVs help ensure that an 
adequate primary containment boundary is maintained during 
and after an accident by minimizing potential paths to the 

. ~ ~ ~ environment. Therefore, the OPERABILITY requirements 
provide assurance that primary containment function assumed 
in the safety analyses will be maintained. These isolation 
devices are either passive or active (automatic). Manual 
valves, de-activated automatic valves secured in their 

osed osi includin check valves with flow through 
the va ve secured , n ang and closed systems are 
considered passive devices. Chec valves, or other 
automatic valves designed to close without operator action 
following an accident, are considered active devices. Two 
barriers in series are provided for each ".penetration so at 
no single credible failure or malfunction of an active 
component can result in a loss of isolation or leakage that 
exceeds limits assumed in the safety analyses. One of these 
barriers may be a closed system.  

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

(continued)
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i

•4VS.iwlll prevent high pressure 
filter trains-in the unlikely 
:cident (LOCA) during venting.  
solation aampers Wyll not 
ierfornming its dei gn functi•An 
ive pressure in The second ry( 
a vent path Is/available/a

ded around the/dampers.

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

The PCIVs LCD was derived from the assumptions related to 
minimizing the loss of reactor coolant inventory, and 
establishing the primary containment boundary during major 
accidents. As part of the primary containment boundary, 
PCIV OPERABILITY supports leak tightness of primary 
containment. Therefore, the safety analysis of any event 
requiring isolation of primary containment is applicable to 
+hie I1F

The DBAs that result in a release of adioactive material 
,(01ithn n~arV ZORTAlnmen are a LOCAF a main stem line 
break (ISLB). In the analystis for each of these accidents, 
it is assiud that PCIVs are either closed or close within 
the requJred isolation times following event initiation.  
This ensures that potential paths to the environment through 
PCIVs (including primary containment purge valves) 
minimized. Of the events analyzed in Reference the KSLB 
is the most limiting event due to radiological consequences.  
The closure time of the main steam isolation valves HSIVs 4 009.  
is a significant variable from a radiological stan poing.! . .  
The NSJVs are required to close within 3 to5 seconds s•in 
%the 5 second closure time is assumed in the analysis 

vent .nitia L ewise, it is assumed that the primary

(continued)
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PCIVs 
B 3.6.1.3 

APPLICABLE containmntsi-lre such that release of -fission 

SAFETY ANALYSES products to the environment is controlled.  
(continued) 

,1E~ riolation of the p-rtiry -containment iss cocplete r o and leakage is terminated, except for the maximum allowable / 

eakage rae, . e•pri y OniInt oa ion o a lrspons Me 0fe secon• includes stgnay delay, diesell 

generator startu for 

4The single failure criterion quired to beimposed in the 
conduct of unit safety analyse was considere in the 
original design of the primar 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.4 -19 

[The primary contanment purge a ves may be una e to close 
in the env nment following LOCA. Therefore, each of the 
purge valv s is required to in sealed close during 
NODES 1, , and 3. In this se, the single f i lure 
criterio remains applicable to the primary c tainment 
purge va ye due to failure n the control ci ult associated 
with ea valve. The pri containment p e valve design 
precl s a single failure from compromisin the primary contai nt bound~ary .as I ng as the system 's operated 1 
a•c elance with thils LCO.• 

PCIVs satisfy Criterion 3 of NR£ Pblicw'$tatemene.  

LCO PCIVs form a part of the primary containment boundary. The 
PCIV safety function is related to minimizing the loss of 
reactor coolant inventory and establishing the primary 
containment boundary during a DBA.  

The power operated, automatic isolation valves are required 
to have isolation times within limits and actuate on an 
automatic isolation si nal. The 8] inc purge v yes ust 

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

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95BWR/4 STS B 3.6-16



No,.^, cll,• •os/ e•,a•Ac PC/Vs wh,'4  a "I r.  I a,-,y,, , -/-o oee 

nc , 0s,'derel ,P c ..j&-e ,jA ,A -I6 e I..l/es nr-e os.'( 

dO'l -d7 evt+.'4L a.L-

3.6.1.7, "Reactor Building-to-Suppression Chamber Vacuum 
Breakers.' The valves covered by this LCO are listed with 
their associated stroke times indO F , e 

e nIVs; are considered OPERABLE whenji.  

1i valves are cioseoAlor open 
daDMMr1]Zbedministrative control u €ATlC arir-

e23Le valvps witm resil e seals, seffondary b ss valv llSIVs Lanjhydrestatical-Yy*-es*ed va ews/must meet 
additional leakage rate requirements. Other PCIV leakage 
rates are addressed by LCO 3.6.1.1, "Primary Containment,* 
as Type B or C testing.  

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

APPLICABILITY 

L

ACTIONS

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

/cna .C an 5. Certain 
.-valves, however, are required to be OPERABLE to prevent 

inadvertent reactor vessel draindown. These valves are 
those whose associated instrumentation is required to be 
OPERABLE per LCO 3.3.6.1, OPrimary Containment Isolation 
Instrumentation." (This does not include the valves that 
isolate the associated instrumentation.)

The ACTIONS are modified by a Note allowing penetration flow 
path(s) Ieex .oe o-"to -e 
unisolated intermittently under administrative controls.  
These controls consist of stationing a dedicated operator at 
the controls of the valve, who is in continuous 

(continued)
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PCIVs 
B 3.6.1.3

BASES

ACTIONS 
(continued)

communication with the control room. In this way, the 
penetration can be rapidly isolated when a need for primar 
pontaint isolation is indiathed. ue to the r•zep to e 
rAr secondNtehasIen aerg d ltne prirateon and fi act that, 

for he p unetrpo ons exhaust dL rec y from the cd tain nent i 

7 al losphere fo the enva rohnt, 
e penetration 

fl ow path.h i a c 
bl 

since~1 teRqieAcinf orwe d Codtion-b provid appropriate~~~~~~ copnaoy cin eo etachinoeal CV 

contamning those valves is not R e llowed to beal pened underd \adintstr ive controls. A s gle purge va •e In a 
•penetr~att~n flow path may be )pened to eff •t repairs to a 

tnopera ne valvea as allowedrby SR 3.6.1.are g n 
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.  Comlying with the Required Actions may allow for continued 

operation, and subsequent inoperable PCIVs are governed by 
subsequent Condition entry and application of associated Required Actions.  

The ACTIONS are modified by Notes 3 and 4. Note 3 ensures 
that appropriate remedial actions are taken, if necessary, 
if the affected system(s) are rendered inoperable by an 
inoperable PCIV (e.g., an Emergency Core Cooling System 

subsystem is inoperable due to a failed open test return 
valve). Note 4 ensures appropriate remedial actions are 
taken when the primary containment leakage limits are 
exceeded. Pursuant to LCO 3.0.6, these actions are not 
required even when the associated LCO is not met.  
Therefore, Notes 3 and 4 are added to require the proper 
actions be taken.  

A.]and LIZ.  
With one or more penetrationflow paths with one PCIV 
inoperable ,except for leakagehnot within 
limit:, the affected penetration flow paths must be 
isolated. The method of isolation must include the use of 
at least one isolation barrier that cannot be adversely 
affected by a single active failure. Isolation barriers 
that meet this criterion are a closed and de-activated 
automatic valve, a closed manual valve, a blind flange, and 
a check valve with flow through the valve secured. For a 
penetration isolated in accordance with Required Action A.1,

(continued)
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PCIVs 
B 3.6.1.3 

BASES 

ACTIONS A (continued) 

the device used to isolate the penetration should be the 
closest available valve to the primary containment. The 
Required Action must be completed within the 4 hour 
Completion Time (8 hours for'main steam lines). The 
Completion Time of 4 hours is reasonabUe considering the 
time required to isolate the penetration and the relative 
importance of supporting primary containment OPERABILITY 
during MODES 1, 2, and 3. For main steam lines, an 8 hour 
Completion Time is allowed. The Completion Time of 8 hours 
for the main steam lines allows a period of time to restore 
the MSIVs to OPERABLE status given the fact that 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(s) must be verified to be isolated on 
a periodic basis. This is necessary to ensure that primary 
containment penetrations required to be isolated following 
an accident, and no longer capable of being automatically 
isolated, will be in the isolation position should an event 
occur. This Required Action does not require any testing or aevice manipulation. Rather, It involves verification that 
those devices outside containment and capable of potentially 
being misposittoned are in the correct position. The 
Completion Tim of *once per 31 days for isolation devices 
outside primary containment" is appropriate because the 
devices are operated under administrative controls and the 
probability of their misalignment is low. For the devices 
inside primary containment, the time period specified *prior -- to entering MODE 2 or 3 from MODE 4,g f Primary containmeint-
was de-inerted while in MODE 4, if not performed within the 
previous 92 days' is based on engineering Judgment and is 
considered reasonable in view of the inaccessibility of the 
ev ces an other administrative controls ensuring that 

device misalignment is an unlikely possibility.  

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

owt - WTw PCIVs. For penetration flow paths with one PCIV, 
Condition C provides the appropriate Required Actions. : 

Required Action A.2 is modified by rJINoteJ5i applies 
isolation devices located in high radiation a; and 

(continued)
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PCIVs 
B 3.6.1.3 

BASES 

ACTIONS Aan. 2 (continued) 

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

- Mt- a, acceptable, since access to these areas is typically 
J n, -Threstrtctec.• Therefore, the probability of misalignment 

-- #i[E•!)U~ , once they have been verified to be in the 
7proper position, is low.  

With one or more penetration flow paths with t PCIVs 
e.noper either the inoperable PCIVs must be restored to ISV kOPERABLE status or the affected penetration flow path must 

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

Condition B is modified by a Note indicating this Condition 
is only applicable to penetration flow paths with two PCIVs.  
For penetration flow paths with one PCIV, Condition C k- . J 
provides the appropriate Required Actions. -

4f hours evtep+ -4Por eCeSS 
C.1and C.2.Flowu chec~k valve eclFcv) limes 
With one or more penetration flow paths with one PCIV $f v' 
inoperable, the inoperable valve must be restored to 

e OPERABLE status or the affected penetration flow path must 
,o.�j h- & 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 met this criterion are a closed and de-activated 
automatic valve, a closed manual valve, and a blind flange.  
A check valve may not be used to isolate the affected 

ne r on. Re ui ion C.1 must be c leted " 
houe TegýIei~n_ im -7. eu

is reasonable considering the relative stability 
eclosed system ence, reliability) to act as a

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

(continued) 
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1 'TI 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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PCIVs 
B 3.6.1.3

BASES 

ACTIONS C (continued) 

HODES 1, 2, and 3. The Completion Time of hrsfis 
reasonable considering the inste nt and the small pipe 
diameter of penetration (hence, reliability) to act as a 

It penetration isolation boundary and the small, pipe diameter 
of the affected penetrations. In the event the affected 
penetration flow path is isolated in accordance with 
Required Action C.1, the affected penetration must be 
verified to be isolated on a periodic basis. This is 
necessary to ensure that _ri=!Z containment pnetrations 
require to DeIsolated tot towing an acciden -are isolated.1 

qThe Completion Time of once per 31 days f--mV M3 j 
4_0_e_ 4_n1- ti3m•ed is appropriate because the 

are operated under administrative controls and the 
,. -. we4 . probability of their misalignment is low.

,o• w , ..y..srh Condition C is modified by a Note indicating that this or v 
1-kese deVLceY Condition is only applicable to penetration flow paths with 
£ C4,% only one PCIV. For penetration flow paths with twokPC1Vs, Y

i.€• of Conditions A and B provide the a propriate Required ctions.  
Required Action C.2 is modtfiedW y Not a app Ies toi 

to rret 41 llves/Ifne TOlM alocated in high radiation areas and 
allows them to be verified by use of administrative means. d•.(c vesx 
Allowing verification by administrative means is considered 
acceptable, since access to these areas is typically 
restricted. Therefore, the probability of misalignnten 

d•&m.lI•Mm, once they have been verified to be in the 
proper position, is low.  

With ae n n aksem rateo MSIV 
leakage rhte not within limit, the assumptions of the safety 
analysis may not be met. Therefore the leakage must 
restored to within limit within 9) ours. aestoration can be 
accomplished by isolating the penetration that caused the 
limit to be exceeded by use of one closed and de-activated automatic valve, closed manual valve, or blind flange. When 
a penetration is isolated, the leakage rate for the isolated 
penetration is assumed to be the actual pathway leakage 
"through the isolation device. If two isolation devices are 
used to isolate the penetration, the leakage rate is assumed 

(continued)
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T Insert ACTION 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.
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0 iW.5s easof%&/E 44 e-rt0,0- PCIVS 
ý-rs"V-oe MSTV ac"sX 8 LI; 3.6.1.3 

BASES MS cA . " .' ,

ACTIONS L.(continued 

to be the lesser actual athway leakage of the two devices.  , T he ~hou r C om lple t ion T ii - T e ls , • e g n d e - , J S•i••merequlre¢/, restore the le t~ ge by isoati)( thee 

penetration d the relative ortance of se ndary t 
containment ass leakage 1. the, overall o a.inmenti 

£.I. E.2. and £.3 

In the event one or ma containment purge valves ar not 
within the purge valv leakage limits, purge valve akage 
must be restored to ithin limits or the affected 
penetration must Isolated. The method of isol ion must 
be by the use of least one isolation barrier at cannot 
be adversely af cted by a single active failr. Isolation 
barriers that t this criterion are a [clos and 
de-activated utomatic valve, closed manual v ve, and blind 
flange]. I1 a purge valve with resilient se s is utilized 
to satisfy quired Action E.1, it must hav been 
demonstr ed to meet the leakage requireme s of 
SR 3.6. *.3.7. The specified Completion T is reasonable, 
consid ing that one containment purge v ve remains closed 
so t t a gross breach of containment d s not exist.  

In ccordance with Required Action E. , this penetration 
path must be verified to be iso ted on a periodic 

sis. The periodic verification i necessary to ensure 
hat containment penetrations requ ed to be isolated 

following an accident, which are o longer capable of being 
automatically isolated, will be the isolation position 
should an event occur. This Re ired Action does not 
require -any testing or valve ipulation. Rather, it 
involves verification that th se isolation devices outsi 
containment and potentially apable of being mispositio d 
are in the correct position For the isolation device 
inside containment, the ti period specified as "pri r to 
enteri-ig MODE 2 or 3 E 4 if not perfo d ti hin the 
previous 92 days* is bas on engineering jud nt nd is 
considered reasonable i view of the inaccessibil y of the 
isolation devices and her administrative cont s that 
will ensure that isol ion device misalignment * an 
unlikely possibility 

(continued)
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PCIVs 
B 3.6.1.3 

BASES 

ACTIONS (continued) 

For t e containment purge valv with resilient seal th is . lisol ed in accordance with R uired Action E.1, 
SR 3 .1.3.7 must be performe at least once every [ days.  
This provides assurance that egradation of the resi ient 
T seal is detected and confi that the leakage rate/of the 
con inment purge valve doe not increase during t e time 

~ sikoue~ b sod on operating expe ence.  

If any Required Action and associated Completion Time cannot 
be met in NODE 1, 2, or 3r the plant must be brought to a 

NODE in which the LCD 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 Times are reasonable, based on operating 
experience, to reach the required plant conditions from full 
power conditions in an orderly manner and without 

Schallenging plant systems.  

( r -' yC A \ If any Required Action and associated Completion Time cannot 

be meti the unit must be placed bn a condition in which the 
LCD does not apply. 7o achieve this 
stat, o aaed fuel a emblnes muStught to iueMediately 
1 suspended. uspension of thine activities s allot 

Completion.,Times arereasonable, basdtion must be o mediately 
enxittced to suspend operations with a potential for draining the reactor vessel (OPDRVs) to minimize the 

probability of a vessel draindown and subsequent potential 

for: fission product release. Actions must continue until 

caeisuspenging an 0PRV would tn closing the 

Svalves, an alterative Required Action is provided to 

(continued)
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8 3.6.1.3

BASES

ACTIONS 1  7 .iIjland1I2 (conti nued) 

immediately initiate action to restore the valve(s) to 
OPERABLE status. This allows RHR to remain in service while actions are being taken to restore -the -val ve. .

SURVEILLANCE 

REQUIREEN
7 '

10 

"4sT-3

I

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95

S- R 3.6.1.3.1." 

Each [18] inch rimary containment purge valve is required 
to be verified ealed closed at 31 day intervals This SR 
is designed to nsure that a gross breach of pri ry 
containment is aot caused by an Inadvertent or urious 
opening of a p imary containment purge valve. tailed 
analysis of th purge'valves failed to conclusi ely 
demonstrate th ir ability to close during a LO in time to 
limit offslte oses. Primary containment purg valves that 
are sealed cl sed must have motive power to t valve 
operator remo ed. This can be accomplished b de-energizing 
the source of electric power or removing the ir supply to 
the valve o ator. In this application, th term "sealed" 
has no conno ation of leak tightness. The day Frequency 
is a result f an NRC initiative, Generic I sue B-24 
(Ref. 4), ated to primary containment p e valve use 
during unit operations.  

This SR al ows a valve that is open under d•inistratlve 
controls not met the SR during the ti the valve is 
open. Op sing a purge valve under admin trative controls 
is restri ted to one valve in a penetrat on flow path at a 
given ti (refer to discussion for Not I of the ACTIONS) 
in order o effect repairs to that-valv This allows one 
purge va ve to be opened without resul Ing in a failure of 
the Su illance and resultant entry I to the ACTIONS for 
this pu e valve, provided the stated restrictions are met.  
Conditi n E must be entered during t s allowance, and the 
valve o ned only as necessary for e fecting repairs. Each 
purge lve in the penetration flow ath may be alternately 
opened provided one remains sealed closed, if necessary, to 
comple e repairs on the penetratio 

The S is modified by a Note stat' g that primary ] 
I conta unt purge valves are only required to be sealed 

LLclose in MODES 1, 2, and 3. If LOCA inside primary

BWR/4 STS B 3.6-24
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PCIVs 
B 3.6.1.3

BASES

SURVEILLANC 
REQUIREMENT.  

P"4, 

4'th.4'iujd,1se *A 
LocA c,,d, dm -5 

Ih

E

J

ISR 3.6.1.L .3. (continued) 

containment ccurs in these MODES, the rge valves may not 
be capable closing before the pressu e pulse affects 
systems d .stream of the purge valves r the release of 
radioactive material will exceed limit prior to the clo ng 
of the.pu• .valvesm. At other, times- en the purge valv s 
are requ ld to be capable of closin (e.g., during han Ing 
of irradi ed fuel), pressurization oncerns are not p sent 
and the p rge valves are allowed to open.g/

Thcs SR ensures hatthe onsiy red toav e n a urgetsi valves 
are cloesed ard irea or, if open lopen t or an allowable 
theastated ure e v Nve t t open n violation o this SRm 

bhe valenj fs orsidertidg deiting pressure cotr l, ve 

co i is not considera d to for persn e entry or lii T SR is also q~leo 1: Moe ) 
sa gth ~prtimry conta jlnt purge val are only 

required b closed in DES 1, 2, d 3 If a LOCA iniepr r otite occurs in tespiM)DES, the p e 
valves ugnot be capableof closingobef the pressu 
purse maffects systems da Ostre. of the eurge valves, ar e 
release radioactive p f terial will of limits or1 d 
the purg valves closint. At other tPiVs when t rge vales /rrequired to• capablier of osing (eg.hu! n 
•andlin• of irradiated/fuel), pressur* ation conce ls are/ 
ot pre ent an the j re valves •re •llowed to be/ooen.1/ 

discSR is n ed by a Note SR ntre, ui It whe n t--ensa p 
the stated reasons. T e Mat ee valves may 
be opened for tneting, de-inerting, pressure control, ALARA •or air quality considerations for personnel entry, or 

SSurveillances that require the valves to be open •Te 
•.8• nchýurge valves are capable of closing in the 7e en~v ir onment fol ng a LOCA. ^ Therefore, thesevavs valves are Sallowed to be open for limited periods ofUme. Thee31aday 
Frequency is consistent with other PCIV requirements _discussed in SR,3.6.1.3.•.,,•/ 

4• c- er V --a (cntnud
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PCIVs 
B 3.6.1.3

BASES

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

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

d h s A I kO4'j primary containmentj and is required to be closed during 
ir 64i'ne m accident conditions is closed. The SR helps to ensure that 

I post accident leakage of radioactive fluids or gases outside cecm the primary containment boundary is within design limits.  
- - !Tih

1 'p_ ý 

6±rIqS-

a dedac*ked 

OC4*+iev4ItI&,wko I'S0 
COn4-IjhO61j eC.,~saVDI-hfd

I-fl 4 
i5,o,04d heo IL 

;Yjv torow 

,04 4h ,ndace d. 1 F -

This SR does not require any testing or valve manipulation.  
Rather, it involves verification that those PCI-s outside 
primary containment, and capable of being mispositioned, are 
in the correct position. Since verification of 4Mv 
position for-.PCIVs outside primary containment is relatively 
easy, the 31 day Frequency was chosen to provide added 
a-sura-nce that the'-PCIWI are in the correct positions.7 

Two Notes have been added to this SR. The first Note allows 
"valves and blind flanges located in high radiation areas to 

"• be verified by use of administrative controls. Allowing 

v .a~ccess to these areas is typically restricted • for A••LARA reasons. Therefore, the 
m Probability of misalignment of these PCIVs, once they have / /1',n verified to be in the proper position, is low. .1 •l~ econd Note has been included to clarify that PCIVs open under administrative controls are not required to meet w 'ng

th e SR during the ttim that the PCIVs are open. •/ 

T his SR verifies that alch primary containmnt manual •_ i solatio valve andihbd flange yr 7  ocTed inside ,primar contain nt and is required to be closed during 
#-accident conditions is closed. The SR helps to ensure that post accident leakage of radioactive fluids or gases outside the primary containment bounda is within de 

Foor.PC.Vs inside primary contaInmnt, the Frequency 4£]• 
•1 prior to entering NODE 2 or 3 from MODE 4 if primary pcontainmnt was de-inered while in NODE 4, if not performed 

W withn the previous 92 days Is appropriate since these PCIVs are operated under administrative controls and the probability of their misalignment is low.  
acceptabl si

(continued)
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PCIVs 
B 3.6.1.3

BASES

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIRENENTS 

k~4 4 ie e..i its a

; 4s W~d 4 - Id 

lieoh o -

(continued)

Two Notes-have been added to this SR. The first Note allows 
valves and blind flanges located in high radiation areas to 
be verified by use of administrative controls. Allowing 
verification by administrative controls is considered 
acceptable since the primary -containment- 4s inerted and 
access to these areas is typically restricted during 
NODES 1, 2, and 3 for ALARA reasons., Therefore, the 
probability of misalignment of these PCIVs, once they have 
been verified to be in their proper position, is low. A 
second Note has been included to clarify that PCIVs that are 
open under administrative controls are not required to meet 
the SR during the time that the PCIVs are open..  

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 Pequired. Other administrative controls, such 
as those that limit the shelf life of the explosive charges, 
must be followed. The 31 day Frequency is based on 
operating experience that has demonstrated the reliability 
of the explosive charge continuity.  

SR 3U6.41
Verifying the isolation time of each power operatecdjEjjýft 
automatic PCIV is within limits is required to demonstrate M'] 
OPERABILITY. NSIVs may be excluded from this SR since MSIV
full closure isolation tim is demonstrated by SR 3.6.1.3.  
The isolation time test ensures that 40,,valve tis3 t 
in a time period less than or equal to that assumed in thee 

_.._._ fety analyses. The s Frequency of this 
(J SRP.44p n accordance with the requiremenisn\of the Inservice 

TsigProgram

C [ For rimry containment urge valves with resil nt seals, 
add tional leakage rateetesting beyond the tes requiremen 
of40 CFR 50, Appendix (Ref. 3), is require to ensure 

(continued)
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PCIVs 
B 3.6.1.3 

BASES 

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.1.3.7 (c tinued) 
REQUIREMENTS 

OPERABILITY. Ope ating experience has demonstrated that 
this type of sea has the potential t degrade in a shorte 
time period tha do other seal types. Based on this 
observation and the importance of ma tamining this 
penetration le tight (due to the dd rect path between 
primary contai nt and the enviro nt), a Frequency of 
184 days was stablished.  

Additionally, this SR must be perf Tmed once within 92 ays 
after openin the valve. The 92 Frequency was cho en 
recognizing hat cycling the valv could introduce 
additional eal degradation (beyo d that which occurs to a 
valve that as not been opened). Thus, decreasing t e 
interval ( rom 184 days) is a p dent measure after valve 
has been ned.  

The SR i modified by a Note st ting that the pri ry 
contai nt purge valves are o y required to mee leakage 
rate te ing requirements in DES 1, 2, and 3. f a LOCA 
inside rimary containment occ rs in these MODES, purge 
valve 1 akage must be minimiz to ensure offsit 
radiol ical release is withi limits. At other imes when 
the p e valves are requir to be capable of c osing 
(e.g. during handling of i adiated fuel), pres urization 
conce s are not present an the purge valves a not 
requ d to meet any specif c leakage criteria. _ 

Verifying that the isolation time of each NSIV is within the 
specified limits is required to demonstrate OPERABILITY.  
The isolation time test ensures that the NSIV will isolate 
in a time period that does not exceed the times assumed in 
the DBA)analyses. This ensures that the calculated 
radiological consequences of these events remain within 
10 CFR 100 limits. The Frequency of this SR is fin 
accordance with the requirements of the Inservice Testing 

(continued)
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' PCIVs 
B 3.6.1.3

B ASES

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

(conti nued) Automatic PCIVs close on a primary containmnt isolation 
signal to prevent ,leakage of radioactive material from 
primary containment following a DBA. This SR ensures that 
each automatic PCIVwill actuate to its isolation position 
on a prima containment isolation signal- The. LOGIC SYSTEM 

S/ CTIONAL TESTin --loverlaps this'SR to rovide 
complete testing of the safety function. The Mon 

, ,Frequency was developed considering it is prudent that this 
Surveillance be performed only during a unit outage since 
isolation of penetrations would eliminate cooling water flow 
and disrupt the normal operation of many critical 
components. Operating experience has shown that these 
co nents usually pass this Surveillance when performed at 

.2h• e [M month Frequency. Therefore, the Frequency was 
concluded to be acceptable from a reliability stand oint 

SR 3..1. K Ordrostaft4ic +6 cd VE iolj 0.4 

This SR requires a demonstration that each reactor rkt: DlPE.+ 3 
instrumentation line excess flow check valve (EFCV) is J OPERL by -ve-rlTylng that the vaqlve.e•reepuceos -iLw "OP yver• yng a n a e .This SR 

S provides assurance that the instrumentation line EFCVs will

based on the need to perform this Survie'll"fince 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 
Survelikance when performed at the (Mp month Frequency.  
Therefore,- the Frequency was concluded-to be acceptable from 
a reliability standpoint.

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

(continued)
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PCIVs 
B 3.6.1.3

BASES

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

SR 3.6.1 .3.0 (~ontinued)

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. The Frequency of " n-h 
on a STAGGERED TEST BASIS is considered adequate given the 
administrative controls on replacement charges and the 
frequent checks of circuit continuity (SR 3.6.1.3 .

(continued)

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

This SR ens s that the leakage rat of secondary 
containment ass leakage paths is ess than the specified 
leakage rat . This provides assura ce that the assumptions 
in the radi logical evaluations of erence 7 are mt. The 
leakage ra of each bypass leakagg path is assumed to be 
the maxi pathway leakage (lea e through the worse of 
the two is lation valves) unless e penetration is isolated 
by use of me closed and de-actlv ted automatic valve, 
closed ma al valve, or blind fla ge. In this case, the leakage r te of the isolated byp s leakage path is assumed 
to be the actual pathway leakage through the isolation 
device. f both isolation valv in the penetration are 
closed, e actual leakage rate is the lesser leakage rat 
of the t valves. This method of quantifying maximum 
pathway eakage is only to be sad for this SR (i.e., 
Appendi J maximum pathway lea age limits are to be 
quanti ed in accordance with pendix 3). The Frequen is 
requ d by 10 CFR 50, Append x J, as modified by app ed exemp ons (and therefore, t Frequency extensions of SR 3.0.2 not be applied) s nce the testing is an Ap endix 3, C test. This SR si ly imposes additional 
acce acce criteria. Note is added to this SR whi h sta s that these valves a only required to meet is 
lea ge limit in MODES 1, 2 and 3. In the other 
con itions, the Reactor Co ant System is not ores rized a specific primary conta nment leakage limits a not 
re uired.  

pass leakage is consid red part of L.. [Revi r's Note: 
U less specifically exe ed].]
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BASES

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS 

(continued) The analyses in Refe 
is less than the spe

rences 2 and 
cified leakage rate. e age roug

an e ist oe rs11.5] scfh en ted ted t pPt 
tht8.8 s l eakage Is lyaccounrate rist=n teri niedn 

l,./ th over with the n lekage test •he reus Of n 5 3' 10 0 cFR 5• andt -hf 31- as -- •p b .rov•_ 
Sure ois.l N te o ds tatdcalt testhis SR ich states hat •7these v ves are only •quired .to meet •is leakage •imit in/ 

a MODES 1s2, and 3. e n cue other aond1 ons, the Refctor 2 Coolant/System is not •ressurized and pecif• 
¢onai/t lakoe 4nts al•not rluired.) This ensures 

athat cI eV leakage is properly accounte or in determining 
the overall n •H ry contaIente.eakage rate. The Frequency 

's( 0l 5d 1 CRs 0 e p= ndi MI (Rf.3 , as iudbyapoe 

Smpp r t io ns ; t h u ' S R3SR.2 3 0ich2(wh c F reFrequ en cn 

ceotensions) does not apply.  SSurveillance of idrostatcally tested tanes provides 
vassurance a y eqcalculation m setu h ons of Reference 2 • ,. ,, • _ _ J are met. The c inod leakage rates •st be demnstrated/i 

liiI ,veltI" accordance witththe leakage rate tes• Frequency of / 
is co-.s;d, M 10 CFR SO,.•~pndil J (Ref. 3), as itfie by approved/ 
4.rt 00 L.k e xemptions, th s SR 3.0.2 (which al ows Frequenc / '" .... . • I extensions) d es not apply,. ~ s r 

- • | This SR has )en modified by a N e that states th cthese 

S v~alves are o ly required to meet the combined leak e rate

k

-in NODES 1, , and 3, since this is when the Reactlr Coolant System is p essurized and prima containment is vequired.  
In some tns ances, the valves q~e required to be apable of automatca y closing durin D•ES other than NO•ES 1, 2, 

and 3. Hojever, specific lea age limits are not applicable 
in these fther HODES or condi ions.l / I

S 3-. o1if, Reviewer s Note: This SR is only quired for those plants
I with pu e valves with resilient s als allowed to be open 

during DE 1, 2, 3, or 4] and h ing blocking devices that1] 
ae!re no , permanently installed on hi e valves.

.(continued)
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Insert SR 3.6.1.3.10

The combined leakage rate for all MSIV leakage paths is < 46 scfh when tested 
at > 25 psig. The leakage rate of each main steam isolation valve path is 
assumed to be the maximum pathway leakage (leakage through the worse of the 
two isolation valves). If both isolation valves in the penetration are closed 
the actual leakage rate is the lesser leakage rate of the two valves. This 
method of quantifying leakage is only to be used for this SR (i.e.. Appendix J 
maximum pathway leakage limits are to be quantified in accordance with the 
Primary Containment Leakage Rate Testing Program).

Insert Page B 3.6-31



PCIVs 
B 3.6.1.3 

BASES 

SURVEILLANCE -SR 3.6.1.3.15 (€ inued) 

| Verifying each [ ] inch primary contain ment rg valve is 

blocked to rest ict opening to ;[501% is re uired to ensure 
that the valve can close under DBA conditi ns within the |times assumed In the analysis of Referencef 2 and 6. [The 

|SR is modified by a Note stating- that• this/SR is "only 

lrequired to b•met in NODES 1. 2, and 3.]/ If a LOCA occurs, 

lthe purge valt es must close to inaintain bntainment leakage 

|within the v nes assumed in the acciden• analysis. At 

•T•TF-• -• J other times lhen purge valves are requl bd to be capable of 

J | Jclosing (e. ., during movement of irrad lated fuel 

C -- t t e p rg !ml e a *--ful- 
op- T)m ['F1 8] 5.onthS ,* 

5k . P sAR e ine [ 5. 3 . (T
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1 
ITS BASES: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES 

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

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

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

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

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

Bases and/or to be consistent with the Specification.  

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

7. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity.  

8. Typographical/grammatical error corrected.  

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

10. Some of the Bases changes for TSTF-30, Rev. 2, have not been adopted since the SRs/ 
information is not applicable to Quad Cities 1 and 2.  

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

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

Quad Cities 1 and 2 1
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Drywell Pressure 
B 3.6.1.4

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

B 3.6.1.4 Drywell Pressure 

BASES

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

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALY!

Primary containment performance is evaluated for the entire 
ES spectrum of break sizes for postulated LOCAs (Ref. 1).  

Among the inputs to the DBA is the initial primary.  
containmntILternal pressure Ref. 1). Analyses assume an 

al dryell -pressure of[M psigi. This limitation 
ensures that the safety analysis remains valid by 
maintaining the expected initial conditions and ensures that 
the peak LOCA drywell internal pressure does not exceed the 
maximum allowable of B2 psig.  

The maxim calculated drywell pressure occurs during the 
reactor blowdown phase of the DBA, which assumes an 
instantaneous recirculation line break. The calculated peak 
drywell pressure for this limiting event is *$= psig. .  
(Ref. 1).  

Q ry well Pressure sat isfies Criterion f

1CD event of a DBA, with an initial drywell pressure 
S :; psij, the resultant peak drywell accident pressure 

1) mwill be maintained below the drywell design pressure.

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

(continued)
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Drywell Pressure 
B 3.6.1.4

BASES (continued)

ACTIONS A.d 
With drywell pressure not within the limit of the LCO, 
drywell pressure must be restored within 1 hour. The 
Required Action is necessary to return operation to within 
the bounds of the primary containment analysis. The 1 hour 
Completion Time is consistent with theACTIONSof 
LCO 3.6.1.1, *Primary Containment," which requires that 
primary containment be restored to OPERABLE status within 
Ihour.  

If drywell pressure cannot be restored to within imit 
within the required Completion Time, 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 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 3.6.1.4.1,3
REQUIREMENTS Verifying that drywell pressure is withinflimit ensures that 

unit operation remains within the limit assumed in the 
primary containment analysis, The 12 hour Frequency of this 
SR was developed, -based on operating experience related to 
trending of drywell pressure variations during the.  
applicable MODES. Furthermore, the 12 hour Frequency is 
considered adequate in view of other indications available 
in the control room, Including alarms, to alert the operator 
to an abnormal drywell pressure condition.

REFERENCES L•iFSAR, Section6..
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1 
ITS BASES: 3.6.1.4 - DRYWELL PRESSURE 

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

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

3. Typographical/grammatical error corrected.

Quad Cities 1 and 2 I



Drywell Air Temperature 
B 3.6.1.5

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

B 3.6.1.5 Drywell Air Temperature 

BASES

BACKGROUND The drywell contains the reactor vessel and piping, which 
add heat to the airspace. Drywell coolers remove heat and 
maintain a suitable environment. The average airspace 
temperature affects the calculated response to postulated 
Design Basis Accidents (OBAs). The limitation on the 
drywel1 average air temperature was developed as reasonable, 
based on operating experience. The limitation on drywell 
air temperature is used in the Reference I safety analyses.

APPLICABLE Primary containment performance is evaluated for a 
SAFETY ANALYSES spectrum of break sizes for postulated loss of coolant 

accidents (LOCAs) (Ref. .1). Among the inputs to the design 05b~asis analysis is the initial drywe11 average- air 
•mupera ure (e.).Analyses assume an initial average 
drwe11 air temperature of- . T is m tation ensures 
that the safety analysis remains valid by maintaining the 
expected initial conditions and ensures that the peak LOCA 
drywell t erature does not exceed the maximum allowable 
tempera ure of 'F(Ref. 2). Exceeding this design 
temperature4iy result in the degradation of the primary 
containment structure under accident loads. Equipment 
inside primary containment required to mitigate the effects 
of a DBA is designed to operate and be capable of operating 
under environmental conditions expected for the accident.

Drywell air teperature satisfies Criterion 2 of

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

(continued)

£

LCO
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Drywell Air Temperature 
8 3.6.1.5

BASES (continued)

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

ACTIONS Ai 

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

{If the drywall average air temperature cannot be restored to 
n llmitkwithin the required Completion Time, the plant 

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

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6-1.1 
REQUIREMENTS 

Verifying that the drywell average air temperature is within 
the LCO limit ensures that operation remains within the varwO• 
limits assumed for the primary containment anal ses 
Drywell air temperature is monitored in quadrants and at 
various elevations (referenced to mean sea level). is to 
the shape of the drywell, a volumetric average is used to Z.  
determine an accurate representation of the actual average 
temperature...  

(continued)
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Drywell Air Temperature 
B 3.6.1.5

BASES

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENT

SR 3.6.1.S.1 (continued) 

The 24 hour Frequency of the SR was developed based on 
operating experience related to drywel1 average air 
temperature variations and temperature instrument drift 
during the applicable NODES and the low probability of a DBA 
occurring-between Surveillances.. Furthermore, the 24 hour 
Frequency is considered adequate in view of other 
indications available in the control room, including alarms, 
to alert the operator to an abnomal drywell air temperature 
condition.

REFERENCES .FSAR, Section ,6... o :i

"2. FSAR, diction Z 
<ý WA, setionr6 1.
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1 
ITS BASES: 3.6.1.5 - DRYWELL AIR TEMPERATURE 

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

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

3. Typographical/grammatical error corrected.

Quad Cities 1 and 2 1
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ft s prevented on subsequent actuations. Therefore, function prevents excessive short duration 
cycles with valve actuation at the relief setpoint. !011! ) 
Each discharges s•eam througa ischarge line and 
quencher to a location near the bottom of the suppression 
pool, which causes a load on the suppression pool wall.  Actuation at lower reactor pressure results in a lower load.

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

The Wirelief mode unctons o ensure that the containment design basis of 41KI, operating on.,'subsequent 
actuations" is met. In other words, multiple simultaneous 
openings.ofTO & (following the initial opening), and the corresponding higher loads, are avoided. The safety . o 5t1.+ 
analysis demonstrates that the functions to avoid the induced thrust loads on the rdl ischarge line resulting 
froau subsequent actuations" offthe" during Design Basis 
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Insert BKGD-1

For Unit 1. the low set relief valves are of the Electromatic type. The main 
valve is operated by a pilot valve assembly which is actuated by a solenoid.  
This solenoid can be automatically energized by an automatic depressurization 
logic signal or by pressure switches in the low set relief mode.  

0 Insert BKGD-2 

For Unit 2, the low set relief valves are of the Target Rock type. When the 
solenoid is energized, a magnetic force is developed which moves a plunger 
upward until it contacts the moveable core. This motion is transmitted 
through the pilot rod to fully open two pilot discs, allowing the control 
pressure above the main disc to vent through the second pilot seat to the 
downstream side of the valve. In addition, the motion of the pilot discs 
partially reduces the control pressure above the main disc. When the force of 
the control pressure acting on the top of the main disc falls below the force 
of the inlet pressure acting on the lower annular area, the main disc will 
move to the open position. In the open position, with the moveable core 
positioned close to the fixed core, the magnetic force is well in excess of 
the closing forces due to control pressure and return spring force. This 
ensures that the main disc will be held firmly in the open position. The main 
disc can be opened even with the valve inlet pressure equal to 0 psig.

Insert Page B 3.6-38
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CValves 
LB 3.6.1.6

1G9M (-9v-alves are required to be OPERABLE to satisfy the 
assumptions of the safety analyses (Ref. 1). The /"_, 
requirements of this LCO are applicable to the mechanical ..  
and electricalTM?@__ capability of the va ves to 
function for controllTing the opening and closing of the

APPLICABILITY

ACTIONS

In MODES 1, 2, and 3, an event could cause pressurization of 
the reactor and opening o •V. 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 Q";, valves OPERABLE is not 
required in MODE 4 or. 5.

/-\With one valve inoperable, the remaining OPERABLEO(P 
I va v adequate to perform the designed function.  

However, the overall reliability is reduced. The 14 day Completion Time takes into account the redundant capability 
afforded by the remaining valvec and the low probability 

-' of an e-ven - in which theremaining valve capability 
would be.valt.e apabi

B-1and B.
If two Q 9 E5 valves are inoperable or if the inoperable =, valve cannot be restored to OPERABLE status 
within the required Completion Time, the plant must be brought to a MODE in which the LCO does not apply. To achieve this status, the plant must be brought to at least MODE 3 within 12 hours and to MODE 4 within 36 hours. The

(continued)
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BA$SS
All c- av~jc ca-5 *m 10(

ACTIONS L.1 andi.2 (continued) 

allowed Completion Times are reasonable, based on operating 
experience, to reach the required plant conditions from full 
power conditions in an orderly manner and without 
challenging plant systems.

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

SR 3.6.1.6.1chd 

A manual actuation of each valve is performed to verify 
that the valve and solenoids are functioning properly and no 
blockage exists in the valve discharge line. This can be 
demonstrated by the response of the turbine control or 
bypass valve, by a change in the measured steam flow, or by 
any other method that is suitable to verify steam flow.  
Adequate reactor steam dome pressure must be available to 

rfor-this test to avoid damaging the valv . equate 
pressure at smlch test is to be aerformed is

ASHE Boiler and
I •Pressure eess-elCode, Section XI Ref. 2). jThe Frequency of 
",0, months a ensures that each is 

solenoi _ for eac(rfi f]•• pt-esffed. • Operating 
experience has sown that these components usually Pass the 
Surveillance when performed at the-.IJJ -month Frequency. tr 
Therefore, the Frequency was concluded to be acceptable. from 
a reliability standpoint.

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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Insert SR-1

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

Insert Page B 3.6-40



'••Valves 

All ICVL-Sor-Il ess (ie 33..6 

REQUIREMENTS ý 

(continued) The designated SLW-are required to actuate 
automatically upon receipt of specific initiation signals.  
"A system functional test is performed to verif that the Sth t 

L (-o S.• (1. lmechanical portions (i.e.,-solenoids) of the unc ion 
operate as designed when initiated either by an actual or Lo Se+ Re 1 alated automatic initiation signal. The LOIC SYSTEM 
FUNCTIONAL TEST n ý..3 . overlaps this SR to provide 
complete testing of the safety function.  

ýTh umonth 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 7.  
Surveillance were performed with the reactor at power.  
Operating experience has shown these components usuall pass 
the Surveillance when performed at the mon Frequency.  
Therefore, the Frequency was concluded to be acceptable from 
a reliability standpoint.  

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

REFERENCES , 
7 FASectionf4 r 

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

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

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

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

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

Quad Cities 1 and 2 I



Reactor Building-to-Suppression Chamber Vacuum Breakers 
B 3.6.1.7 

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

B 3.6.1.7 Reactor Building-to-Suppression Chamber Vacuum Breakers 

BASES

BACKGROUND The function of the reactor building-to-suppression chamber 
vacuum breakers is to relieve vacuum when primary 
containment depressurizes below reactor building pressure.  
If. the drywell depressurizes below reactor building 
pressure, the negative differential pressure is mitigated by 
flow through the reactor building-to-suppression chamber 
vacuum breakers and through the suppression-chamber-to
drywell vacuum breakers. The design of the external 
(reactor building-to-suppression chamber) vacuum relief 
provisions consists of two vacuum breakers (ajvacuum breaker 
and an air operated butterfly valve), located in series i 

luoeufrem the reactor building o e ,T(g. --. popd•\ 
s son ch r airspace. The butterfly valve is 1o i6cuM Lt:" 

actuated differential- Pressura- The vacuum breaker is ' U'ev. hvest 

self ajrctuatnand can be 9opera e for testing +0 & ,(000" 
purposes. 14j two vacuum breakers in series must be .closed 0o jJA I%"C 
to maintain a l primary containment boundary. "it' iV' 

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

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

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

o-hi*rwi s-ec.arqo

BACKGROUND 
(continued)

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

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

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

The safety analyses assume the external vacuum breakers to be closed inittal.y o De U.  
SA. ddtio ,o th• * oractqr buildin to

Ssupp ~sstoý chebr v •, one/s assumed to? fail 

isign Basis Accident (DBA) analyses 
vacuum breakers to be closed initially and remain closet 
and leak. tight with positive primary containment pressure.

rFive cases were con ideein the safety a aly ses to ! determine the ade acy of the externalcva um breakers: 

a. A small b loss of coolant acci nt followed by 
actuation fboth primary contai nt spray loops; 

b. Inadvert t actuation of one pri ry containment spray 
loop du ng normal operation; 

c. Inauve ent actuation of both imary containment 
spray oops during normal oper ion; 

d. A pos lated DBA assuming Eme ency Core Cooling 
Syst (ECCS) runout flow wi h a condensation 
effe iveness of 50%; and 

e. A p tulated DBA assuming E S runout flow with a 
con ensation effectiveness f 100%.  

The res. ts of these five cases show that the external 
vacuum reakers, with an openi setpoint of [0.5] psid, are

(continued)
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Insert 3.6.1.7 ASA

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

Insert Page B 3.6-43



Reactor Building-to-Suppression Chamber Vacuum Breakers 
B 3.6.1.7 

BASES 

APPLICABLE ofmintaining th differenti'al pssu within 
SAFETY ANALYSES desi l ts 

(continued) 
The reactor building-to-suppression chamber vacuum breakers satisfy Crfterion 3 of-~~7 r.F Sb 3 

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

APPLICABILITY In NODES 1, , and 3, a DIBA c uld cause press rization o ) primary c.0 01anment. In 1, 2, and 3, e Suppresion 
Pool Spra System a .4 A &^ 

•~Excessive negatie pressure insid " 
•rimar. c anmnt could occur due to inadvertent 

a obe_ 0 RABLE in IDES 1, 2y and 3, _n th-e " 
Suppres aon Pool Sp y System requir to be OPE LE, to mitia *the effect of inadv ent act tijon of t• 

s~nPool Sray Syst.  

1?1 Mj ~ ODES .1, 2, and 3, a DIA could result in excessive negative differential pressure across the drywell wall caused by the rapid depressurization of the drywell. The 
t V event that results in the limiting rapid depressurization of the drywell is the primary system rupture, which purges the 
drywell of air and fills the drywell free airspace with Well Vstem. Subse uent condensation of the steam would result in 

ot•- (d•"" depressurization of the drYWell* The limiting pressure and 
,, , ,.• temperature of the primary system prior to a DBA occur in 

,v , r In MODES 4 and 5, the probability and consequences oa. these 
4/) w $a events are reduced due to the pressure and temperature , /• V'r 6160 6f limitations in these MODES. Therefore, maintaining reactor 

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

BASES 

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

ACTIONS A Note has been added to provide clarification that, for the 
purpose. of this LCO, separate Condition entry Is allowed for 
each __ tn r s od 

With one or moreovacuu- breaker$ not closed, the leak tightj
primary containment boundary may be threatened. Therefore, 
the inoperable vacuum breakers must be restored to OPERABLE 
status or the open vacuum breaker closed within (12EZlIe Pnour om-pe on IiM I is K31 Tent with l~u~umb 

•'• .... forinopeerttle suppression-ch mlr-to-drywte11 v tuum / 
t • - ( bre a k e r s ; I L O 3 . 6 1 .. -/ . . . . .01 S u p 

IHuMM Rk,,-,e The M Zip4etion Time teaks into account the redundancy a afforded by the remaining ý---7.  
breakers, the fact that'. -h--OPMRABLE breaker in each of the lines is closed, and the low probability of an event 
occurring that would require the vacuum breakers to be 
OPERABLE during this period.  

Ad 
With one or more lines with two vacuum breakers not closed, primary containment integrity is not maintained. Therefore, 
one open vacuum breaker must be closed within I hour. This Completion Time is consistent with the ACTIONS of 
LCO 3.6.1.1, "Primary Containment," which requires that 
primary*containment be restored to OPERABLE status within 
1 hour.  

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

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

BASES 

ACTIONS L.j (continued) 

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

With two lines with one or more vacuum breakers 
inoperable for opening, the primary containment boundary is 
intact. However, in the event of a containment 
depressurization, the function of the vacuum breakers is.A 
lost. Therefore, all vacuum breakers in fonerl ineumust be 
restored to OPERABLE status within I hour. This Completion 
Tim is consistent with the ACTIONS of LCO 3.6.1.1, which 
requires that primary containment be restored to OPERABLE 
status within 1 hour.  

tI t he acuum (one] -ling anot , ea 
. L,..• .rN.%J | re ~oredj~ nopron . 51s, within thw*required omp tion ,w•, ~ C T--• the plant must be bruhtk MODE in which the LCO 

cmo Tinw- / 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;1.7.1 
REQUIREMENTS 

Each vacuum breaker is verified to be closed to ensure that 
a potential breach in the primary containment boundary is 
not present. This Surveillance is performed by observing 
local or control room indications of vacuum breaker position 

a nta d betwee the reacto buildin n u ontsinu ame.The 14 day Frequency is based on engineering 

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

BASES 

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.1.7.1 (continued) 
REQUIREMENTS 

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

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

Each vacuum breaker must be cycled to ensure that it opens 
properly to perform its design function and returns to its 
fully closed position. This ensures that the safety 
analysis assumptions are valid. The ;923 day Frequency of 
this SR was developed based upon Inservice Testing Program 
requirements to perform valve testing at least once every 
[92), days.  

Demonstration of vacuum breaker opening setpoint is 
Al necessary to ensure that the safety analysis assumption 
I'2jregarding vacuum breaker full open differential Pressure of :5 O.5:.psid is valid. The {A 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. For thisAM, the & -month 
Frequency has been shown to acceptable, based on 
operating experience, and is further justified because of other surveillances performed at shorter Frequencies that 
convey the proper functioning status of each vacuum breaker.  

REFERENCES 1. FSAR, Section T.L

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

BREAKERS 

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

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

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

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

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

6. The alternate method has been deleted since it is not valid for Quad Cities 1 and 2.  

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.

Quad Cities 1 and 2 I



Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Breakers 
B 3.6.1.8 

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

B 3.6.1.8 Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Breakers 

BASES

BACKGROUND The function of the suppresstonchamber-to-drywell vacuum 
breakers is to relieve vacuum in the drywall. There. are 

DK42t internal vacuum breakers located on the vent header of 
J the vent system between the drywell and the'suppression 

chamber, which 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 
Une•)Q •] drywell boundary. Each vacuum breaker is a self 
actuating valve, similar to a check valve, which can be 
remotely operated for testing purposes.  

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

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

In addition, the waterleg in the Mark I Vent System 
downcomer is controlled by the drywell-to-suppression.  
chamber differential pressure. If the drywell pressure is 

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

BASES 

BACKGROUND less than the suppression chamber pressure, there will be an 
(continued) increase in the vent waterleg. This will result in an 

increase in the water clearing inertia in the event of a 
postulated LOCA, resulting in an increase in the peak 
drywell pressure. This in turn will result in an increase 
in the pool swell dynamic loads. The internal vacuum 
breakers Iimtt the height of the waterleg in- the- vent system 
during normal operation. )

APPLICABLE Analytical methods and assumptions involving the 
SAFETY ANALYSES suppression chamber-to-drywell vacuum breakers are presented 

in Reference I as part of the accident response of the 
primary containment systems. Internal (suppression 
chamber-to-drywell) and -external (reactor building
to-suppression chamber) vacuum breakers are provided as part 
of the primary containment to limit the negative 
differential pressure across the drywell and suppression 
chamber walls that form part of the primary containment 
boundary. ' 3OrfAB~r 
The safety analyses assume hat the internal vacuum breakers" 
are closed initiall and are fully open at a differential 
pressure of 4O.5 psid (Ref. ). Additionally, of the 
12 internal vacuum breakers are assumed to fail in a closed 

-rV •8 ) position (Ref. 1). The results of the analyses show that 
the design pressure is not exceeded even under thewos -- / case accident scenario. The vacuim breaker opening • •d__ftfferential pressure setpoint and ramran 

S" .• \of--o n1 vacuum breakers i •P are a result of the " ( 
1requirement placed on the vacumu breakers to limit the vent • /• -- System waterlog hei t•J-e dota cross scional reIF o "7 

_Th • •e main ye system between/the drywell and suppressn •-n FriS F•A-r I chaumber.neve ed to fulfill ts requirement •fs been | 
S•-" • establishet as a minimum of/[51.5] times th total bitak 

Iarea (Ref4 1). In turn, tl~ vacuum relief capacity I~teeni 

total mW vnt Pross so wi the valves set to 
erate "t .Stpsid differential pressure. Design Basis 

Accident (DBA) analyse the vacuum breakers to be 
closed initially and to remain closed and leak tight D 
the suppression at a positive pressure relative to the 

C (continued)
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2• Insert ASA-1 

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

Insert Page B 3.6-49



Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell. Vacuum Breakers 
B 3.6.1.8 

BASES 

APPLICABLE The suppression chamber-to-d vacuum breakers satisfy\ -U 
SAFETY ANALYSES Criterion 3 of 1 

(continued) 

LCO Only 9o 12Y vacuum breakers must be OPERABLE for 
oAll suppression chamber-to-drywell vacuum 

a er f PWTAMare closed (except during 

TVr L tD testing or when the vacuum breakers are pegormins their 
intended design function). _____Ku 

dMWI]TE• /orevides assurance Tn a rywe I-to
suýpress chamber negative differential) Pressure remains 
below the desti value. -he requi rement hat the vacuum 
reaers/be closed ensures that there is no excessive bypass 

leakage should a LOCA occur.  

APPLICABILITY in NOD•I 0 1, 2, and , the Suppre ion Pool Spr Syst is 

1ra.ou rid to- a• is~~lL tnm* te tho@effect+ of a NAJ 

'Eicessive negative pressure insiehe drvel Could Wu e t o i n a d v e r t e n t a ct u a t i o n o f / g s y ~ ot emI F ,h Zvur i u r e r u i euEln S 

S2, and 3, ahn the 5upre sion Pool Sp ay Sy iste ts quire 

to be OPE LE, to uItig e the effec s of inadve nt • • • .ctuation/of the Suppres ion Pool Spray 5stem.) 

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 drywall. The 
event that results in the limiting rapid depressurization of 
' the drywall is the primary system rupture that-purges the 

v-~ e'0 atw -drywall of air and fills the drywall free airspace with wellVOLUUM steam. Subsequent condensation of the steam would result in Sor, ,(he de ressurization of the dr el. The limiting pressure and 
,4if - •j- o-! •temperature of the primary system prior to a DBA occur in_.• 

S r NDES 1, 2, and 3..  
:ý#vnwber O'i 
ý)ould resu 1- A In MODES 4 and 5, the probability and consequences of these 
d, ~~4~-1o events are reduced by the pressure and temperature 

6 cm,,,, limitations in these MODES; therefore, maintaining 
suppression chamber-to-drywall vacuum breakers OPERABLE is 
not required in NODE 4 or S.  

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

BASES (continued)

With one of the required vacuum breakers inoperable for 
opening (e.g., e vacuui breaker is not open and may be 
stuck closed or not within its opening setpoint limit, so 
that it would not function as designed during an event that depressurized the drywell), the remaining 4eightl• ' 
vacuum breakers are capable of providing the vacuum relief 
function. However, overall system reliability is reduced Sbecause-4jM[L failurf in I the remaining vacuum 
breakers could result in an excessive suppression chamber
to-drywell differentia pressure during a oDA. Therefore 
with one of the niner require vacuum breakers inoperable, 
72 hours is allowed to restore at least one of the 
inoperable vacuum breakers to OPERABLE status so that plant 
conditions are consistent with %nose &Imuý for Tna nPsan 

"- j E l . The 72 hour Completion Tim is considered 
acceptable due to the low probability of an event in which 
the remaining vacuum breaker-capability would not be 
adequate.

oftI

aicationj between the
a i and SUppression chamber airspace--and, as a result, 
there s the poten a aor 

4ý1 overpressurization due to this bypass leakage if a LOCA were 
to occur. Therefore, the open vacuum breaker must be 
closed. A short time is allowed to close the vacuum breaker 
due to the low probability of an event that would pressurize primary containment. If vacuum breaker position indication 
is not reliable, an alternate method of verifying that the 

S, vacum breakers are closed is to verify that a differential 
S pressurg of •P.51 psid between the suppression chamber and 
drywell is maintained-for 1 hour without makeup. The 
required &our Completion Time is considered adequate to 
perform thwtst.

C-Jand C.

'I

T-C Fe~uiýeev At~iovi &_1j

f-the inoperable suppression can r-too-rywell vacuuii J beaker canno• be closed or resto ededL -OPERABLstatut 
Cthin the a~uired £nlton nj•the plant must be 

rought to a MODE in which the does not apply. To 

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

BASES 

ACTIONS C.1andC.2 (continued) 

achieve this status, the plant must be brought to at least 
!ME 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 ii an orderly manner and without 
challenging plant systems.  

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.1.l.1 
REQUIREKENTS 

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 Indication or by verifying that a differential 
pressurezf.[0.5f psid between the suppression chamber and 'd1ywell is maintained for I 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. is •verl cation s sorequire wIhi ours after any _•7 

discharge of teda to the supp ressi chamber frml e 

are oell-to uppression chamber d a ferential pressu to be i-opreduced byvu [O.S] psi i. a h• CMa 

k• . .. . ,., ,o,• .i 
to-dryweql vacuum breakersopened in conjunction esth the 
performance of a Surveillance to not be considered as n fatulns this SR. These periods of opening vacuum breakers are controlled by plant procedures and do not representt /_ 

inoperabJe vacuny breakerss ay • "1 w•,,u,,w , se .,( k, M4 , 'ise 4v "~, L-,

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

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

BASES

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

SR 3.... 2 (continued) 17 
additional assurance that the vacuum breakers• are OPERABLE,-' 
since they are located in a harsh environmInt (the 
suppression chamber airspace). In addition,(this functional/ 
test is required within 12 hours aftere _ aa dischahrgeef/ 
steam to the suppression chamber from the Jeeiiee T177 

YA ] .V. -1 T.r " an o n ZnaZ pause$ n • v u i ML-ary lh"21~rar +n oral-rP--

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

rgardsing vacuum breaker full o en. differential pressure of ;>y 
psid is valid. The ( V] o requency Is based on 

e need to perform this Surveillance under the conditions 
that apply during a plant outage and the potential for an 
unplanned transient if the Surveillance we pe rformed withof 
the reactor at power. or ts tac y e , 1 onth 
Frequency has been sheuownor he acceptable, based on l-Lf 
operating experience, and is fr-Uer justified because of 
other surveillances performed at shorter Frequencies that 
convey the proper functioning status of each vacuum breaker.

Rev 1, 04/07/95BWR/4 STrS B 3.6-53



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

1. Typographical error corrected for accuracy.  

2. 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, analysis 
description, or licensing basis 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. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity.  

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

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

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

Quad Cities 1 and 2 I



MSIV LCiS 
B 3.6.1.

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT EMS 

B 3.6.1.9 Main team Isolation Valve (MSIV Leakage Control System 

BASES

ACKGROU The MSIV LCS suppi its the isolation functia of the KSIVs 
by processing the -Ission products that could eak through 
the closed MSIVs after a Design Basis Accide . (DBA) loss of 
coolant accide (LOCA).  

The MSIV LCS onsists of two independent ubsystems: an 
inboard sub stem, connected between th inboard and 
outboard Vs, and an outboard subsys , connected 
iemediate downstream of the outboa MSIVs. Each 
subsyst is capable of processing Iakage from KSIVs 
followi a DBA LOCA. Each subsys; consists of blowers 
(one bb r for the inbdard subsy em and two blowers for 
the o ard subsystem), valves, iping, and heaters (for 
the board subsystem only). * F r electric heaters in th 
in rd subsystem are provided o boil off any condensat 
pr r to the gas mixture pass through the flow limit 

ach subsystem operates in -o-process modes: 
depressurizatton and blee ff. The depressurizatio process 
reduces the stem line p ssure to within the oper ing 
capability of equipment sed for the bleedoff mod . During 
bleedoff (long term 1 age control), the blowe maintain a negative pressure in he main steam lines (Ref 1). This 
ensures the leakage hrough the closed MS-IVs collected and processed by t /SIV LCS. In both pro ss modes, the 
effluent is dlsch ed to the secondary co ainment and 
ultimately filt by the Standby Gas Tr atmnt (SGT) 
System.  

The , SI , LCS s manually initiated ap ximately 20 minutes 
following a BA LOCA (Ref. 2).

/PPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSE

The MS LCS mitigates the cons uences of a DBA LOCA S 'r g that fission products hat may leak from the losed 
KSIV are diverted to the sec dary containment and 
ult tely filtered by the S System. The operati of the 
MS LCS prevents a release f untreated leakage rthis 
t of event.  

(continued)
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NSIV LCS 

B 3.6.1.9

Crit ion 3 of~ the NRC: PoliqAPPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES 

(continued) 
I

Th ~IV LCS satisfies

One NSIV LCS subsyst can provide the required proce ing 
of the NSIV leakage. 'To ensure that this capability s 
available, assumin worst case single failure, two IV LCS 
subsystems must OPERABLE.-

In MODES 1, and 3, a DBA could lead to a fssion product 
release to imary containment. Therefore, IV LCS 
OPERABILI is required during these NODES In NODES 4 
and 5, th probability aQd conse~quences 0 these events are 
reduced ue to the pressure and temperat limitations in 

these E-S. Therefore, maintaining t KSIV LCS OPERABLE 
is no required in NODE 4 or 5 to ens NSIV leakage is 
prolc sad.

�,1

ACTIONS 

With one HSIV LCS subsystem operable, the inoperable IV 
LCS subsystem must be rest to OPERABLE status wit in 
30 days. In this Conditi . the remaining OPERABLE TV LCS subsystem is adequate toerform the required leak e 
,control function. er, the overall reliabill is reduced because a sin e failure in the remainin subsystem 
could result in a Ioa loss of KSIV leakage co rol 
function. The 30 yCompletion Time is bas on the 
redundant capabil yafforded by the remaini OPERABLE NSIV 
LCS subsystem an the low probability of a LOCA 
occurring dunin this period.  

with two IV LCS subsystems mnoper le, at least one 
subsyst must be restored to OPE LE status within 7 days.  The 7 d Completion Time is bas on the low probabil~ity of the oc rrence of a DRA LOCA.  

(continued)
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ISIV LCS 
B 3.6.1.9

BASES 

ACTIONS 
(continued)

C.]I and C. 2 

If the MSIV L subsystem cannot be restored to OPERABLE 
status within he required Completion Time, the plant must 
be brought a MODE in which the LCO does not apply. To 
achieve th status, the plant must be brought to at least 
MODE 3 w in 12 hours and,-to-lNODE 4 ,within 36 hours. The 
allowed ompletion Times are reasonable, based on operating 
experi nce, to reach the required plant conditions from full 
povwe conditions in an orderly mnner and without 
cha enging plant systems.

/
SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

Each ISIV LCS blower istoperated for k [15] minutes to 
verify OPERABILITY. The 31.day Frequency was developed 
considering the known reliability of the LCS blower a 
controls, the two subsystem redundancy, and the low 
probability of a significant degradation of the MS LCS 
subsystems occurring between surveillances and h been 
shown to be acceptable through operating exper nce.  

The electrical continuity of each inbo MSIV LC subsystem 
heater is verified by a resistance ck, by verifying that 
the rate of temperature increase ts specifications, or by 
verifying that the current or age draw meets 
specifications. The 31 day F uency is based on operating 
experience that has shown t these components usually pass 
this Surveillance when pe rmed at this Frequency.  

A system functi al test is performed to ensure that the 
MSIV LCS will operate through its operating sequence. Th 
includes yefying that the automatic positioning of thh 
valves and!? he operation of each interlock and timer e 
correct hat the blowers start and develop the re red 
flow rT e and the necessary vacuum, and that the stream 
hea s meet current or wattage draw requireme s (if not 
us to verify electrical continuity in SR 3 .1.9.2). The 

(continuedd)
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KSIV LCS 

B 3.6.1.9 

BASES

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

/ 3.61: (continued) 

18] month Frequency is based on t need to perform this 
urveillance under the conditions hat apply during a plant 

outage and the potential for an u lanned transient if the 
S Surveillance were performed with he reactor at power.  
Operating experience has shown at these-components usuallyý 
pass the Surveillance when perfuied at the [18] month sFrequency. Therefore, the F uency was concluded to be t 

acceptable froma reliabilitystandpoint.

1. FSAR, Section [6.5]./ 

2. Regulatory Guide 1.9/, Revision [1].

I
I

BWR/4 STS
Rev 1, 04/07195

C2

z

B 3.6-57

!

lI



JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1 
ISTS BASES: 3.6.1.9 - MAIN STEAM ISOLATION VALVE (MSIV) 

LEAKAGE CONTROL SYSTEM (LCS) 

I1. This Bases has been deleted since the associated Specification has been deleted.

Quad Cities 1 and 2 1
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Suppression Pool Average Temperature 
B 3.6.2.1 

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

B 3.6.2.1 Suppression Pool Average Temperature 

BASES 

BACKGROUND The suppression chamber is a toroidal shaped, steel pressure 
vessel containing a volume of water called the suppression 
pool. The suppression pool is designed to absorb the decay 

W -_ _heat and sensible energy released during a reactor blowdown 
fromýlief valve discharges or from Design Basis 
Accidents (DBAs). The suppression pool must quench all the 
steam released through the downcomer lines during a loss of 
coolant accident (LOCA). This is the essential mitigative 
feature of a pressure suppression containment that ensures 
that the peak containment pressure is maintained below the r
maximum allowable pressure for DBAs (l62a psig). The 
suppression pool must alto condense steam from stem exhaust 
lines in the turbine driven systems (i.e., the High Pressure 
Coolant Injection System and Reactor Core Isolation Cooling 
System). 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.  

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

a. Complete steam condensatio ý [--the.originay limt for) Bthe e9 of a LwCF blo irwas 170-F bas9fd on the /I 
B8ode aBay ara Hmbold eBay Tes a; 

desi pressure s [62J psi gand desi9 temperatury is 

C. aens pn oscillation load [-max* um all able 

d. Chuni ng loadsr ;these o y occur -< [13 ii thnere i-re-,-W Ihr's no i /tial ten rature/limitA 
ZLeae ofcuin] t / •

(continued)
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Suppression Pool Average Temperature 
B 3.6.2.1

BASES .(continued) 

APPLICABLE The postulated DBA against which the primary containment 
SAFETY ANALYSES performance is evaluated is the entire spectrum of 

postulated pipe breaks within the primary containment.  
Inputs to the safety analyses include initial suppression 
pool water volume and suppression pool temperature 
(Reference I for LOCAs and Reference 2 for the pool 
temperature analyses reguired by Reference-3-),. An in j 
pool erature of *95ý F is assumed for the Reference 

- n analyses. Reactor shutdown at a pool 
• Weeraoure of vi)orF and vessel depressurization at a pool 1•7 

temperature of J,20Fr are assumed for the Reference 2 I 
analyses. The limit of VO5J]CF, at which testing is terminated, is not used in the safety analyses because DBAs 
are assumed to not initiate during unit testing.  

Suppression pool average temperature satisfies Criteria 2 
a n d 3 o f ( th J i R C P o I I p y it a t o me n

LCO 

,!

A limitation on the suppression pool average temperature is 
required to provide assurance that the containment 
conditions assumed for the safety analyses are met. This 
limitation subsequently ensures that peak primary 
containment pressures and temperatures do not exceed maximum 
allowable values during a postulated DBA or any transient 
resulting in heatupof the suppression pool. The LCO requirements are:

Te a. Ave/ \raequrt e nsture s t95 atlcnsin ases tAB l 
SI•T T • •_ oniions of' u gt.a ~~1 scal Averag tenrtr <noS

ae d test ng at adds beat to the suppression 
00 S. ng performed. This required value ensures 

tha e unit has testing flexibility, and was 
selected to provide margin below the X11O'F limit a-) 
which reactor shutdown is required. When testing ( 
ends, temperature must be restored to st95jrF within 
24 hours according to Required Action A.2. Therefore,• 
the time period that the temperature is >jL95jF is

(continued)
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Suppression Pool Average Temperature 
8 3.6.2.1

BASES

LCO 
(continued)

APPLICABILITY

ACTIONS

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

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

A-1and A.
With the suppression pool average temperature above the 
specified limit when not performing testing that adds heat 

ppresstion pool and when above tified ower 
V ca m •nthe initial conditi ns•sxceed the conditions 

ass for -the Reference 1, and 4 analyses. However, 
primary.contaiment cooling capability still exists, and the 
primary containment pressure suppression function will occur 
at temperatures well above those assumed for safety 
analyses. Therefore, continued operation is allowed for a 
limited time. The 24 hour Completion Time is adequate to 
allow the suppression pool average temperature to be 
restored below the limit. Additionally, when suppression 
pool temperature is > 95)t F, increased monitoring of the 
suppression pool temperature is required to ensure that it [ 
remains s V•11O'F. The once per hour Completion Time is ED 
adequate based on past experience, which has shown that pool 
temperature increases relatively slowly except when testing 

(continued)
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Suppression Pool Average Temperature 
B 3.6.2.1

BASES

ACTIONS A-1 and A.2 (continued)

that adds heat to the suppression pool is being performed.  
Furthermore, the once per hour Completion Time is considered 
deadequaen view of other indications in the control room, 
mc u no/ rs to alert the operator to an abnormal 

suppression pool average temperature condition.  

eLI 

If the suppression pool average temperature cannot be 
restored to within limits within the required Completion 7 6 -r 0111 Time, the plant must be brought to a MODE in which the LCO 
does not Iply To achieve thi; status, the Dowr must be 

- -- reuced t 0[2 AO/livisions/bf full Ac al oanqeD"" 7 for-3 
a•l /PERABL ~•wi MW 12 hours. The 12. hour Completion 

Time s reasonab e- based on operating experience, to reduce 
power from full power conditions in an orderly manner and 
without challenging plant systems.

acus neat zo tne suppression pool/is being performed.  
However, if temperature is > t1051CF, all testing must be) 
immediately suspended to preserve the heat absorption 
capability of the suppression pool. With the testing 
suspended, Condition A is entered and the Required Actions 
and associated Completion Times are applicable.

Suppression pool verage temperature > j11OKF requires that 
the reactor be ,fhut down imediately. This is accomplished 
by placing the reactor mode switch in the shutdown position.  
Further cooldown. 4tis required at normal cooldown 
rates (provided pool temperature remains S• U20F).  
Additionally, when suppression pool temperature is 
>jI)Or'F, increased monitoring of pool temperature is 
required to ensure that it remains s ,12O•'F. The once per 
30 minute Completion Time is adequate, based on operating

(continued)
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* Suppression Pool Average Temperature 
B 3.6.2.1 

BASES 

ACTIONS 0.1.an.0. (continued) 

experience. Given the high suppression pool average 
temperature in this deondition, the monitoring Frequency is}-ý 
increased to twice that of Condition A. Furthermore, the 
30 minute Completion Tim is considered adequate in view of 
other indications available. in the-control• room, i-n7 
(fgM to alert the operator to an abnormal suppression 
pool-T-erage temperature condition.  

E.1and E.  

If suppression pool average temperature cannot be maintained 
rat :g l120rF, the plant must be brought to a MODE in which 

rn 4 the LCO does not apply. To achine, this status, the reactor 
tressure must be reduced to < j pslg within 12 hours, 
and the plant must be brought to at least MODE 4 within 
36 hours. The allowed Completion Times are reasonable, 
based on operating experience, to reach the required plant 
conditions from full power conditions in an orderly manner 
and without challenging plant systems.  

Continued addition of heat to the suppression pool with 
rsuppression pool temperature > 1120'F could result in 

t exceeding the design basis maximin allowable values for 
[] 4 primary containment teperatyre or pressure. Furthermore, 

I if a blowdown were to occur when the temperature was 
> tl2o0F, the maximum allowable bulk and local temperatures 
could be exceeded very quickly.  

SURVEILLANCE 3..2..1 REQIJIREMENTS The suppression pool average temperature is regularly 
monitored to ensure that the required limits are satisfied.  
The average temperature is determined by taking an 
arithmetic average of.OPERABLE suppression pool water 
temperature channels. The 24 hour Frequency has been shown, 
based on operating experience, to be acceptable. When heat 
is being added to the suppression pool by testing, however, 
it is necessary to monitor suppression pool temperature more 
frequently. The 5 minute Frequency during testing is 
justified by the rates at which tests will heat up the 
suppression pool, has been shown to be acceptable based on 

(continued)
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Suppression Pool Average Temperature 
B 3.6.2.1

BASES 

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.2.J.1 (continued) 
REQUIREMENTS 

operating experience, and provides assurance that allowable 
pool temperatures are not exceeded. The Frequencies are 
further justified in view of other indications available in 
the control room, including alarms, to alert the operator to 
an abnormal suppression pool average temperature condition.  

REFERENCES 1. @FSAR, Section 1%.21r 

[2. &SAR, S ectionfL .  

3. NUREG-0783.  

4.

QIAAL.d c 7 1 . evPd&v 1~~ 

I / oid AIYU~/~/ 
*~~?ead) e~r-2-3 /nay/

U";¶ -ý 

4Ajuez /ý- S*/,S 

f~ 73
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1 
ITS BASES: 3.6.2.1 - SUPPRESSION POOL AVERAGE TEMPERATURE 

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

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

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

5. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity.  

6. Typographical error corrected.

Quad Cities 1 and 2 1



L.

Suppression Pool Water Level 
B 3.6.2.2

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

B 3.6.2.2 Suppression Pool Water Level 

BASES

ACKGROUND The suppression chamber is a toroidal shaped, steel pressure 
vessel containing a volume of water called thesuppression 
pool. The suppression pool is designed to absorb the energy 
associated with decay heat and sensible heat released during i • 
a reactor blowdown from WUM)rel ef valve QY]ý 
discharges or from a Design Basis Accident (DBA). The 
suppression pool must quench all the stem released through 
the dowucomer lines during a loss of coolant accident 
(LOCA). This is the essential mitigative feature of a 
pressure suppression containment, which ensures that the 
peak containment pressure is maintained below the maximum 
allowable pressure for OBAs (tSZj~psog). Ihe suppression 
pool must also condense steam from the steam exhaust lines 
in the turbine driven systems (i.e., High Pressure Coolant 
Injection (HPCI) System and Reactor Core Isolation Cooling 
(RCIC) System) and provides the main emergency water supply 
source for the vesfel. The suppression pool volume 

,ey ranges l0. O at tHe low water level limit ofj 
c s 5 ft at the high water level 

If the suppression -oo-wa evel is too low, an 
insufficient amount of water would be available to 
adequately condense the steam from theuenchers, dI 

, or HPCI and RCIC turbine exhaust lines. Low 
jowv, suppression pool water level could also result in an 
•Jý V inadequate emergency makeup water source to the Emergency 

Core Cooling System. The lower volume would also absorb 
3-• less stem energy before heating up excessively. Therefore, 

a minim4m suppression pool water level is specified.

If the suppression pool water level is too hgh, it ould .  
result in excessive clearing loads from Wlkioisharges and 
excessive pool swell loads during a DBA LOCA. Therefore, a 
maximum pool water level is specified.. This LCO specifies 
an acceptable range to prevent the suppression pool water 
level from being either too high or too low.

(continued)

B#

BWR/4 STS 8 3.6-64 Rev 1, 04/07/95



L

Suppression Pool Water Level 
B 3.6.2.2

BASES (continued)

APPLICABLE Initial suppression pool water level affects suppression ) SAFETY ANALYSES pool temp reresonse calculations, calculated drywell / 
ressure duyingi ent learin-nfor a DBA, calculated pool 

swel oads for a DBA LOCK, and calculated loads due to - discharges. Suppression pool water level must be maintained �U within the limits specified so that the safety analysis of 
Reference-.1 remains, val:id, 

S ression .ool water level satisfies Criteria 2 and 3 of 

the C Pl cySt~emen 10e-F

-ppression I water lev 1 be !I'1+t . ,, 
_1 f 1  h ei])and uired to 
ensure tw• primary co-M Inamen- con-d-i• ons assumed for 
the safety analyses are det. Either the high or low water 
level limits were used in the safety analyses, depending 
upon which is more conservative for a particular 
calculation. .....

APPLICABILITY

ACTIONS

In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA would cause significant loads on the primary containment. In MODES 4 and 5, the probability and consequences of these events are reduced due to the pressure and temperature limitations in these MODES. The requirements for maintaining suppression pool water level within limits in MODE 4 or 5 is addressed in LCO 3.5.2, "ECCS-Shutdown."

.A.

With suppression pool water level outside the limits, the 
conditions assumed for the safety-analyses are not met..  water level is below the minimum level, the pressure -e so-•cwirs zsuppression function still exists as long as nvts are 

" cere, H.PCI and RCIC turbine exhausts are covered, and i quenchers are covered. If suppression pool water level is above the maximum level, protection against 
overpressurization still exists due to the margin in the 

. ntainment pressure analysis and the capability of the 
ISpray System. Therefore, continued operation for a 

(continued)
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Suppression Pool Water Level 
B 3.6.2.2 

BASES 

ACTIONS A.l (continued) 

limited time is allowed. The 2 hour Completion Tim is 
sufficient to restore suppression pool water level to within 
limits. Also, it takes into account the low probability of 
an event impacting the suppression pool water level 
occurring during this interval.  

B.1andLB

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

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS 

Verification of the suppression pool water level is to 
ensure hthe operiare t mots are satisfied. oo r "/rqun Of .this was devel oe oeer ngconditio 

vE E urhS ng 

__• -! ~experi mce relate~ to trendinj variat ns in sup ression 
Spool qfter level and water I veI ins ~mnt drift during the] / appl •able MODE~i and to as sjssth thi Proxiumi t h 

WA eb~ fi•• eo~ d LCO evel li-* its/ urthermore,.the 24 hour
15-• .o 61e rroquancy is considered ad-equate in view of other

6astc on D indications available in the control room, including alarms, to alert.the operator to an abnormal suppression pool water •% expe•., level condition.  

REFERENCES 1. & SAR, Sectt on •,6.2 - _---

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

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

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

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

Quad Cities 1 and 2 1



RHIR 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 Coollng, Systeu-remove- bheat fromthe-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 mans 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 NODES.  01
Each RHR subsystem contains two pumps and one heat exchanger and is manually initiated and independently controlled. The two subsystems perform the suppression pool cooling function by circulating water from the suppression pool through the RHR heat exchangers 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 pump in one subsystem is sufficient to meet the overall DBA pool cooling 
requirement for loss of coolant accidents (LOCAs) and transient events such as a turb trip ornstucko~en 

lef valve . -eaage and Kigh jfressu e-jlI njection and Reactor Core Isolation Cooling Systeat)J.  testing increase suppression pool temperature more slowly.  "The RHR Suppression Pool Cooling System is also used to 
2. •lower tie suppression pool water bulk temperature following •-• such events.

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

Reference I contains the results of analyses used to predict primary containment pressure and temperature following large and small break LOCAs. The intent of the analyses is to demonstrate that the heat removal capacity of the RHR Suppression Pool Cooling System is adequate to maintain the primary containment conditions within design limits. The

(continued)
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RHR Suppression Pool Cooling 
B 3.6.2.3

BASES

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES 

(continued)

LCO

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

The RHR Suppression Pool Cooli S stem satisfies 
Criterion 3 of hd NR 0P olicy "ta emen

During a DBA, a minimum of one RHR suppression pool cooling 
subsystem is required to maintain the primary containment 
peak pressure and temperature below design limits (Ref. 1).  
To ensure that these requirements are met, two RHR 
suppression pool cooling subsystems must be OPERABLE with 
power from two safety related independent power supplies.  
Therefore, in the event of an accident, at least one 
subsystem is OPERABLE assuming the worst case single active 
failure. An RHR suppression pool' cooling subsystem is 
OPERABLE when one of the pumps, the heat exchanger, and 
associated piping, valves, instrumentation, and controls are 
OPERABLE.

APPLICABILITY

ACTIONS

In NODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could causerrelease of 
radioactive material to primary contaimentand Ua 
heatup and pressurization of primary containment. In 
NODES 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 NODE 4 
or S.

LI. ( ABLI-D 

With one RHR suppression pool cooling subsyst noperable, 
the inoperable subsystem must be restored to (OPERABLE status 
within 7 days. In this %ondition, the remainini-g-iR 3 jJ 
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

AU (continued)

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

S. _ T* -
..-- 2 M

,jooperaojgN zne plant must be Drought to a MODE in which thi 
LZM-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 conditiont from full power conditions in an 
orderly manner and without challenging plant systems.

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

SR 3.6.2.3,1 

Ve ifjn gthe cor~rect alignment for mmanu~alnower operated0
3 4R) 

tan (a ic valves in the RJR suppression pool cooling J 
flow path provides assurance that the proper flow path exists for system operation. This SR does not apply to valves that are locked, sealed, or otherwise secured in position since these valves were verified to be in the correct position prior to locking, sealing, or securing. A valve is also allowed to be in the nonaccident position provided it can be aligned to the accident position within the time assumed in the accident analysis. This is acceptable since the RHR suppression pool cooling mode is manuallX initiated. This SR does not require any testing or valve manipulation; rather, it involves verification that those valves capable of being mispositloned are in the 

correct position. This SR does not apply to valves that cannot be inadvertently misaligned, such as check valves.
The Frequency of 31 days is justified because the valves are operated under procedural control, improper valve position 
would affect only a single subsystem, the probability of an 

.event requiring initiation of the system is low, and the 
ystem is a manually initiated system. This Frequency 

(continued)
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iiInsert 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.  

9
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RHR Suppression Pool Cooling 
B 3.6.2.3 

BASES 

SURVEILLANCE S .6.2.3,1 (continued) 
REQUIREMENTS 

has been shown to be acceptable based on operating 
experience.  

ing that each AHR pump develops a flow rate 
70ipm while operating in the suppression pool cooling fethrulho the assiated heat exchanger ensures 

-DV5-u 1efomacehs ýR e a edr mCeC 
required by ASME Code, Section XI (Ref. 2). This test , prtwtry C.n imeft+ confirms one point on the pump design curve, and the results •:p.&k Press•,-Ae.. aL ,r~diaive of overall performance. Su~ch_ ~ervice 

, , iJc) •o nce an detect incipient falMures'by ndicatin 
the.s 1 1;5 no;aprformance. The Frequency of this S s | d, .. a DBA 0eR .1) accordance with the Inservice Testing Program or 

REFERENCES EjY-7@F SAR. Section XS.2f 

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

BWR/4 STS
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, 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, analysis 
description, or licensing basis description.  

2. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity.  

3. Changes have been made for consistency with similar phrases in other parts of the 
Bases.  

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

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

6. Typographical/grammatical error corrected.  

7. The IST Program at Quad Cities 1 and 2 is not required to provide information for 
trend purposes. Therefore, these words have been deleted.

Quad Cities 1 and 2 I
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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 % ý 1tellef 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 m=It be provided to remove heat from 
the suppression chamber yso that the pressure and temperature 
inside primary containment remain within analyzed design 
limits. This function is provided by two redundant RHR 
suppression pool spray subsystems. The purpose of this LCO 
is to ensure that both subsystems are OPERABLE in applicable 
MODES.  

Each of the two RHR suppression pool spray subsystems 
contains two pumps and one 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 spargerO. The spargero• only accomedate;a sWa 
portion of the total RHR pump flow; the remainder of the 
flow returns to the suppression pool through the suppression 
pool cooling return Tin&. Thus, both suppression pool __..  
cooling and suppression pool spray functions We _®rm.ed 'T 
when the Suppression Pool Spray System is initiated. 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. Either 
RHR 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 BE Suporesslon Pool Soray System satisfies Criterion 3 of VbeNRC P oicy/Stalfment 10 -- S 03 .(462 7ID) Q
1CO In the event of a DBA, a minimum of one RHR suppression pool 

spray subsystem is requ*ed to mitigate potential bypass 
leakage paths and maintain the primary containment peak 
pressure below the design limits (Ref. 1). To ensure that 
these requirements are met, two RHR suppression pool spray 
subsystems must be OPERABLE with power from two safety 
related independent power supplies. Therefore, in the event of an accident, at least one subsystem is OPERABLE assuming 
the worst case single active failure, 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.

AOPLICABILITY In NODES 1, 2, and 3, a OBA' could cause pressurization of primary containment. In NODES 4 and 5, the probability and 
consequences of these events are reduced due to the pressure 
and temperature limitations in these NODES. Therefore, 
maintaiting RHR suppression pool spray subsystems OPERABLE 
is not required in NODE 4 or 5.

ACTIONS -ILI 

With one RHR suppression pool spray subsystem inoperable, 
the inoperable subsystem must be restored to OPERABLE status r' within 7 days. In thisfondition, the remaining OPERABLE j-I 
RHR suppression pool spray 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 Ai (continued) 

However, the overall reliability is reduced because a single 
failure in the OPERABLE subsystem could result in reduced 
primary containment bypass mitigation capability. The 7 day 
Completion Time was chosen in light of the redundant RHR 
suppression pool spray capabilities afforded by the OPERABLE 
subsystem and the low probability of a DBA occurring during 
this period.  

Vith both RHR suppression pool spray subsystems inoperable, 
at least one subsystem must be restored to OPERABLE status 
within 8 hours. In thisjýondltlon, there is a substantialJ 4yg 
loss of the primary contilement bypass leakage mitigation 
function. The 8 hour Completion Time is based on this loss 
of function and is considered acceptable due to the low 
robability of a DBA and because alternative methods to 

n eat j containment are available.  

canno Tstod to atus w in associ ated3 ~ 
e onTi thepantmust e b rought to a MODE in 

,viek ic does not apply. To achieve this status, the plant must be brought to at least MODE 3 within 12 hours and 
NODE 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 .  REQUIREM4ENTS 
REQUREMETS (eri ~.Ie correct alignment for manual.)power ope rate4~ ~ 

i valves in the RHR suppression pool spray modeJ 
ow p rovides assurance that the proper flow path$ wilTI.'M 

a-xis r system operation. This SR does not apply to 
valves that are locked, sealed, or otherwise secured in 
position since these valves were verified to be in the 
correct position prior to locking, sealing, or securing. A 

(continued)
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RHR Suppression Pool Spray 
B 3.6.2.4

BASES

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

SR 3.6.2.4.1 (continued) 

valve is also allowed to be in the nonaccident position -7E: 
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 cn1n3m1]]lmode is 
manually initiated. This SR does,-not, requireoanyý 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 
w would affect only a single subsystem, the probability of an 

i event requiring initiation of the system is low, and the 
"ýMsystem is a manually Initiated system. This Frequency 
has been shown to be acceptable based on operating 
experience.  

SR 3.-2.4.

eri fyi ng.. each.,ýRHR p develops a flow r e a [400] ip-mi

e 
y 

4 
while operating in t suppression pool ray mode with 
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through the heat e anger ensures that ump performance 
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not degraded durin the cycle. -Flow i a normal test o 
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Pv rio3 r 

r r = ce requ ncy s S 

centrifuga I pump rformance required Section XI of he 
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rfo ance 
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i t fai lur 
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ASKE Code (Ref. This test co"fi oniv point on e 

11 pump rfor Ice requi red Y_ Se ion X 
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ov nc 1 1 n 
now k ' 0 

pump dest cu and is indicattv of overall perfo ance 
Such inst ice nspections confi omponeent OPERAB ITY, 

In ct I sof 0 he trend perfo ccee, aandd detect in' pient-failuress 

I P r . ut 

ind v p 
ri t I ow i n rm t ect c 0 E IT indicating ormal performance. The Frequency this SRR 

s t' t 
ump PeZ 

r i 0 ' is [in acco ance with the Inse ice Testing P ram,'but 
the Freque must not exceed 2 days].
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1 
ITS BASES: 3.6.2.4 - RHR SUPPRESSION POOL SPRAY 

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

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

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.

Quad Cities 1 and 2 I
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Drywell-to-Suppression Chamber Differential Pressure 
B 3.6.2.5 

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

B 3.6.2.5 Drywell-to-Suppression Chamber Differential Pressure 

BASES 

BACKGROUND The toroidal shaped suppression chamber, which contains the 
suppression pool, is connected to the drywell (part of the primary containment) by teightJ main vent pipes. The main 
vent pipes exhaust into a continuous vent header, from which I-Tf961(downcomer ipes extend into the suppression pool. The F__.  
pipe ei s)l ft below the minimum suppression pool water 

Slevel reou it •-y LCO 3.6.2.2, "Suppression Pool Water Level.' During a loss of coolant accident (LOCA), the 
increasing drywell pressure will force the waterleg in the downcomer pipes into the suppression pool at substantial velocities as the "blowdown" phase of the event begins. The length of the waterleg his a significant effect on the resultant primary containment pressures and loads.

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

The purpose of maintaining the drywell at a slightly higher 
pressure with respect to the suppression chamber is to 
minimize the drywell pressure increase necessary to clear the downcomer pipes to caence condensation of steam in the suppreision pool and to minimize the mass of the accelerated water leg. This reduces the hydrodynamic loads on the torus during the LOCA blowdown. The required diff ntial ur results in a downcoe 0aele f 

Initial drywell-to-suppression chamber differential pressure 
affects both the dynamic pool loads on the suppression 
chamber and the peak drywell pressure during downcomer pipe 
clearing during a Design Basis Accident LOCA. Drywell-tosuppression chamber differential pressure must be maintained 
within the specified limits so that the safety analysis 
remains valid.

Drywel l-to-suppressi on cl 
satisfies Criterion 2 of,

LC0 A d 11 to pression chamber differential pressure limit 
of psidis required to ensure that the containment 

(continued)

.3".
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Drywel 1-to-Suppression Chamber Differential Pressure 
B 3.6.2.5

BASES 

LCO conditions assumed in the safety analyses are met. A (continued) drywe11-to-suppresslon chamber differential. pressure of 
T-� �< psid corresponds to a downcomer water leg of 

ft. Failure to maintain the required differential 
,pressure could result in excessive forces on the suppression 

X" chamer due to higher water clearing loads from downcomer
vents and hiaher .ressure buildup in the Irvw•l•ei•

ltb oJOLj 4r pe.PeOdS 
a-f up -h-'4 kouars biI 
+IP. LCO 00I~+ 
re %al~reA 1.be

+hd- r""Xc.r. i4Ke
&.i??erpA+16Oj IpC-A5'A'V-.

ACTIONS

Drywell-to-suppression chamber differential pressure must be 
controlled when the primary containment is inert. The 
primary containment must be inert in MODE 1, since this is 
the condition with the highest probability for an event that 
could produce hydrogen. It is also the condition with the 
highest probability of an event that could impose large 
loads on the primary containment.  

Inerting primary containment is an operational problem 
because it prevents primary containment access without an 
appropriate breathing apparatus. Therefore, the primary 
containment is inerted as late as possible in the unit 
startup and is de-inerted as soon as possible in the unit 
shutdown. As long as reactor power is < fSJ)X RTP, the probability of an event that generates hydrogen or excessive 
loads on primary containment occurring within the first 
)249 hours following a startup or within the last J24• hours 
prior to a shutdown is low enough that these "windows,' with 
the primary containment not inerted, are also justified.  
The j24S hour time period is a reasonable amount, * oe _.  allow plant personnel to perform inerting or de-inertiqg..N•_

w

U.
If drywell-to-suppression chamber differential pressure is 
not within the limit, the conditions assumed in the safety analyses are not met and the differential pressure Z4 
restored to within the limit within e hour 
Completion Time provides sufficient time to restore 
differential pressure to within limit and takes into account 
the low probability of an event that would create excessive 
suppression chamber loads occurring during this time period.  

(continued)
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Drywell-to-Suppression Chamber Differential Pressure 
B 3.6.2.5

BASES

ACTI( 
(ci

)us 
ontinued) 

If the differential pressure cannot be restored to within 
limits within the associated Completion Time, the plant must 
be placed in a MODE in which the LCO does not apply. This 
is done by reducing power to S 5[5 RTP within -hours.  
The hour Completion -Time ,-,s- reasonabliei 

based on

operating experience, to reduce reactor power from full 
power conditions in an orderly manner and without challenging plant systems.hor

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

The drywell-to-suppression chamber differential pressure is 
regularly monitored to efisure that the required limits are 
satisfied. The 12 hour Frequency of this SR was developed 
based on operating experience relative to differential 
pressure variations and pressure instrument drift during 
applicable MODES and by assessing the proximity to the 
specified LCO differential pressure limit. Furthermore, the 
12 hour Frequeficy is considered adequate in view of other 
indications available in the control room, including alarms, 
to alert the operator to an abnormal pressure condition.

REFERENCES None.

BWR/4 STS
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1 
ITS BASES: 3.6.2.5 - DRYWELL-TO-SUPPRESSION CHAMBER DIFFERENTIAL 

PRESSURE 

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

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

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

4. Typographical/grammatical error corrected.

Quad Cities 1 and 2 I
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Primary c tainment Hydrogen Recombiner
Primry tInment Hydrogen Recombiner• 

BASESB3.3 

BACKGROUND cooler. The process as is heated t6 [1200]*F. e 

i 4 

(continued hydrogen and oxygen ases are recombined into w er vapor, 

colr he process~a/ss hetdto" *[120' .% • 

which Is then con nsed in the water spray gas ooler by the 
associated resi al heat removal subsystem a discharged 
with some of t effluent process gas to th suppression 
chamber. Th ority of the cooled, effl ent process gas 
is mixed wi the Incoming processmgas. dilutwthe 
daaa.

4
.wa. - A tn4Am,. * ha .4.~ " 4k . L .-+

/ APPLICABLE T, eprimarcntainment hydrog n'recombiner provides 
SAFETY ANALYSES )#e capabilit fcntrol I tn~g/hebul k hydrogen/ 

onetaio npimary coo ainment to less than the low# 
flaemablt concentration ofA.0 v/o following a DBA. Thi 
control would pre a Imary containment wide hydro n 
burn, thus ensuring thý pressure and temperature con itions 
assumed in the analy amre not exceeded. -The li•. ng DBA 
relative to hydrog generation is a LOCA.  

Hydrogen my ac late in primary containment ollowing a / LOCA as a.rest af: .  

a. A met steam reaction between the zi onium fuel rod 
cla ing and the reactor coolant; o 

b. diolytlc decomposition of wate in the Reactor ooI ant System.  

evaluate the potential for by en accumulation in 
primary containment following LOCA, the hydrogen 
generation is calculated as function of time following e 
initiation of the accident Assumptions recommended by 
Reference 3 are used to imize the amount of hydrog / ~ ~calcul atead.  

The calculation co .rms that when the mitigati systems 
are actuated in cordance with emergency pro eures, the 
peak hydrogen centration in the primary tainment is / ~ ~~ <4.0 v/o (Re .4)..  

The prim containment hydrogen reco ners satisfy 
Criteri 3 of the NRC Policy Stat' t.

BWR/4 STS
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C•B 3.6.3.1 

BASES 7

ACTN (continued) 

to prevent ex ding this limit, a the low probability 
failure of e OPERABLE primary tainment hydrogen recombne 

Requi Action A.1 hastbee ified by aAote.t cating 
th the provisions of .0.4 are not applic e. As a 

ult, a MODE change i ilowed when one rec iner is 
noperable. This all ance is provided bec e of the low 

probability of the currence of a LOCA t would generate 
hydrogen in aun capable of exceedi he flammability 
limit, the low bability of the fail of the OPERABLE 
subsystem, an he amount of time av lable after a 
postulated for operator actio to prevent exceeding flmai limit.  

viewer's Note: This ondition is only all for units 
with an alternate h en control system a eptable to the technical staf.  

With two prima containment hydrogen combiners 
inoperable, e ability to perform e hydrogen control 
function vealternate capabiliti must be verified by 
administ tive means within I h r. The alternate hyd en 
contro capabilities are prov ed by the [Primary 
Cont nment Inerting System one subsystem of the 
Coainent Atmosphere Di ion Systm].. The I h r 

letion Time allows asonable period of t to verify 
that a loss of hydrog control function does ot exist.  
[Reviewer's Note: T following is to be if a non
Technical Specifi ion alternate hydroge € control function 
is used to Justi this Condition. In dition, the 
alternate hyd en control system cap ii ity must be 
verified onc per 12 hours thereaf to ensure its 
continued liability.] [Both] e [initial] verificatio 
[and all bsequent verificati may be performed as a 
acdminis ative check by exam' n logs or other inform ion 
to de rmine the availabili of the alternate hydro 
con ol system. It does n mean to perform the 
S veillances needed to emonstrate OPERABILITY o the 

ternate hydrogen co rol system. If the abil y to 
per m the hydroge ontrl function is mn 

S/ (continued) 
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Prima~ry C tainment Hydrogen Reconibi rs 

B 3 .3. 1 

ES

A , IandL= (cant ued) 

continued opera on is permitted with t ydrogen 
recombiners i. perable for up to 7 days Seven days is a 
reasonable me to allow two hydrogen combiners to be 
inoperabl cause the hydrogen con 1 function is 
maintai d and. becauseof-,,the low robability of the 
occ nce of a LOCA that would enerate hydrogen in amoun 
cap e of exceeding the fl ility limit.  

If any Required Act n and associated Completion ime cannot 
be met, the plant st be brought to a NODE in ich the LCO 
does not apply. a achieve this status, the ant 'must be 
brought to at east NODE0'3 within 12 hours The allowed 
Completion me of 12 hours is reasonabl based on 
operatin rience, to reach NODE 3 f full power 
condlt s in an orderly manner and bout challenging 
plan ystens.

SURVEILLANCE S 3 
REQUIREMENTS 

Performance of a syst unctional test for each imary 
containment hydrogen combiner ensures that t recombiners 
are OPERABLE and c attain and sustain the t erature 
necessary for hycgen recombination. In p icular, this 
SR verifies th the minimum heater sheat temperature 
Increases to [(1200.F in s [1.5] hour and that it is maintained,.[11503F and < [1300]F r 2 [4] hours 
thereaft to check the ability of recombiner to 
functi ..properly (and to make su that significant heater 
el ts are not burned out). rating experience has 
sh that these components us lly pass the Surveillance 

en performed at the [18] th Frequency. Therefore,_ e 
requency was toncluded to acceptable from a rel iabj ity 

standpoint.  

This SR ensures •~ere are no physical pro s that could 

affect recombiner operation. Since the combiners are 

S/ /(continued)
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1 
ISTS BASES: 3.6.3.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT HYDROGEN RECOMBINERS 

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

Quad Cities 1 and 2 1



B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYS3h

11el Cooling Sys m Fans] 
B 3.6.3.2

BACKROUThe [Drywe Cooling System -fansyonsure a uniformly mixe 
post ate ent primary containment atmsosphere-, thereby 
uinimiz .g the potential for rocal hydrogen burns due a 

poce o hyroen above t flanuable concentration.  

The Drywell Cooling Syem fan s) are an Engineer Safety F ture and are desi towtsada loss of ool ant 
cident (LOCA) in p tt accident environments thout loss 

of function. The s stem has two independent ubsystems 
consisting of fan , fan coil units, motors~ controls, and 
ducting. Each s system is sized to ci rplate [500] sef..  
The [Drywell C ing Syltem fans] ep bth forced 
circulation a natural circulation t'ensure the proper 
mixing of hy roen in primary con~t mnt. - The 
recirculat 'n fans provide the f ed circulation to .* 
hydrogen 'ile the fan coilIs p. ~de the natural circ ation 
by Inc sing the density thirpigh the cooling of th ot 

gass tthetopof the drywil causing the cooled ases to 
gra ate to the bottom oP~the drywell. The two ubsystems 

a ntiated manually tinc fl amabilt limi would not 
reached until severi days after a LC. ch subsystem 

is oweedfro a ~parate emergency power pply. Since 
each subsystem can rovide 100% of the ml ng requirements, 
the system Will ~vide its design func on with a worst 
case single act,'ve failure.  

The [Dryweli ooling System fans] se the Drywell Cooling 
System cultngf to mi he drywell atmosphere.  The fan ~1lunits and recire tion fans are automatic ly 

dilenga 'd during a LOCA but ay be restored to servic 
manua Ay by the operator. n the eventt of a loss of ffsite 
pow ,~ all fan coil unit ,recirculating fans, and imary 
co ainment water -chil are transferred to the rgency 

esels. The fan coi units and recirculating s are started automatical from diesel power upon 1 s of offslte 
power.  

LZ ý ,__econtinued),l

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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[Drywell C ing System Fansn 
B 3.6.3.3 

BASES (continu) 

APPLICABLE The Cooling System f s] provide the cap ility for SAFETY YSES reducin he local hydrogen oncentration to ap oximately 
the b average concentr on following a Des' n Basis 
Acci nt (DBA). The 1ining DBA relative t hydrogen 
ge ration~is a LOCA.  

ydrogen may acc te in primary cont nment following a 
LOCA as a result 

a. A metal ear reaction betwee the zirconium fuel rod I 
claddin and the reactor coo nt; or 

b. Rad ytlc decomposition water in the Reactor 
Cant System.  

To aluate the potential or hydrogen accumulatoi in 
p P ry containment fol inga LOCA, the hydrog 1.  

neration as a funct n o-time following the nitiation of he accident is calc ated. Conservative ass tions 
recommended by Ref nce I are used.to maxi ze the amount of hydrogen c .c ated.  
The Reference calculations show that drogen assumed to be released the drywell within utes following a DBA LOCA raise drywell hydrogen concen ation to over 
2.S Vol percent (v/o). Natural irculation phenomena I result a gradient coaceatratto difference of less th 0.5 v in the drywell and less han 0.1 v/o in the sup ision chamber. Even th gh this gradient is a ptably small and no cred for mechanical mixing as sumed in the analysis, t [Drywell Cooling SysteI fans] are [required] to be OPE LE (typically four to *x fans are required to keep th drywell cool during o ation in ODE 1 or 2) by this 

The [DryP ll Cooli System fans] satisfy iterion 3 of the 
NRC Policy Stat nt.

Two [Dr"ywp1 Cooling System fans],04nst be OPERABLE to' sur operati of at least one fan ip'the event of a wors case 
single ctlve failure. Each qf these fans must bepowered 
from n independent safety r lated bus.  

(continued)
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t

/[rywell Cooli System Fans 

LC0 / Operation with t least one fan provaes the capability of 

ensu the capability to p ant localized hydroge 
co entrations above the umbility limit of 4 v/o in 
dr 11, assuming a wors case single active fa ure.  

n MODE 3, both the h rogen production rate nd the total 
hydrogen produced af or a LOCA would be le than that 
calculated for the BA LOCA. Also, becau of the limited 
tim in this MODE the probability of accident requirin 
/ the Drywell Co ing'System fans] is 1 . Therefore, the 
[Drywell Cooli Systm-fans] are no required in MODE 3 

In MODES 4 d 5, the probability consequences of LOCA 
are reduc due to the pressure temperature limi tions 
in these DES. Therefore, th [Dryw1 Cooling Sy[am 
fans] not required in th eMODES.  

CIONS 

Ith one [required] ye Cooling Syst fan] inoperable, 
the inoperable fan st be restored to RABLE status 
within 30 days. this Condition, t remaining OPERABLE 
fan is adequate perform the hydro n mixing function.  
However, the o rall reliability i reduced because a sin e 
failure in th OPERABLE fan could sult in reduced hvdran~n

/ mixing capab1 -ity. The 30 day letion Tim•-is base on 
the avail&ll ity of the secon an, the low probabili *of 
the occurp nce of a LOCA tha would generate hydrog in 
amounts fapable of exceedi the flammability limi , the 
amount f time available fter the event for ope tor action 
to p aent exceeding th limit, and the avail lity of the 
Pri ry Containment H rogen Recombiner Syst and the 
C tainment Atmosphe Dilution System.  

Required Action has been modified by Note indicating 
that the provis* ns of LCD 3.0.4 aarre nno applicable. 'As 

---- ntinued) 

BR4STS B 3.6-86 e 9



[Drywell Cooling stem Fans] 

B 3.6.3.2 

BASES 

ACTIONS A.(cont i ed) 

because f the low probability the occurrence of a LO 
that Id generate hydrogen amounts capable of exc ing 
the amability limit, the: probability of the fa* ure 
of he OPERABLE fan, an~d amount of time availab after postulated LOCA- for. ator-acttono' prevent ceeding 

he flamability limit 

I Reviewer's N This Condition is onl allowed for units with an al ate hydrogen control s em acceptable to e technica taff. 

With rDrywell Cooliv(6 Syst f ans 1inoperabl e,, e abi ty to perform the hydro cont function.v a 
a ernate capabilities must verified by admin trative 

ans within 1 hour. The ternate hydrogen c trol 
capabilities are provid by the [Primary Co ainment 
Inerting System or on subsystem of the Con inment 
Atmosphere Dilution ystem]. The I hour letion Time allows a reasonabj4 period of time to ve fy that a loss of hydrogen controJ/function does not exi . [Reviewer's Note: The following s to be used if a non- chnical Specification 
alternate hy.rogen control function s used to justify this ConditlonV In addition, the alte ate hydrogen control 
system q'pability must be verifi d once per 12 hours 
thereafter to ensure its conti ed availability.] [Both] 
the itilal] verification [ d all subsequent 
ve flcations] my be perf d as an administrative c ck 

examining logs or othe information to determine t availability of the alt ate hydrogen control syst . It does not, mean to perf the Surveillances needed o demonstrate OPERABI Y of the alternate hydrog control 
system. If the ab ity to perform the hydroge control function is main ined, continued operation , permitted 
with two r Cooling System fans] [o rable for up to 7 days. Seve days is a reasonable time o allow two 
[Drywell Co 1mg System fans] to be in rable because the 
hydrogen ntrol function is maintai and because of the low pro ility of the occurrence a LOCA that would 
genera hydrogen in amounts cap e of exceeding the.  
fl bility limit.  

continued)
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If any Req red Action and ass uiated Completion Ti can 
be net, e plant must be br ght to a MODE inwhi * the 
does n apply. To achiev this status, the pla must b 
brou to at least MODEJ within 12 hours. T allowed 
Co etion Time of 12 hp 7rs is reasonable, ba d on 
o rating experience, to reach NODE 3 from 1-power oditions in an o ry manner and witho challenging 

Operatin each [requiredi 11 Cooling System fan or a 15 .1 es ensures tha ea subsystem is OPERABLE nd 
hatIed contro are functioning prope0 It 

alfs ensures that bocka , fan or motor facalure r excessive vibration can detected for correct e action.  
. 1ne 92 day Frequency consistentwith the I ervi ce ,resting Program Fro encies, operating expe ence, the kno 
reliability of th an motors and control and the two 
redundant fans a hlable.  

Verify g that each [requird 11 Cooling hs tem fan: flow ate is ;! [500] scfm ens es that each fan s capable of intaining. localized hy gen concentratips below the 
ility'limnit. The ].month Frequencr y is based on e need to perform this urveillance undse the conditions that apply during a pl t outage and th otential for an unplannegf tr~ans~ient j~ he Surveillanc were performed with the reactor apoi.Operating exp ience has shown thes~e components usual] pass the Survei ance when performedat the [18] month quency. There. ethe Frequency wap concluded to acceptable f reliability standrymnt.
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1 
ISTS BASES: 3.6.3.2 - DRYWELL COOLING SYSTEM FANS 

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

Quad Cities 1 and 2 1
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B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

B 3.6.3•& Primary Containment Oxygen

Primary Containment Oxygen Concentration 
B 3.6.3 

Concentration

BASES 

BACKGROUND Al nucler reacdors mu be designed .to withstand events 
that generate hydrogen either due. to the zirconium metal 
water reaction in the core or due to radiolygis. The 
primary method to control hydrogen is to inert the primary * 
containment. With the primary containment ine rt a is, 
oxygen concentration < 4.0 volume percent (v/o), a 
combustible mixture cannot be present in the primary 
containment for any hydrogen concentration. The capability 
to inert the rimar containment and maintain oxygen newor• togeth wr n/net Hyoreon Recope-lner Isysem) 

S( /LC0/.15!3.1 'Prima Contai* nt Hd),on Regboibine~s) 
aI~nd e [D 11 Col •ir Sy in• fans]/L 03.V. 3. 2, 1 _,.i 

SL(MM methodo o-mitigate events tha ..oucenyren 
For example, an event that rapidly generates hydrogen fr e ,-n 
zirconium metal water reaction will result in excessive xv•e 
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 containmentCxex t ce Tat/We@ y rog recO ers r e hydgen a oxygen gases aster 
theappey can coduiradiol••tions.  Stcmbstion ca /occu ••his LCO ensures that oxygen 

"•-- on etration dos ntexceed 4.0 v/o during operation in 
the applicabe conditions.

APPLICABLE The Reference calculations assume that the primary 
SAFETY ANALYSES contaiuiient 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 

Al r~s&d , decomposition of water si rec in e rogen' 
S• p(Iry , - c iners/[LCO 3.6. 1) more apidly han i is pr uce 

w .t Primary containment oxygen concentration satisfies 
So do.Y:.6 _o CCriteri n 2 of the NRC Pe icy St emen 
ONaec. e, J 0F 03(()ZU

(continued)
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Insert BKGD

Radiolysis is the only significant reaction mechanism whereby oxygen, the 
limiting combustion reactant, is produced within the containment. The 
Technical Specification requirement to inert the primary containment and 
maintain oxygen < 4.0 v/o, in conjunction with the elimination of potential 
sources of air and oxygen (other than by radiolysis) from entering the primary 
containment provide assurance that the amount of oxygen that could be 
introduced into the containment will not cause the containment to become de
inerted within the first 30 days after an accident. This is consistent with 
the requirements of Generic Letter 84-09 (Ref. 1) for plants without 
recombiners.  

9
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Primary Containment Oxygen ConcentratioJ, 
B 3.6.31ý 

BASES (continued) 

LCO The primary containment oxygen concentration is maintained 

S-< 
4.0 v/o to ensure that an event that produces any amount 

Of hyd~roge-ndoes not result in a combustible mixture inside 
primary conitainment.  

APPLICABILITY The primary containment oxygen concentration must be within 
the specified limit when primary containment is inerted, 
except as allowed by the relaxations during startup and 
shutdown addressed below. The primary containment must be inert in MODE 1, since this is the condition with the 00ýox evi 
highest probability of an event that could produce hydroge 

Inerting the primary containment- is an operational problem 3 
because it prevents containment access without an 
appropriate breathing ap~aratus. 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 hydroge 
is low and the primary containment need not be inert.  
Furthermore, the probability of an eyent that generates 
hydrogen occurring within the first (240 hours of a startup, 
or within the last ;24f hours before a shutdown, is low 
enough that these windows," when the primary containment is not inerted, are also justified. The 241 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 aa oxan 
Completion Time is allowed when oxygen concentration is 
k 4.0 v/o because of the availabilit of other hydrogen 
mitigating systems (e y roerc 1 s and the low 
probability and long duration o an event that wou_- nd-r.os...  generate significant amounts of hydrogen occurring during P'rbe
this period.  

and o3n 

(continued)

BWR/4 STSB3
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Primary Containment Oxygen Concentration 
B 3.6.3

BASES

ACTIONS 
(continued)

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 appl To 
achieve this status, power must be reduced to sW15p RTP 1±) 
within 8 hours. The 8 hour Completion Time is-.reasonable, 
based on operating experience, to reduce reactor power from 
full power conditions in an .orderly manner and without 
challenging plant systems.

SURVEILLANCE S .. ee 
REQUIREMENTS 

The primary containment must be determined to be Ineby 
verifying that oxygen cofcentration is < 4.0 v/o. The 7 day 
Frequency is based on the slow rate at which oxygen 
concentration can change and on 9ther indications of c•-• 
abnormal conditions (which -7 ead to more frequent 
checking by operators in accor- ance with plant procedures).  
Also, this Frequency has been shown to be acceptable through 
operating experience.

REFERENCES @FSAR, Section qa

BWR/4 STS
Rev 1, 04/07/95B 3.6-91



JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1 
ITS BASES: 3.6.3.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT OXYGEN CONCENTRATION 

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

2. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity.  

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

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

been provided.  

5. Typographical/grammatical error corrected.

Quad Cities 1 and 2 I
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CAD System 
B 3.6.3.4 

BASES 

APPL LE b. iolytic decomposition 1 water in the Reac r 
SA ANALYSES oolant System.  (continued) (contnued CAD System satisfie Criterion 3 of the N Policy 

Statement.  

LCO Two CAD subsy ems must be OPERABLE./This ensures operatiop 
of at least hne CAD subsystem in tbe event of a worst cas 
single ac ye failure. Operatlopof at least one CAD 
subsyst •m s designed to maintn primary containment st
LOCA ryen concentration <SA v/o for 7 days. /

APPLICABILITY / in -HODES I and 2, the System is required 1t6/maintain the 
oxygen concentratio 'within primary containWnt below the 
flammablllty lim. of 5.0 v/o following aAOCA. This / 
ensures that th relative leak tlghtnesy'of primary 
containment I adequate and prevents #amage to safety .  
related equ nt and instruments located within primary 
containme . /-/ 

In NODE3, both the hydrogen aJ• oxygen production r es and 
the ital amounts produced after a LOCA would be I es than 

/ tho calculated for the Doign Basis Accident LO A. Thus, 
i- ' the analysis were to t, performed starting w a LOCA in 

3, the time to readh a flammable concentrb ion would be 
extended beyond the tee conservatively calcz ated for 
NODES I and 2. The.xtended time would al hydrogen 
removal from the 'pimary containment atmosphere by other 
mans and also /low repair -of an inope ]le CAD subsystem, 
if CAD were no available. Therefore the CAD System is not 
,required to p OPERABLE in MODE 3.  

In MODES• and 59 the probabilit and consequences of a LOCA / 
are red ced due to the pressu and temperature limitations 
of th MODES. Therefore, t CAD System is not required 
to OPERABLE in MODESa 5. a 

A/ t V.! //

BWR/4 STS
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(continued) I 
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CAD System 
B 3.6.3.4 

BASES (continue 

ACTIONS L 
If one CAD system is inoperabi it must be restored t 
OPERABLE s tus within 30 days. n this Condition, the 
remainin OPERABLE CAD subsyst is adequate to perfo the 
oxygen ontrol function. N ver, the overall relia ity 
is re . ced because, as4ngle* ailuus in the.-OPERAB 
sub stem could result in duced oxygen control pability.  
Th 30 day Completion Ti is based on the low bability 

the occurrence of a that would genera hydrogen and 
xygen in amounts ca le of exceeding the iamiabilty 

limit, the amount time available after e event for 
operator action t prevent exceein' thi limit, and the 
availability of he OPERABLE CAD subsy em and other 
hydrogen miti ting systems.  

Required ion A.1 has4meon d i by a Note that 
-indicate that the provisions of CO 3.0.4 are not 
applic e. As a result, a change is-allowed wtýn one 
CAD s system is inoperable. is allowance is pro "ded 
bec se of the low probabil yof the occurrence LOCA th would generate hyd n and oxygen in amount• capable 

exceeding the fl lity limit, the low ppbability of he failure of the OP LE subsystem, the adbnt of time available after a p ulated LOCA for operaor action to 
prevent exceeding e flamability limit,, nd the 
availability of her hydrogen mitigati systems.  

Reviewer Note: -This Conditlo is only allowed for p nts with a alternate hydrogen co rol system acceptable the 
L tech cal staff. J 
, hhtwo CAD subsystems noperable, the ability o perform 

he hydrogen control c ion via alternate c abilities 
must be verified by dministrative mans wi in I hour. The alternate hydrogen.ontrol capabilities a provided by the fPrimray Contai nt Inerting System or e hydrogen recombiner and ne Drywell Cooling Sy em fan]. The 1 hour 
Completion Tj*e allows a reasonableA riod of time to verif 
that a losp of hydrogen control fqnttion does not exist.  1 / [Reviewer s Note: The followingAs to be used if a 
non-Techf6ical Specification al rnate hydrogen contr funct$ln is used to Justify is Condition: In ad tion, 

(continued) 
_BIIR - - ... - B- ' 3---6=9- --4-
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CAD System 

8 3.6.3.44 

BASES 

ACTIONS 9. n (continued) 

the alt ~ate hydrogen cant system capablt tb 
S verifj d .once per 12 hours hereafter to ensure s 

S- onnued availability.] [Both] the [initial erification 
[ajn. all subsequent ver fications] may be pe armd as an 

inistrative check. yexamining.. logs. or er information / o determine the av lability of the alt ate hydrogen 
control system. I does not man to pe ro the 
"Surveillances neded to demonstrate O ILITY of the 
alternate hyd en control system. f the ability to 
perform the drogen control func on is maintained, / 
continued ration is permitt with two CAD subsystems/ 
inoperabl for up to 7 days. .even days is a reasonabj 
time to 11am two CAD subsy ems; to be inoperable be u e the h rogen control func n is maintained and be use of the probability of occurrence of a LOCA at would ge rate hydrogen in unts capable of exceed gthe 

auaility limit.  

With two CAD sub stems inoperable, one subsystem must I be restored to PERABLE status within 7 ays. The 7 day Completion T is based on the low p, bability of the/ 
occurrence fa LOCA that would gen ate hydrogen in the Iamounts pable of exceeding the- amaability limit, the 
amount time available after event for operator a ion to p ent exceeding this lim , and the availabilityf 0th hydrogen mitigating s t ms.  

If any Required ion cannot be met withiq he associated Completion Time he plant must be brougt to a MODE in which the LCO oes not apply. To achi this status, the 
plant wist brought to at least 3 within 12 hours.  
The alloet Completion Time of 12 h rs is reasonable, based 
on opea ng experience, to reac E 3 from full power condit)6ns in an orderly manner nd without challenging 
plan systems.  

BWR/ STSB 3.-95Rev 1, 04/07/95
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1 
ISTS BASES: 3.6.3.4 - CONTAINMENT ATMOSPHERE DILUTION (CAD) SYSTEM 

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

Quad Cities 1 and 2 1



;FSecondar)% Containment 
B 3.6.4.1

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

B 3.6.4.1 tSecondaryl Containment 

BASES

BACKGROUND The function of the isecondaryj contaiment is to contain, 
dilute, and hold up-fi-sslonivproducts 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 tsecondary € containment, the ;econdaryl 
containment is designed to reduce the activity level of the 
fission products prior to release to the environment and to 
isolate and contain fission products that are released 
during certain operations that take place inside primary 
containment, when primary containment'is not required to be 
OPERABLE, or that take pYace outside primary containment.  

(bo'-iý The *econdar&j containment is; a structure that completely enc oses %iprima containnmen and those components that 
my be postulated to contain primary system tlui This 
structure forms a control volume that serves to hold up and 

+-he- dilute the fission products. It is possible for the 
0%S pressure in the control volume to rise relative to the 

environmental pressure (e.g., due to pump and motor heat 
load additions). To prevent ground level exfiltration while 
allowing the tsecondaryJ containment to be designed as a 
conventional structure, the isecondary& containment requires 
support systems to maintain the control volume pressure at J 
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 fSGT) System."

APPLICABLE There are two principal accidents for which credit is taken 
SAFETY ANALYSES f econdar € containment OPERABILITY. These are a loss 

ofr coolant accident (LOCA) (Ref. 1) and a fuel handling r'i 
accident qnsi 1seconoarv]•_fa1 MW- (Ref. 2). The 

econdary€ containment performs no active function in 
response to each of these limiting events; however, its leak 
tightness is required to ensure that the release of 

• 1 radioactive materials from the primary containment is 
restricted to those leakage paths and associated leakage 
rates assumed in the accident analysis and that fission 

(continued)
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*SecondaryX Containment 
B 3.6.4.1

BASES

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES 

(continued)

LCO

products entrapped within the IsecondarAn containment 
structure will be treated by the SGT System prior to 
discharge to the environment.  

Jkecondar. containment satisfies Criterion 3 of 
Qoocy Tat

An OPERABLE tsecondary)k containment provides a control 
volume into which fission products that bypass or leak from 
primary containment, or are released from the reactor 
coolant pressure boundary components located in secondary, 
containment, can be diluted and processed prior to release 
to the environment. For the tsecondaryj( containment to be 
considered OPERABLE, it must have adequate leak tightness to 
ensure that the required *acuum can be established and maintaine

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a LOCA could lead to a fission product 
release to primary containment that leaks to;?secondar4 l_[71 containment. Therefore, tsecondaryt containment OPERABILITY J-J 
is required during the sam operating conditions that 
require primary containment OPERABILITY.

In NODES 4 and 5, the probability and consequences of the 
LOCA are reduced due to the pressure and temperature 
limitations in these MODES. Therefore, maintaining 
*secondaryf containment OPERABLE is not required in MODE 4 or 5 to ensure a control volume, except for other situations 
for which significant releases of radioactive material can 
be postulated, such as during operations with a potential 
for draiping the reactor vessel (OPDRVs), during CORE 
ALTERATIONS, or during movement of irradiated fuel 
assemblies in the:secondary* containment.

ACTIONS 

If *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)

J
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Insert LCO

, the hatches and blowout panels must be closed and sealed, the sealing 
mechanisms (e.g., welds, bellows, or 0-rings) associated with each secondary 
containment penetration must be OPERABLE (such that secondary containment leak 
tightness can be maintained), and all inner or all outer doors in each 
secondary containment access opening must be closed.

Insert Page B 3.6-98



:,Secondary% Containment 
8 3.6.4.1 

BASES 

ACTIONS A&I (continued) 

maintaining ixecondaryg containment during MODES 1, 2, 
and 3. This time period also ensures that the probability 
of an accident (requiring ;(•econdaryA containment 
OPERABILITY) occurring during periods where Xsecondar* 
containment is inoperable is minimal•.• 

B.1 and B.2 

If [secondaryt containment cannot be restored to OPERABLE 
status within the required Completion Time, the plant must 
be brought to a MODE in which the LCO does not apply. To 
achieve this status, the plant must be brought to at least 
MODE 3 within 12 hours a.9d 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. and C.3 

Movement of irradiated fuel assemblies in the fsecondary& 
containment, CORE ALTERATIONS, and OPDRVs can be postulated 
to cause fission product release to the tsecondaryt 
containment. In such cases, the *secondaryX 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 
tsecondaryj3contaiment is inoperable; 

Suspension of these activities shall not preclude completing 
an actio• that involves moving a component to a safe 
position. Also, action must be immediately initiated to 
suspend OPDRVs to minimize the probability of a vessel 
draindown and subsequent potential for fission product 
release. Actions must continue until OPDRVs are suspended.  

Required Action C.1 has been modified by a Note stating that 
LC 3.0.3 is not applicable. -If moving irradiated fuel 
assemblies while in MODE 4 or 5, LCO 3.0.3 3ould not specify any action. If moving irradiated fuel assemblies whi e in MODEr1,2,on.r 3. the fuel movement is independent of reacrtor " I S. her oe,l 1 1: 1;• e the casei nably to I WYpen • 

f~~~l "Pt V. . I• ssoe" b,. l y/.,k , , VVX0Ve e'V e. 0CW'r t. i 4ve• _ -
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Insert C.1. C.2, and C.3

Entering LCO 3.0.3 while in MODE 1, 2, or 3 would require the unit to be 
shutdown, but would not require immediate suspension of movement of irradiated 
fuel assemblies. The Note to the ACTIONS, "LCO 3.0.3 is not applicable," 
ensures that the actions for immediate suspension of irradiated fuel assembly 
movement are not postponed due to entry into LCO 3.0.3.

Insert Page B 3.6-99



tSecondaryj Containment'---E 
B 3.6.4.1 

BASES 

ACTIONS C.]. C.2. and C.3 (continued) 
(moveqnt if tffiedtated/tuel asseril iss woulA not be a-) 

ufMctent wiasun to yaequire a V•eactor sh~lfdown.  

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.4-1.1 
REQUIREMENTS 

This SR ensures that the jsecondaryj containment boundary is 
sufficiently leak tight to preclude exfiltration under 
expected wind conditions. The 24 hour Frequency of this SR 
was developed based on operating experience related to 
X secondaryt containment vacuum variations during the 
applicable NODES and the low probability of a DBA occurring 
between surveillances.  

Furthermore, the 24 hour Frequency is considered adequate in 
view of other indications available in the control room, 
including alarms, to alert the operator to an abnormal 
tsecondary4 containment vacuum condition.  

Verifying th~at #seconda containment 6 1 ch e n 
L__s dc ose ensures that the inftration o 

10 e&44% - outside air o such a magnitude as to prevent maintaining 
&COess e• the desired negative pressure does not occur. Verifying 

that all such openings are closed provides adequate 
assurance that iltration from the secondaryl containment 
will not occur. In is app lcation t rma 

continment OPERABILITY require. verifying jes-oor in the d

*sin~ w a .wi ivwi. bII MU sUU bcj &WG&U UN 
experience, and is considered adequate in view of 
indications of doorh l status that are 
to the operator. \

(continued)'
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Insert B 3.6.4.1.2 

•An access opening contains one inner and one outer door. In some cases 
-- •seco -ar • 11 1 AI19Mnra IrrQMZ- F I frluid _ ... . ~, F r, r, •n a,, seconda ry5 

containment barrier m multiple inner or multiple outer doors. The 
intent is to not breach the %secondaryA} containment at any time when 
S.secondaryX containment is required. This is achieved by maintaining the 
inner or outer portion of the barrier closed at all time . However, all 
9secondaryk 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.  

+kl- fhe
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1 
ITS BASES: 3.6.4.1 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT 

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

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

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

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

5. ISTS SR 3.6.4.1.5 is a test that ensures the Secondary Containment is OPERABLE; the 
leak tightness of the Secondary Containment boundary is within the assumptions of the 
accident analyses. However, it is written in such a manner that it implies that if a SGT 
subsystem is inoperable, the SR is failed ("Verify each standby gas treatment (SGT) 
subsystem can..."). As stated above, this is not the intent of the SR. Therefore, to 
ensure this misinterpretation cannot occur, the SR and this Bases description have been 
rephrased to more clearly convey the original intent of the SR, to verify the Secondary 
Containment is OPERABLE. With the new wording, if a SGT subsystem is 
inoperable, ITS SR 3.6.4.1.3 will still be met and only the SGT System Specification, 
LCO 3.6.4.3, will be required to be entered. This is clearly identified in the Bases.  

6. The Bases have been modified to provide additional clarity when describing the design 
of each access opening.

Quad Cities 1 and 2 I



C
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 
release during and following postulated Design Basis Z 
Accidents (DBAs) (Refk U. Secondar containment isolation 
within the time limits specified for those so a ion va ves 
designed to close automatically ensures that fission 
products that leak from primary containment following a OBA, 
or that are released during certain operations when primary 
containment is not required to be OPERABLE or take place 
outside primary containment, are maintained within the 
secondary contaiment'boundary.

The OPERABILITY requirements for SCIVs help ensure that an 
adequate *secondary•j containment boundary is maintained 
during and after an accident by minimizing potential paths 
to the environment. These isolation devices consist of 
either passive devices or active (automatic) devices.  
Manual valves, de-activated automatic valves secured in 
their closed position (including check valves with flow 
through the valve secured), and blind flanges are considered 
passive devices.  

Automatic SCIVsclose •on a secondaryj containment isolation 
signal to establish a boundary for untreated radioactive 
material within tsecondary* containment following a DBA or • •. other accidents.  

• ' _J(#;t Other penetration are isolated by the use of valves in the 
closed position or blind flanges.

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

The SCIVs must be OPERABLE to ensure the *secondary&] 
containment barrier to fission product releases is 
established. The principal accidents for which the 
)4econdaryjC containment boundary is required are a loss of 

olant accident (Ref. 1) and a fuel handling accident 
in de [;dcondaryZ cont, nmen (Ref. 2). The *secondaryX 
containment-performs no active function in response to 
either of these limiting events, but the boundary

(continued)
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SCIVs 
B 3.6.4.2

BASES

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES 

(continued)

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 _ r 
inside tecondaryycontaiment so that they can be treated_•"m 
by the SGT System prior to discharge to the environment.  

SCIVs satisfy Criterion 3 of W'NRV/Pollq6 St einti 

C1 0CFA 5 0,: t34. M 

LCO SCIVs form a part of the *secondary containment boundary.f--
The SCIV 'safety function is related to control of offsite 

.I ' radiation releases resulting from DBAs. )a- & o4 

The power operatedlisolation valves are considered OPERABLE 
when their isolation times are within limits and the valves 
actuate on an automatic isolation signal. The valves 

_. Ab-W ~t• | covered by this LWO, along with their associated stroke ca%,4 hi,.., 

The normally closed so a fare"---Y•-a 
considered OPERABLE wnen valyes are r ose open W 

S i• ar. administrative controls,

so••a-on valves or devices are listed in Reference 3.

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could lead to a fission product 
release to the primary containment that leaks to the 
tsecondaryl containment. Therefore, the OPERABILITY of 
SCIVs is required.

In HODES 4 and 5, the probability and consequences of these 
events are reduced due to pressure and temperature 
limitations in these MODES. Therefore, maintaining SCIVs 
OPERABLE is not required in MODE 4 or 5, except for other 
situations under which significant radioactive releases can 
be postulated, such as during operations with a potential 
for draining the reactor vessel (OPDRVs), during CORE 

(continued)
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SCIVs 
B 3.6.4.2

BASES

APPLICABILITY 
(continued)

ALTERATIONS, or durin mov of irr fuel • 
assemblies in the econdar, containment. • ovin 

-rraT ateo l ass es coEtain n 
may isooctr 1S1 and 3

ACTIONS

Rev 1, 04/07/95

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 a need for 
Xsecondary€ containment Isolation is Indicated.  

The second Not rovides clarnfication thae for the purpose 
of this LCOs-teparate Condition entry is allowed for each 
penetration flow path. This is acceptable, since the 
Required Actions for each Condition provide appropriate 
compensatory actions for each inoperable SCIV. Complying 
with the Required Actions may allow for continued operation, 
and subsequent inoperable SCIVs are governed by subsequent 
Condition entry and application of associated Required 
Actions.  

The third Note ensures appropriate remedial actions are 
taken, if necessary, if the affected system(s) are rendered 
inoperable by an inoperable SCIV.  

A.1 and A.2 

In the event that there are one or more penetration flow 
paths w••h one SCIV inoperable, the affected penetration 
flow path(s) must be isolated. The method of isolation must 
include the use of at least one isolation barrier that 
cannot be adversely affected by a single active failure.  
Isolation barriers that meet this criterion are a closed and 
de-activated automatic SCIV, a closed manual valve, and a 
blind flange. For penetrations isolated in accordance with 
Required Action A.1, the device used to isolate the 
penetration should be the closest available device to 
secondaryt containment. The Required Action must be 

completed within the 8 hour Completion Time. The specified 
time period is reasonable considering the time required to 

(continued)
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SCIVs 
B 3.6.4.2 

BASES 

ACTIONS A.1 and A.2 (continued) 

isolate the penetration, and the probability of a DBA, which 
requires the SCIVs to close, occurring during this short 
time is very low.  

For affected penetrations that have been isolated in 
accordance with Required Action A.1, the affected 
penetration must be verified to be isolated on a periodic 
basis. This is necessary to ensure that •secondar• 
containment penetrations required to be isolated following 
an accident, but no longer capable of being automatically 
isolated, will be in the isolation position should an event 
occur.. The Completion Time of once per 31 days is appropriate because the vv re operate uner' " 
administrative controls an e probability of their 
misalignment is low. Thfs Required Action does not require 
any testing or device manipulation. Rather, it involves 
verification that the affected pentration remains isolated.  

Requi red Acti on A. 2 i s modi fiead by $I~ote?4A1?appl ies to 
devices located in high radiation areas and allows them to 
be verified closed by use of administrative controls. Il2F 
Allowing verification by administrative controls is 
considered acceptable, since access to these areas is 

ticay .Therefore, the probability of -misalignment, once they have been verified to be in the 
proper position, is low.  

* Li 
With two SCIVs in one or more penetration flow paths 

.inoperable, the affected penetration flow path must be 
isolated within 4 hours. The method of isolation must 
include the use of at least one isolation barrier that 
cannot be adversely affected by a single active failure.  
Isolation barriers that meet this criterion are a closed and 
de-activated automatic valve, a closed manual valve, and a 
blind flange. The 4 hour Completion Time is reasonable 
considering the time required to isolate the penetration and 
the probability of a OBA, which requires the SCIVs to close, 
occurring during this short time, is very low.  

The Condition has been modified by a Note stating that 
Condition B is only applicable to penetration flow paths 

(continued)
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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 3.6-105



SCIVs 
B 3.6.4.2 

BASES 

ACTIONS L. (continued) 

with two isolation valves. This clarifies that only 
Condition A is entered if one SCIV is inoperable in each of 
two penetrations.  

C.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.I. D.2. and D.3 

If any Required Action and associated Completion Time are 
not met, the plant must be placed in a condition in which 
the LCO does not apply. If applicable, CORE ALTERATIONS and 
the movement of irradiated fuel assemblies in the 
*secondar•€containment must be imediately suspended.  
Suspension of these activities shall not preclude completion 
of movement of a component to a safe position. Also, if 
applicable, actions must be immediately initiated to suspend 
OPDRVs in order to minimize the probability of a vessel 
draindown and the subsequent potential for fission product 
release. Actions must continue until OPDRVs are suspended.  

,pequired Action D.1 has been modified by a Note stating that 
LCD 3.0,3 is not applicable. If moving irradiated fuel 
assemblies while in NODE 4 or 5, LCO 3.0.3 would not specify 
any action. If moving fuel while in MODE 1, 2, or 3, the 
fuel movement is independent of reactor operations 

ere o , r case, i ab y suspen vement f 
irrad ted fuel semb/lies uld not e a suff ient re son 
to uire a re tor sh 

I.co 3.0.3 is Avia?p1hc~le& wklIe .%~ ftD -4 9r 6. D.3 
How~cr, 1 e %*A,+e-d fI os(cony mioveu&ed 

(continued)

f
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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

SR 3..4.21

This SR verifies that each secondary containment manual 
isolation valve and blind flange that 7s1required to be 
closedduring accident conditions is closed. The SR helps 
to ensure that post accident leakage of radioactive fluids 
or gases outside of the j(econdary& containment boundary is 
within design limits. This SR does not require any testing 
or. valve manipulation. Rather, it involves verification 
that those SCIVs in ,Isecondary.C containment that are capable 
of being mispositioned are in the correct position.  

Since these SCIVs are readily accessible to personnel during 
Sd05 t- normal operation and verification of their position is 

+o• va(vex " relatively easy, the 31 day Frequency was chosen to 
provide added assurance that the SCIVs are in the correct 

Two Notes have been added to this SR. The first Note 
drd S/),A' applies to valves and blind flanges located in high 

, ¢itv (4 ;ý radiation areas and allows them to be verified by use of 4W administrative controls. Allowing verification by 
administrative controls is considered acceptable, since 

cek P •""~' ~'f' 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 

•r,, • 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.<

Verifying that the isolation time of each power operatedf • -) 
& automatic SCIV is within limits is required to "" 

denstrate OPERABILITY. The isolation time test ensures 
that the SCIV will isolate inma time period less than-or ,. •u~•J•.:'lthat assumd in the sa.~t ana se. *ol t~on) ••(•___ ldFre uency of this SR •ac ra -

lervie Test,4ng F7-g-r - '53 ays* .2.  

(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

REFERENCES . 9S-ecton 
I2. ..[FSAR,' Seecttiionn 11 /--

.2

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1 
ITS BASES: 3.6.4.2 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES (SCIVs) 

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

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

been provided.  

3. Typographical/grammatical error corrected.  

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

5. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity.  

6. The words in SR 3.6.4.2.2, stating that the isolation times are in the IST Program have 
been deleted. The IST Program does not include the times for the SCIVs. They are 
located in the Technical Requirements Manual.  

7. This statement has been deleted since it is incorrect. Automatic SCIVs that are 
deactivated and secured in the closed position are not OPERABLE; they are inoperable.  

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

Quad Cities 1 and 2 1
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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 

BACKGROUND T S istI required by CFR60, A0 endix/,, 41 C~~anet -Atmosphere gveantup*j(Ref, ly):, ]he, function o, 7 
the 5GT System is to ensure tha radioactive materials that 2 
leak from the primary containment into the Uecondaryf - n
containment following a Design Basis Accident (DBA) are 
filtered and adsorbed prior to exhausting to the re
environment.a efcn 

The SGT System consists of two fully redundant subsystem 
each with its own set of ductwork, dampers, charcoal filller J; 
train, and controls.

Each charcoal filter train consists of (components listed in 
order of the direction of the air flow):

a. A demister mr/ is; re ao, 

b. An electric heater; 

c. A prefllter; 0 

d. A high efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filter; 

e. A charcoal adsorber; 

f.* A second HEPA liter; and 

g. A centrifugal fan..'ti

The sizing of the SGT System equipment and components is 
based on the results of an infiltration analysis, as well a: 
an exfiltration analysis of thesecondar containmnt.  

,The internal pressure of the L-302 - in is 
maintained at a negative pressure oýf0.25 inches water 
gauge when theifystem is in operation, which represents the 
internal pressure required to ensure zero-exf1ltrati on of

s

srM e,, Einga na f( t hbii SIe&opbae•y" o• The demister is provided to remove entrained water in the 
ofair, whie the electric heater reduces the relative humidity 

whvtc).t air, whu y

(continu.dl -- •

Rev 1, 04/07/95

I

(continued•
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SGT System 
B 3.6.4.3

BASES

BACKGROUND 
(continued)

of the airstream to less than t70,4X (Ref. 2). The prefilter 
removes large particulate matter, while the'HEPA filter 
removes fine particulate matter and protects the charcoal 
from foul ing. The charcoal adsorber removes gaseous 
elemental iodine and organic iodides, and the final HEPA 
filter collects any carbon fines exhausted from the charcoal 
adsorber.

The SGT System automatically starts and operates in response 
to actuation signals indicative of conditions or an accident 
that could reouire operation of the system. Followin initiation •th chat fal f tlte t n ans s rt.-Upo• 

IF c o rthat boh subsyst are' fperatQig, )e• renat bsystem s om hton 

APPLICABLE The design basis for the SGT System is to mitigate the 
SAFETY ANALYSES- consequences of a loss of coolant accident and fuel handling 

cdents (Re . For all events analyzed, the SGT System 
(jJ•3 £4, s shown to be automatically initiated to reduce, via 

filtration and adsorption, the radioactive material released 
to the environment.

ystem satisfies Criterion 3 of C-hi NRV Pol*cy

LCO Following a DBA, la minimum of one SGT subsystem is required 
to maintain the Lsecondaryicontainment at -a negative 
pressure with respect to the environment and to process 
gaseous releases. Meeting the LCO requirements for two 
OPERABLE subsystems ensures operation of at least one SGT 
SbSystem in the event of a sinali Artivu f ur 

PLAS aury 61 .5.s a. aso reSuLeres t. k S:*I&e-

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could lead to a fission product 
release to primary containment that leaks to secondary 
containment. Therefore, SGT System OPERABILITY is required 
during these MODES.  

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

"(continued)
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Insert BKGD

the pre-selected subsystem train inlet and outlet dampers will automatically 
open, the associated train's cooling air damper closes, and the associated fan 

starts and operates at a flow rate of 4000 cfm ± 10%. The Reactor Building 
suction damper for the subsystem on the unaffected reactor unit closes and the 
subsystem's associated cooling air damper remains open to provide decay heat 
removal. After secondary containment isolation, the SGT subsystem, under calm 
wind conditions, holds the building at an average negative pressure of 0.25 
inches water gauge. A failure of the primary SGT subsystem to start within 25 
seconds will initiate the automatic start and alignment of the standby SGT 
subsystem.
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SGT System 
B 3.6.4.3 

BASES 

APPLICABILITY System in OPERABLE status is not required in NODE 4 or 5, 
(continued) except for other situations under which significant releases 

of radioactive material can be postulated, such as .during 
operations with a potential for draining the reactor vessel 
(OPDRVs), during CORE ALTERATIONS, or during movement of 
irradiated fuel assemblies in the tsecondaryý containmenti-FJf 

ACTIONS A.  

With one SGT subsystem inoperable, the Inoperable subsystem 
must be restored to OPERABLE status in 7 days. In this 
Sondition, the remaining OPERABLE SGT subsystem is adequatej----
to perform the required radioactivity release control 
function. However, the overall system reliability is 
reduced because a single failure in the OPERABLE subsystem 
could result in the radioactivity release control function 
not being adequately performed. The 7 day Completion Time 
is based on consideration of such factors as the 
availability of the OPERABLE redundant SGT System and the 
low probability of a DBA occurring during this period.  

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 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 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 
Ssecondaryk containment, during CORE ALTERATIONS, or during-L9J 
OPDRVs, when Required Action A.1 cannot be completed within 
the required Completion Time, the OPERABLE SGT subsystem 
should immediately be placed in operation. This action 
ensures that the remaining subsystem is OPERABLE that no-, 
failures that could prevent automatic actuation 

(continued)
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SGT System 
B 3.6.4.3 

BASES 

ACTIONS C.1. C.2.1. C.2.2. and C.2.3 (continued) 

occu and that any other failure would be readily 
deteci.  

An alternative to Required Action C.1 is to iunedtately 
suspend activities that represent a potential for releasing 
radioactive material to the tsecondaryj containment, thus 
placing the plant in a condition that minimizes risk. If 
applicable, CORE ALTERATIONS and movement of irradiated fuel 
assemblies must immediately be suspended. Suspension of 
these activities must not preclude completion of movement of 
a component to a safe position. Also, if applicable, 
actions must I smediately be initiated to suspend OPDRVs in 
order to minimize the probability of a vessel draindown and 
subsequent potential for fission product release. Actions 
must continue until OPDRVs are suspended.  

he Required Actions of Condition C have been modified by a 
Nte stating that LCO 3.0.31s not applicable. If moving 
iLO3.0.3 Irradiated fuel assemblies while in NODE 4 or 5, LCO 3.0.3 

awould not specify any action. If moving irradiated fuel 
Aassemblies while in HODE 1, 2, or 3, the fuel movement is 
mooe 4 Independent of reactor operations. •Trherefoe, in e er 
Sase, nability/to suspend movemen of lrr iated uel 
assembly ry'oemav%+ ass lies wou"4 not be suffici nt reas n to r uire a 

C&n c % Ta or shutdoen,.  

If both SGTS subsystems are inoperable in MODE 1, 2, or 3, 
the SGT system may not be capable of supporting the required 

/T, ser radioactivity release control function,_/The or g actos 
,q CeTIro 1t ent 0,C 3.0 .3 tImmd*tely/ 

I A ,5e Cý 

I When two SGT subsystems are inoperable, if applicable, CORE 
ALTERATIONS and movement of irradiated fuel assembliesin 
*tsecondaryg containment must immediately be suspende. _--___Q..
Suspension of these activities shall not preclude completion 
of movement of a component to a safe position. Also, if 
applicable, action must immediately be initiated to suspend 
OPDRVs in order to minimize the probability of a vessel 

(continued)
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Insert ACTION C

Entering LCO 3.0.3 while in MODE 1, 2, or 3 would require the unit to be 
shutdown, but would not require immediate suspension of movement of irradiated 
fuel assemblies. The Note to the ACTIONS, "LCO 3.0.3 is not applicable," 
ensures that the actions for immediate suspension of irradiated fuel assembly 
movement are not postponed due to entry into LCO 3.0.3.  

T Insert ACTION D 

Therefore, one SGT subsystem 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 supporting the required 
radioactivity release control function in MODES 1, 2, and 3. This time period 
also ensures that the probability of an accident (requiring the SGT System) 
occurring during periods where the required radioactivity release control 
function may not be maintained is minimal.  

SInsert ACTION E 

E.1 and E.2 

If one SGT subsystem cannot be restored to OPERABLE status within the required 
Completion Time in MODE 1, 2, or 3, the plant must be brought to a MODE in 
which the LCO does not apply. To achieve this status, the plant must be 
brought to at least MODE 3 within 12 hours and to MODE 4 within 36 hours. The 
allowed Completion Times are reasonable, based on operating experience, to 
reach the required plant conditions from full power conditions in an orderly 
manner and without challenging plant systems.
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S•T System 
B 3.6.4.3 

BASES 

ACTIONS f.- (continued) 

draindown and subsequent potential for fission product 
release. Actions must continue until OPDRVs are suspended.  

SRequired Acti on has been modifiedy a Note stating that 
L- 3.0.3 is - LCO 3.0.3 is not applicable. If moving irhadiated-fuel 
?Pf/,4€%W& w;e_ assemblies while in bth E 4 or 5, LCO 3.0.3 Pould not specify 

moo)edaxs o tite rl any action. If moving irradiated fuel assemblies while in 
2 esMuE 1 2 or,3 the fuel movent is independent of reactor 

4 t t h operat tons. o (fore/ tn eithe case cnabcll to sum i ten Ca, catue,• /A /fveen o rrad iate~ fuel ass nlies •fuld not/be a/ 

T emperatInueach SGT subsystem for n tOiu continuous hours elimn tat m#oths subsystems are OPERABLE and that all 
associay F unctren s are functioning properly. It also 

2 ensures that blockage, fan or motor fatlure, or excessive 
vibration can be detected for corrective action. Operation 

in•dth the heaters on (automatic heater cycling to maintain 
temperature). for ? The • continuoultroess aever 31 days 
eliminates moisture on the pdsorberf and HEPA frlters. The 
3e day Frequency was developed in consideration of the knopn reliability of fan motors and controls and the redundancy available in the system.  

This SR verifies that the required SGT filter testing is 
Parfonmtd in accordance wath the Ventilation Fdlter Testing 
Program (VFTP). The SGT System filter tests are in 
accordance with Regulatory Guide+ 1.52 (Ref..•(. The VdP includes testing M£PA filter performance, charcoal adsorber 
efficiency, minimum system flow rate, and the physical 
properties of the activated charcoal .(general use and 
following specific operations). Specific test frequenicies 
and additional information are discussed in detail in the 
VFTP.  

(continued)
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Insert F.1. F.2, and F.3

Entering LCO 3.0.3 while in MODE 1, 2, or 3 would require the unit to be 
shutdown, but would not require immediate suspension of movement of irradiated 
fuel assemblies. The Note to the ACTIONS, "LCO 3.0.3 is not applicable," 
ensures that the actions for immediate suspension of irradiated fuel assembly 
movement are not postponed due to entry into LCO 3.0.3.
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SGT System 
B 3.6.4.3

BASES

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS 

(continued) This SR verifies that each SGT subsystem starts.on receipt 
of an actual or simulated initiation signal. While this 
Surveillance can be performed with the reactor at power, 
operating experience-has shown that these cp rent usually 
pass theSurvefllancewhen, performed-at, the(r 1 l E Znt 
Frequency. The LOGIC SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TESgT- 3.3.6.2j 
overlaps this SR to provide complete testing of e safety 
function. Therefore, the Frequency was found to be ) 
acceptable from a reliability stand oint.  

,� �-�,' Se ,,r•,y e _w I,,+

REFERENCES 1. 40 FR 5 , Ap indi TA, 41 FPA i - , 3.I..i 

2. gFSAR, -Section EK6J2Q* 

( IZ~) Regulatory Guide 1.52, Rev. [-I

I, LAF-SA~t Set~v^ 16.(-.5 
s~, U.F:SAE'L &doU! A$. U5
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1 
ITS BASES: 3.6.4.3 - STANDBY GAS TREATMENT (SGT) SYSTEM 

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

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

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

4. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity.  

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

Quad Cities 1 and 2 1



GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: SECTION 3.6 - CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

ADMINISTRATIVE CHANGES 
("A.x" Labeled Comments/Discussions) 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change involves reformatting, renumbering, and rewording the existing 
Technical Specifications. The reformatting, renumbering, and rewording process 
involves no technical changes to the existing Technical Specifications. As such, this 
change is administrative in nature and does not impact initiators of analyzed events or 
assumed mitigation of accident or transient events. Therefore, this change does not 
involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident 
previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not involve a physical alteration of the plant (no new or 
different type of equipment will be installed) or changes in methods governing normal 
plant operation. The proposed change will not impose any new or eliminate any old 
requirements. Thus, this change does not create the possibility of a new or different 
kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The proposed change will not reduce a margin of safety because it has no impact on any 
safety analyses assumptions. This change is administrative in nature. Therefore, the 
change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: SECTION 3.6 - CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

RELOCATED SPECIFICATIONS 
("R.x" Labeled Comments/Discussions 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, CornEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

I1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change relocates requirements and surveillances for structures, systems, 
components or variables that do not meet the criteria for inclusion in Technical 
Specifications as identified in the Application of Selection Criteria to the Dresden 2 and 
3 Technical Specifications. The affected structures, systems, components or variables 
are not assumed to be initiators of analyzed events and are not assumed to mitigate 
accident or transient events. The requirements and surveillances for these affected 
structures, systems, components or variables will be relocated from the Technical 
Specifications to an appropriate administratively controlled document which will be 
maintained pursuant to 10 CFR 50.59. In addition, the affected structures, systems, 
components or variables are addressed in existing surveillance procedures which are 
also controlled by 10 CFR 50.59 and subject to the change control provisions imposed 
by plant administrative procedures, which endorse applicable regulations and standards.  
Therefore, this change does not involve a significant increase in the probability or 
consequences of an accident previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated.  

The proposed change does not involve a physical alteration of the plant (no new or 
different type of equipment will be installed) or a change in the methods governing 
normal plant operation. The proposed change will not impose or eliminate any 
requirements and adequate control of existing requirements will be maintained. Thus, 
this change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from 
any accident previously evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The proposed change will not reduce a margin of safety because it has no impact on any 
safety analysis assumptions. In addition, the relocated requirements and surveillances 
for the affected structure, system, component or variable remain the same as the 
existing Technical Specificationt. Since any future changes to these requirements or 
the surveillance procedures will be evaluated per the requirements of 10 CFR 50.59, no 
reduction in a margin of safety will be permitted.
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GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: SECTION 3.6 - CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

RELOCATED SPECIFICATIONS 

("R.x' Labeled Comments/Discussions 

3. (continued) 

The existing requirement for NRC review and approval of revisions, in accordance with 
10 CFR 50.92, to these details proposed for relocation does not have a specific margin 
of safety upon Which to evaluate. However, since the proposed change is consistent 
with the BWR ISTS, NUREG-1433, Rev. 1, approved by the NRC Staff, revising the 
Technical Specifications to reflect the approved level of detail ensures no significant 
reduction in the margin of safety.
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GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: SECTION 3.6 - CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

TECHNICAL CHANGES - MORE RESTRICTIVE 
("M.x" Labeled Comments/Discussions) 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change provides more stringent requirements for operation of the facility.  
These more stringent requirements do not result in operation that will increase the 
probability of initiating an analyzed event and do not alter assumptions relative to 
mitigation of an accident or transient event. The more restrictive requirements continue 
to ensure process variables, structures, systems, and components are maintained 
consistent with the safety analyses and licensing basis. Therefore, this change does not 
involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident 
previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not involve a physical alteration of the plant (no new or 
different type of equipment will be installed) or changes in the methods governing 
normal plant operation. The proposed change does impose different requirements.  
However, these changes are consistent with the assumptions in the safety analyses and 
licensing basis. Thus, this change does not create the possibility of a new or different 
kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The imposition of more restrictive requirements either has no impact on or increases 
the margin of plant safety. As provided in the discussion of the change, each change in 
this category is by definition, providing additional restrictions to enhance plant safety.  
The change maintains requirements within the safety analyses and licensing basis.  
Therefore, this change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: SECTION 3.6 - CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

"GENERIC" LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES: 
RELOCATING DETAILS TO TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION BASES, UFSAR, TRM, OR 
OTHER PLANT CONTROLLED DOCUMENTS 
("LA.x" Labeled Comments/Discussions) 

In accordance with the criteria set forthin 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 relocates certain details from the Technical Specifications to the 
Bases, UFSAR, TRM, or other plant controlled documents. The Bases, UFSAR, 
TRM, and other plant controlled documents containing the relocated information will 
be maintained in accordance with 10 CFR 50.59. In addition to 10 CFR 50.59 
provisions, the Technical Specification Bases are subject to the change control 
provisions in the Administrative Controls Chapter of the ITS. The UFSAR is subject to 
the change control provisions of 10 CFR 50.71(e), and the plant procedures and other 
plant controlled documents are subject to controls imposed by plant administrative 
procedures, which endorse applicable regulations and standards. Since any changes to 
the Bases, UFSAR, TRM, or other plant controlled documents will be evaluated per the 
requirements of the Bases Control Program in Chapter 5.0 of the ITS or 10 CFR 50.59, 
no increase (significant or insignificant) in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated will be allowed. Therefore, this change does not involve 
a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not involve a physical alteration of the plant (no new or 
different type of equipment will be installed) or a change in the methods governing 
normal plant operation. The proposed change will not impose or eliminate any 
requirements, and adequate control of the information will be maintained. Thus, this 
change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The proposed change will not reduce a margin of safety because it has no impact on any 
safety analysis assumptions. In addition, the details to be transposed from the 
Technical Specifications to the Bases, UFSAR, TRM, or other plant controlled
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GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: SECTION 3.6 - CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

"GENERIC" LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES: 
RELOCATING DETAILS TO TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION BASES, UFSAR, TRM, OR 
OTHER PLANT CONTROLLED DOCUMENTS 
("LA.x" Labeled Comments/Discussions) 

3. (continued) 

documents are the same as the existing Technical Specifications. Since any future 
changes to these details in the Bases, UFSAR, TRM, or other plant controlled 
documents will be evaluated per the requirements of 10 CFR 50.59, no reduction 
(significant or insignificant) in a margin of safety will be allowed. Based on 10 CFR 
50.92, the existing requirement for NRC review and approval of revisions, to these 
details proposed for relocation, does not have a specific margin of safety upon which to 
evaluate. However, since the proposed change is consistent with the BWR ISTS, 
NUREG-1433, Rev. 1, approved by the NRC Staff, revising the Technical 
Specifications to reflect the approved level of detail ensures no significant reduction in 
the margin of safety.

Quad Cities 1 and 2 6



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.

Quad Cities 1 and 2 7



GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: SECTION 3.6 - CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

"GENERIC" LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES: 
EXTENDING SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCIES FROM 18 MONTHS TO 24 MONTHS 
FOR SURVEILLANCES OTHER THAN CHANNEL CALIBRATIONS 
("LD.x" Labeled Comments/Discussions) (continued) 

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

Although the proposed change will result in an increase in the interval between 
surveillance tests, the impact on system availability is minimal based on other, more 
frequent testing or redundant systems or equipment, and there is no evidence of any 
failures that would impact the availability of the systems. Therefore, the assumptions 
in the licensing basis are not impacted, and the proposed change does not involve a 
significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT 

L. 1 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, CornEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

I1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change provides an allowed outage time to restore drywell-to-suppression chamber 
bypass leakage during operation in MODE 1, 2, or 3. With drywell-to-suppression 
chamber bypass leakage outside of limits in MODE 1, 2, or 3, the current Technical 
Specifications do not provide any actions. The proposed change provides 1 hour for 
restoration of this condition prior to commencing a required shutdown. Drywell-to
suppression chamber bypass leakage is an attribute of maintaining Primary Containment 
Integrity (in ITS terminology, primary containment OPERABILITY) and is not 
considered as an initiator of any previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change 
does not significantly increase the probability of such accidents. The proposed change 
allows temporary operation when the drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass leakage 
requirement is not met. However, the consequences of an event that may occur during 
the proposed allowed outage time are not any different than during the current allowed 
outage time for other loss of primary containment integrity (OPERABILITY) situations.  
Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the consequences of any 
previously analyzed accident.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities or to 
the operation of the plant. Further, the change impacts only the Required Action 
Completion Time for restoring drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass leakage and 
does not result in any change in the response of the equipment to an accident.  
Therefore, the change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of 
accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

This change impacts only the Required Action Completion Time for restoration of 
drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass leakage during operation in MODE 1, 2, or 3.  
The methodology and limits of the accident analysis are not affected, nor is the primary 
containment response. This change results in an allowed outage time consistent with 
other ITS ACTIONS for similar primary containment degradations. Therefore, the 
change does not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT 

L.2 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a.significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change deletes the requirement associated with CTS 4.7.K.5 to obtain an NRC 
review of the test schedule for subsequent tests if any leak rate test result is not within 
required limits. The subsequent test schedule has already been approved by the NRC.  
If two consecutive tests have failed, then the test must be performed every 9 months 
until two consecutive tests pass. The requirement to obtain NRC concurrence with the 
test schedule is not assumed to be an initiator of any analyzed event and does not impact 
assumptions of any design basis accident. Additionally, the concurrence is not required 
or assumed for the mitigation of any accident. Therefore, this change does not 
significantly increase the probability or consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated.  

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.

Quad Cities 1 and 2 2



NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT 

L.3 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change allows the drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass leakage to exceed 
to the current limit as long as leakage is less than or equal to the acceptable design 
A/"k limit assumed in the safety analysis at times other than during the first unit 
startup following performance of bypass leakage testing. The change also deletes the 
detail of the initial differential pressure to perform the bypass leakage test from the 
Technical Specifications. Drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass leakage rate is an 
attribute of maintaining Primary Containment Integrity, and consequently, of Primary 
Containment OPERABILITY. Drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass leakage and 
testing methods are not considered as initiators of any previously analyzed accident, 
and therefore, the proposed change does not significantly increase the probability of 
such accidents. The proposed change allows continued operation with drywell-to
suppression chamber leakage that is greater than 2 % of the acceptable design value, but 
less than or equal to the design leakage limit. The change also deletes the detail 
of the initial differential pressure to perform the bypass leakage test from the Technical 
Specifications. Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the consequences 
of any previously analyzed accident.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities, or to 
the operation of the plant. Drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass leakage is assumed 
to be less than or equal to the design A/f"k limit under accident conditions. The change 
will not result in drywell-to-suppression chamber leakage in excess of this design limit, 
or result in any change in the response of the equipment to an accident. Therefore, the 
change does not increase the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
previously analyzed.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT 

L.3 CHANGE (continued) 

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

This change impacts the acceptance criteria for drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass 
leakage rate at times other than during the first unit startup following performance of 
bypass leakage testing performed in accordance with proposed ITS SR 3.6.1.1.2. The 
change also deletes the detail of the initial differential pressure to perform the bypass 
leakage test from the Technical Specifications. The methodology and limits of the 
accident analyses are not affected, nor is the primary containment response. The 
change will result in an allowable drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass leakage that 
is less than or equal to the design A/1 "k limit at all times. Therefore, the change does 
not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.

Quad Cities 1 and 2 4



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, 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 eliminates the requirement to perform testing of drywell-to-suppression 
chamber bypass leakage at an increased frequency following two consecutive leak test 
failures. If two consecutive tests result in a leakage that is greater than the specified 
limit, the current Technical Specifications require testing at an increased frequency until 
testing results in two consecutive, successful tests. The proposed change would 
dispense with this provision. Drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass leakage rate is an 
attribute of maintaining Primary Containment Integrity, and consequently of Primary 
Containment OPERABILITY. Drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass leakage is not 
considered as an initiator of any previously analyzed accident, and therefore, the 
proposed change does not significantly increase the probability of such accidents. The 
proposed change will not result in operation with leakage in excess of the acceptable 
design value. Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the consequences 
of any previously analyzed accident.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities, or to 
the operation of the plant. Drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass leakage is assumed 
to be less than or equal to the design A/I"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/fk limit at any time.  
Therefore, the change does not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCK 

L. 1 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, CornEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

I1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change would allow the temporary opening of the remaining OPERABLE 
door for the purpose of making repairs to a primary containment air lock. This change 
does not affect the air lock design or function, and failure of an air lock is not identified 
as the initiator of any event. Therefore, this proposed change does not involve an 
increase in the probability of an accident previously evaluated. The change to allow the 
temporary opening of the one OPERABLE door for the purpose of making repairs 
results in a potential increase in consequences should an accident occur while it is open, 
but this increase is minimized through administrative controls and offset by the avoided 
potential consequences of an unnecessary transient during shutdown. The potential 
consequences resulting from the combination of: 1) the frequency of experiencing an 
inoperable air lock door such that temporarily opening the OPERABLE door is 
required for access to repair; 2) the brief period the OPERABLE door would be opened 
for access (typically on the order of one minute per entry/exit); and 3) the occurrence 
of an event of sufficient magnitude to cause an immediate containment pressure increase 
such that an air lock door could not be closed; are not considered to be significant.  
Additionally, providing the ability to eliminate the potential consequences of extended 
operation with only one OPERABLE door closed (not allowing repairs to be made to 
restore the second door to OPERABLE status); further minimizes the consequences.  
The allowance is proposed to have strict administrative control, which will provide 
assurance that any associated potential consequences are minimized. Finally, the 
allowed time for both doors to be open is not expected to exceed the currently allowed 
time for required action when containment integrity is determined to not be met.  
Therefore, these proposed changes do not involve a significant increase in the 
consequences of an accident previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not involve any design changes, plant modifications, or 
changes in plant operation. The primary containment air lock is designed and assumed 
to be used for entry and exit. Its operation does not interface with the reactor coolant 
or any controls which could impact the reactor coolant pressure boundary or its support 
systems. Further, brief periods of loss of containment integrity are acknowledged in
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCK 

L. 1 CHANGE 

2. (continued) 

the existing license; Specification 3.6.1.1 allows 1 hour to restore losses in containment 
integrity prior to requiring a plant shutdown.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The design, function, and OPERABILITY requirements for the primary containment 
air lock remains unchanged with this proposed revision. Containment leak rate limits 
are unaffected. The proposed change to allow the temporary opening of the one 
OPERABLE door for the purpose of repairing an inoperable door, is not considered to 
be a significant reduction in the margin of safety. The combination of: 1) the 
frequency of experiencing an inoperable air lock door such that containment entry is 
required for access to repair; 2) the brief period the OPERABLE door would be opened 
for access (typically on the order of one minute per entry/exit); and 3) the occurrence 
of an event of sufficient magnitude to cause an immediate containment pressure increase 
such that the air lock door could not be closed; are not representative of a significant 
reduction in the margin of safety. Additionally, providing the ability to eliminate any 
reduction in safety resulting from the extended operation with only one OPERABLE 
door closed (not allowing repairs to be made to restore the second door to OPERABLE 
status); minimizes any reduction in the margin of safety. The allowance is proposed to 
have strict administrative control, which will provide assurance that any associated 
safety reduction is further minimized. Therefore, these proposed changes do not 
involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCK 

L.2 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change allows time to verify an OPERABLE air lock door is closed when a 
primary containment air lock is inoperable. This change does not affect the air lock 
design or function and one primary containment air lock door per airlock is sufficient to 
maintain primary containment integrity during a DBA. Additionally, the air lock doors 
are normally closed except for entry and exit and ITS 3.6.1.2 ACTIONS continue to 
provide adequate assurance that the primary containment function is maintained by 
requiring one OPERABLE air lock door to be closed within 1 hour which results in the 
same consequences as the primary containment being inoperable for 1 hour. Therefore, 
this change does not involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of 
a previously evaluated accident.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The change does not necessitate a physical alteration of the plant (no new or different 
type of equipment will be installed) or changes in parameters governing normal plant 
operation. Thus, this change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind 
of accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

This change allows time to verify an OPERABLE air lock door is closed when a 
primary containment air lock is inoperable. This change does not affect the air lock 
design or function and one primary containment air lock door per airlock is sufficient to 
maintain primary containment integrity during a DBA. Additionally, the air lock doors 
are normally closed except for entry and exit and ITS 3.6.1.2 ACTIONS require one 
air lock door to be closed within 1 hour. The proposed changes provides a time period 
for closing an OPERABLE air lock door that is consistent with respect to the time 
period provided for the condition of primary containment inoperable. In addition, the 
proposed change provides the benefit of potentially avoiding an unnecessary plant 
shutdown by providing time to close an OPERABLE air lock door. As such, no 
significant reduction in a margin of safety is involved with this change.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCK 

L.3 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change would allow verification that primary containment air locks are locked 
closed to be done by administrative means if the barrier is in a high radiation area or 
the access to them is limited due to inerting. Neither an open nor an inoperable airlock 
is considered as an initiator of any previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this 
change does not significantly increase the probability of such accidents. The proposed 
change provides actions with appropriate compensatory measures to maintain a level of 
safety equivalent to compliance with this and similar LCOs, such as containment 
OPERABILITY. These actions do not result in isolation barrier function different than 
assumed in any accident. Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the 
consequences of any previously analyzed accident.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities, but 
does allow a different method of verification. However, since the change includes 
compensatory measures which maintain a level of safety equivalent to the capabilities of 
the equipment, the change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of 
accident from any previously analyzed accident.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

This change allows the use of administrative means to provide compensatory actions in 
place of actual visual verification. The high radiation area and primary containment 
inerted access control and these additional administrative controls continue to provide 
adequate containment boundary should an accident occur. Therefore, the change does 
not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCK 

L.4 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change replaces the cumulative time limitation on a yearly basis for 
removal of personnel with an inoperable air lock door to a time period of 7 days for 
any single entry into the Condition. This change does not affect the air lock design or 
function, and failure of an air lock is not identified as the initiator of any event.  
Therefore, this proposed change does not involve an increase in the probability of an 
accident previously evaluated. The change to allow the temporary opening of the one 
OPERABLE door for purposes other than making repairs in excess of current 
limitations (1 hour per year) will not increase the consequences should an accident 
occur while it is open since the allowance is currently permitted. Since additional 
administrative controls are required, the actual time the air lock will be opened will be 
minimized thereby reducing the potential of operating outside the design basis.  
Additionally, providing the ability to eliminate the potential consequences of the 
transient of plant shutdown to follow (due to inability to perform preventive or 
corrective maintenance) further minimizes the consequences. Finally, the allowed time 
for both doors to be open is not expected to exceed the currently allowed time limit.  
Therefore, these proposed changes do not involve a significant increase in the 
consequences of an accident previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not involve any design changes, plant modifications, or 
changes in plant operation. The primary containment air lock is designed and assumed 
to be used for entry and exit. Its operation does not interface with the reactor coolant 
or any controls which could impact the reactor coolant pressure boundary or its support 
systems. Further, brief periods of loss of containment integrity are acknowledged in 
the current Technical Specifications prior to requiring a plant shutdown. Therefore, the 
proposed change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident 
from any previously evaluated.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCK 

L.4 CHANGE (continued) 

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The design, function, and OPERABILITY requirements for the primary containment 
air lock is unchanged with this proposed revision. Containment leak rate limits are 
unaffected. The proposed change replaces the cumulative time limitation on a yearly 
basis for removal of personnel with an inoperable air lock door to a time period of 7 
days for any single entry into the Condition. This is not considered to be a significant 
reduction in the margin of safety. The combination of: 1) the frequency of 
experiencing an inoperable air lock door such that containment entry is required; 2) the 
brief period the OPERABLE door would be opened for access (typically on the order of 
one minute per entry/exit); and 3) the occurrence of an event of sufficient magnitude to 
cause an immediate containment pressure increase such that the air lock door could not 
be closed; are not representative of a significant reduction in the margin of safety.  
Additionally, providing the ability to eliminate any reduction in safety resulting from 
the transient of plant shutdown to follow (due to inability to perform preventive or 
corrective maintenance) minimizes any reduction in the margin of safety. The 
allowance is proposed to have strict administrative control which will provide assurance 
that any associated safety reduction is further minimized. Therefore, these proposed 
changes do not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCK 

L.5 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The primary containment air lock interlock is not assumed to be an initiator of any 
analyzed event. The role of the interlock is to ensure the primary containment 
boundary is maintained, thereby limiting consequences. Failure of the interlock during 
testing could result in a loss of primary containment OPERABILITY. Since the 
proposed change reduces the frequency of challenge to the interlock, the probability of 
a loss of primary containment OPERABILITY during the MODES when primary 
containment is required (LCO 3.6.1.1) is reduced. The OPERABILITY of the 
interlock has no effect on the consequences of an accident previously evaluated because 
no credit is taken for it in the mitigation of an accident. Therefore, this change does 
not involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of a previously 
evaluated accident.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not necessitate a physical alteration of the plant (no new or 
different type of equipment will be installed) or changes in parameters governing 
normal plant operation. The proposed change will still ensure the interlocks remain 
OPERABLE when required. Thus, this change does not create the possibility of a new 
or different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

This change reduces the challenges to primary containment OPERABILITY during 
MODES when primary containment is required to be OPERABLE. Further, proving 
the OPERABILITY of the air lock interlock at more frequent intervals serves no useful 
purpose since no enhancement to safety is gained by simply testing the interlock. From 
the standpoint of primary containment OPERABILITY and a reduction of unnecessary 
testing, the proposed change represents an enhancement to safety. As such, no 
significant reduction in a margin of safety is involved with this change.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCK 

L.6 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change deletes the requirement to have one air lock door "locked" closed 
at all times when an air lock is being used for entry and exit when the air lock 
mechanism is found to be inoperable. This change does not affect the air lock design or 
function, and failure of an air lock is not identified as the initiator of any event.  
Therefore, this proposed change does not involve an increase in the probability of an 
accident previously evaluated. In the proposed Specifications, with an air lock 
mechanism inoperable entry into and exit from primary containment is permissible only 
under the control of a dedicated individual. The duties of this individual are to perform 
the function of the interlock; to ensure both air lock doors are not opened 
simultaneously. That is, one door will be closed at all times. The requirement to have 
one door "locked" closed is not necessary. As long as one door is closed the 
containment integrity function will be maintained, and therefore, the requirement is not 
necessary during entry and exit into the containment. Locking .an air lock door does 
not allow normal operation of the air lock. More time is required for locking therefore 
personnel will ,spend more time in the air lock instead of performing safety related 
activities. When entry and exit is no longer required, the proposed Specifications will 
continue to require at least one door to be "locked" closed. With the door locked, the 
dedicated individual is no longer required, and entry into the containment is prevented.  
The proposed requirements are considered adequate for ensuring primary containment 
integrity and at the same time control entry into the primary containment when the air 
lock mechanism is found to be inoperable. Therefore, the proposed change does not 
involve a significant increase in the consequences of an accident previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not involve any design changes, plant modifications, or 
change in plant operation. The primary containment air lock is designed and assumed 
to function when it is closed vice "locked" closed. Its operation does not interface with 
the reactor coolant or any controls which could impact the reactor coolant pressure 
boundary or its support systems. Therefore, the proposed change does not create the 
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any previously evaluated.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCK 

L.6 CHANGE (continued) 

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The design, function, and OPERABILITY requirements for the primary containment 
air lock remains unchanged with this proposed revision. Containment leak rate limits 
are unaffected. In the proposed Specifications, with an air lock interlock mechanism 
inoperable entry into and exit from primary containment is permissible only under the 
control of a dedicated individual. The duties of this individual are to perform the 
function of the interlock; to ensure both air lock doors are not opened simultaneously.  
That is, one door will be closed at all times. The requirement to have one door 
"locked" closed is not necessary. As long as one door is closed the containment 
integrity function will be maintained during entry and exit into the containment.  
Locking an air lock door does not allow normal operation of the air lock. More time is 
required for locking, therefore, personnel will spend more time in the air lock instead 
of performing safety related activities. When entry and exit is no longer required, the 
proposed Specifications will continue to require at least one door to be "locked" closed.  
With the door locked, the dedicated individual is no longer required and entry into the 
containment is prevented. The proposed requirements are considered adequate for 
ensuring primary containment integrity, and at the same time, control entry into the 
primary containment when the air lock interlock mechanism is found to be inoperable.  
The proposed requirements will ensure the function of the interlock is met. Therefore, 
the proposed change does not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES 

L. 1 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1 . Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change relaxes the allowed restoration times to isolate the affected penetration(s) if 
one valve is inoperable from 4 hours to 72 hours for PCIVs in penetrations with a 
closed system and only one PCIV. The proposed change does not increase the 
probability of an accident. The time allowed to isolate the penetration by use of de
activated automatic valve, blind flange, etc. is not assumed to be an initiator of any 
analyzed event. The PCIVs isolate to control leakage from the primary containment 
during accidents. Allowing the additional time to isolate the PCIVs will not 
significantly increase the consequences of an accident. The consequences will be the 
same for the proposed times as for the current time. The additional time, however, will 
allow more time to repair the inoperable PCIV and possibly avoid a shutdown.  
Shutting down the plant is a transient which puts thermal stress on components which 
could increase the chances of challenging safety systems. In addition, the closed system 
piping or water seal will ensure primary containment integrity is maintained. This 
change will not alter assumptions relative to the mitigation of an accident or transient 
event. Therefore, this change will not involve a significant increase in the probability 
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change will not result in any changes to equipment design or capabilities or the 
operation of the plant. The proposed change will still require the PCIVs to be restored 
to OPERABLE status. Therefore, this change will not create the possibility of a new or 
different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

This change relaxes the allowed restoration time for isolating the affected penetration(s) 
if one valve is inoperable from 4 hours to 72 hours for PCIVs in penetrations with a 
closed system and only one PCIV. The margin of safety is not significantly reduced 
because the closed system piping or the water seal acts as a primary containment 
isolation barrier. Also, the time allowed to isolate penetrations is not assumed in any 
safety analysis and current safety analysis assumptions will be maintained. The added 
time also allows more time to isolate the PCIVs.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES 

L.2 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

Check valves that serve as containment isolation valves are not assumed to be initiators 
of any analyzed event. The role of these valves is to isolate containment during 
analyzed events, thereby limiting consequences. The change establishes compensatory 
measures using a check valve as an isolation barrier which are equivalent to those 
already included in Technical Specifications. The proposed actions will not allow 
continuous operation such that a single failure could allow a containment release 
through an unisolated path. Therefore, this proposed change will not involve a 
significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change does not result in any changes to equipment design or capabilities or the 
operation of the plant. The proposed change will still ensure the containment boundary 
is maintained. Thus, this change does not create the possibility of a new or different 
kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The check valves which -would be used for this proposed compensatory measure are 
containment isolation valves and leak tested per 10 CFR 50, Appendix J. In addition, 
the proposed action established the check valve as an isolation barrier that cannot be 
adversely affected by a single active failure. As a result, any reduction in a margin of 
safety will be insignificant and offset by the benefit gained by reducing unnecessary 
plant shutdown transients when equivalent compensatory measures exist to ensure the 
containment boundary is maintained.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES 

L.3 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, 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, 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 an isolated primary containment penetration to be opened 
under administrative controls. Primary containment isolation is not considered as an 
initiator of any previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change does not 
significantly increase the probability of such accidents. The proposed administrative 
controls provide an acceptable compensatory action to assure the penetration is isolated 
in the event of an accident. Therefore, the consequences of a previously analyzed event 
that may occur during the opening of the isolated line would not be significantly 
increased.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change provides an additional acceptable compensatory action following failure of 
other equipment. The current requirements are based on providing a single active 
failure proof boundary to compensate for the loss of one of the two active boundaries.  
The proposed change provides an alternative which essentially returns the system to its 
original configuration (i.e., configuration which can provide a single active failure 
proof boundary.) Therefore, this change does not create the possibility of a new or 
different kind of accident from any previously analyzed accident.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The margin of safety considered in determining the required compensatory action is 
also based on providing the single active failure proof boundary. Since the proposed 
compensatory boundary essentially meets the original criteria and provides leakage 
characteristics essentially similar to currently approved compensatory boundaries, the 
change does not involve a significant reduction -in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES 

L.5 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, 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 requirement to verify primary containment isolation valve isolation times are 
within limits to verify the restoration of a primary containment isolation valve is not 
assumed in the initiation of any analyzed event. This requirement was specified in the 
Technical Specifications to ensure the OPERABILITY of a primary containment 
isolation valve was positively verified following repair, maintenance, or replacement.  
The proposed deletion of this explicit requirement is considered acceptable since 
SR 3.0.1 requires the appropriate SRs to be performed to demonstrate OPERABILITY 
after restoration of a component that cause the SR to be failed. In this case, SR 3.0.1 
would require SR 3.6.1.3.5 (for PCIVs other than MSIVs) and SR 3.6.1.3.6 (for 
MSIVs), as applicable, to be performed, which require verification that isolation times 
of the affected primary containment isolation valves are within limits. As a result, the 
accident consequences are unaffected by this change. Therefore, this change will not 
involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident 
previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated is not created because the proposed change does not introduce a new mode of 
plant operation and does not involve physical modification to the plant.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The proposed deletion of the explicit requirement to verify primary containment 
isolation valve isolation times are within limits following repair, maintenance, or 
replacement is considered acceptable since SR 3.0.1 requires the appropriate SRs to be 
performed to demonstrate OPERABILITY after restoration of a component that cause 
the SR to be failed. In this case, SR 3.0.1 would require SR 3.6.1.3.5 (for PCIVs 
other than MSIVs) and SR 3.6.1.3.6 (for MSIVs), as applicable, to be performed, 
which require verification that isolation times of the affected primary containment 
isolation valves are within limits. As a result, the existing requirement to verify 
primary containment isolation valve isolation times are within limits following repair, 
maintenance, or replacement is maintained. Therefore, this change does not involve a 
significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES 

L.6 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The phrase "actual or," in reference to the isolation test signal, has been added to the 
system functional test surveillance test description. This does not impose a requirement 
to create an "actual" signal, and does not eliminate any restriction on producing an 
"actual" signal. While creating an "actual" signal could increase the probability of an 
event, existing procedures and 10 CFR 50.59 control of revisions to them, dictate the 
acceptability of generating this signal. The proposed change does not affect the 
procedures governing plant operations and the acceptability of creating these signals; it 
simply would allow such a signal to be utilized in evaluating the acceptance criteria for 
the system functional test requirements. Therefore, the change does not involve a 
significant increase in the probability of an accident previously evaluated. Since the 
method of initiation will not affect the acceptance criteria of the system functional test, 
the change does not involve a significant increase in the consequences of an accident 
previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not introduce a new mode of plant operation and does not 
involve physical modification to the plant. Therefore, it does not create the possibility 
of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

Use of an actual signal instead of the existing requirement, which limits use to a test 
signal, will not affect the performance or acceptance criteria of the Surveillance.  
OPERABILITY is adequately demonstrated in either case since the system itself can not 
discriminate between "actual" or "test" signals. Therefore, the change does not involve 
a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES 

L.7 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change removes the requirement that the EFCVs must check flow and 
replaces it with a requirement to isolate to their isolation position. The EFCVs are 
designed to automatically go to the isolation position in the event of an instrument line 
break during normal reactor operation, or under accident conditions. The EFCVs are 
not credited to isolate in the instrument line break accident and are not the initiators of 
any accidents. Therefore, the change does not involve a significant increase in the 
probability or consequences of any accident previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change will not impact the method of testing the EFCVs. Accident 
analysis for the instrument line break assumes the line breaks at containment and that 
neither the EFCV nor the manual block valve are available to isolate the instrument 
line. (The accident is terminated by cooling down the plant and closing the manual 
valve after the plant is shutdown and depressurized.) Since the testing method is not 
being changed and no credit is taken for the EFCV to isolate on an instrument line 
break, the change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident 
from any accident evaluated previously.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

EFCVs are installed in instrument lines to automatically act to check flow within the 
first few seconds of the instrument line break. The proposed surveillance will not 
change the method by which the valves are tested, since the requirement to verify the 
EFCVs isolate to their isolation position remains. Neither GDC 55, GDC 56, 
Regulatory Guide 1.11, nor the Quad Cities 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 designed such that in the event of an instrument line break between 
containment and the EFCV, the leakage is reduced to the maximum extent practical 
consistent with other safety requirements. Accident analysis does not credit the EFCVs 
or the manual block valve for the instrument line break. Therefore, this change does 
not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES 

L.8 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1 . Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change would allow additional time to isolate an excess flow check valve 
penetration. Excess flow check valve isolation is not considered an initiator of any 
previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the 
probability of such accidents. The proposed change allows additional temporary 
operation with less than the required isolation capability. However, the consequences 
of an event that may occur during the extended outage time would not be any different 
than during the currently allowed outage time. Therefore, this change does not 
significantly increase the consequences of any previously analyzed accident.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change does not result in any changes to equipment design. or capabilities, but does 
allow an extended period of operation with equipment not capable of performing its 
safety function. However, the leakage that may occur in the event of an additional 
single failure would be less than the previously analyzed leakage, thus, the additional 
time provided for isolation of the penetration does not impact the reactor coolant 
pressure boundary or its support systems. Therefore, this change does not create the 
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any previously analyzed 
accident.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The margin of safety considered in determining the allowed outage time is based on 
engineering judgement, and the probability of occurrence of an event requiring the 
unavailable capabilities. The proposed extension is based on the minimal impact of an 
excess flow valve being out of service, and the need to avoid an unnecessary plant 
transient caused by the forced shutdown. Therefore, the change does not involve a 
significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES 

L.9 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, 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 excludes the position verification of manual valves and blind 
flanges when the manual valves and blind flanges are locked, sealed or secured in the 
correct position. Primary containment isolation is not considered an initiator of any 
previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change will not involve an increase in the 
probability of an accident previously evaluated. This change only alters the method of 
verifying the position of manual valves and blind flanges that are locked, sealed, or 
otherwise secured in the correct position. This allowance is acceptable since the 
probability of misalignment of a locked, sealed, or secured manual valve or blind 
flange, once it has been verified to be in the proper position, is small. The position 
verification of these manual valves and blind flanges is still maintained (the verification 
is performed upon locking, sealing, or securing the manual isolation device in 
position). As a result, the accident consequences are unaffected by this change.  
Therefore, this change will not involve an increase in the consequences of an accident 
previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change does not introduce a new mode of plant operation and does not involve 
physical modification to the plant. The position verification of these manual valves and 
blind flanges is still maintained (the verification is performed upon locking, sealing, or 
securing the manual isolation device in position). Therefore, it does not create the 
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The proposed change excludes the position verification of manual valves and blind 
flanges when the manual valves and blind flanges are locked, sealed or secured in the 
correct position. This change only alters the method of verifying the position of 
manual valves and blind flanges that are locked, sealed, or otherwise secured in the 
correct position. This allowance is acceptable since the probability of misalignment of 
a locked, sealed, or secured manual valve or blind flange, once it has been verified to 
be in the proper position, is small. The position verification of these manual valves
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES 

L.9 CHANGE 

3. (continued) 

and blind flanges is still maintained (the verification is performed upon locking, 
sealing, or securing the manual isolation device in position). Eliminating the position 
verification of these manual valves and blind flanges in radiation areas increases safety 
to plant personnel and reduces exposure to plant personnel which is consistent with the 
As-Low-As-Reasonably-Achievable (ALARA) concept. Since the position verification 
of these manual valves and blind flanges is still maintained and the probability of 
misalignment of these manual valves and blind flanges is small due to the affected 
manual valves and blind flanges being locked, sealed, or secured in the correct 
position, this change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES 

L.10 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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 (whether or not the isolation device is 
located inside the containment) or that are locked, sealed, or otherwise secured, to be 
performed by the use of administrative means. The entry into high radiation areas is 
restricted by plant procedures, therefore, any inadvertent opening of these devices is 
very low. If a procedure or maintenance is performed and these valves are opened, 
their closure would be required upon completion of the associated procedure or 
maintenance. Therefore, adequate measures are in place to ensure these valves remain 
closed. The Required Action or Surveillance may be verified by reviewing that no 
work was performed in the radiation area since it was closed or if work was performed 
in the area that closure was verified upon completion of the work if the valve was 
opened. Plant procedures control the operation of locked, sealed, or otherwise secured 
isolation devices; thus the potential for inadvertent misalignment of these devices after 
locking, sealing, or otherwise securing is low. In addition, the isolation devices were 
verified to be in the correct position prior to locking, sealing, or otherwise securing.  
This change does not cause a significant increase in the probability or consequences of 
any previously analyzed accident since administrative methods are in place to ensure the 
penetration is closed when required.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities or to 
the operation of the plant. Further, since the change impacts only the method of 
verification and does not result in any change in the response of the equipment to an 
accident, the change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of 
accident from any previously analyzed accident.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

This change allows the use of administrative means to provide compensatory actions in 
place of actual visual verification. The high radiation area access control, locked valve 
controls, and these additional administrative controls continue to provide adequate 
containment should an accident occur. Therefore, this change does not involve a 
significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 

ITS: 3.6.1.4 - DRYWELL PRESSURE 

There were no plant specific less restrictive changes identified for this Specification.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.5 - DRYWELL AIR TEMPERATURE 

There were no plant specific less restrictive changes identified for this Specification.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.6 - LOW SET RELIEF VALVES 

L. 1 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, 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 requirement to place the reactor mode switch in Shutdown in the event of an open 
relief valve is not assumed in the initiation of any analyzed event. The requirement of 
Action 1 of CTS 3.6.F was provided to ensure that, in the event of an open relief valve 
which could not be closed in a timely manner, the reactor mode switch would be placed 
in the Shutdown position in anticipation of exceeding a suppression pool average 
temperature of 11 OF. However, Required Action D. 1 of ITS 3.6.2.1 will still require 
that the reactor mode switch be immediately placed in Shutdown if the suppression pool 
average temperature is Ž1 10°F. As such, the Required Actions of ITS 3.6.2.1 are 
adequate to ensure that the reactor mode switch will immediately be placed in the 
Shutdown position if the suppression pool average temperature exceeds 1 10F. As a 
result, accident consequences are unaffected by the deletion of the requirement to place 
the reactor mode switch in the Shutdown position if an open relief valve is unable to be 
closed. Therefore, this change will not involve a significant increase in the probability 
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated is not created because the proposed change does not introduce a new mode of 
plant operation and does not involve physical modification to the plant.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

This change deletes the requirement to place the reactor mode switch in the Shutdown 
position if an open relief valve is unable to be closed. This requirement of Action 1 of 
CTS 3.6.F was provided to ensure that, in the event of an open relief valve which could 
not be closed in a timely manner, the reactor mode switch would be placed in the 
Shutdown position in anticipation of exceeding a suppression pool average temperature 
of 110'F. However, Required Action D. 1 of ITS 3.6.2.1 will still require that the 
reactor mode switch be immediately placed in Shutdown if the suppression pool average 
temperature is Ž 110 °F. As such, the Required Action of ITS 3.6.2.1 are adequate to 
ensure that the reactor mode switch will immediately be placed in the Shutdown 
position if the suppression pool average temperature exceeds 110°F. In
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.6 - LOW SET RELIEF VALVES 

L. 1 CHANGE 

3. (continued) 

addition, Emergency Operating Procedures and Special Operating Procedures address 
the appropriate actions to take in response to an open relief valve. As a result, 
continued assurance is provided that plant operation will be maintained with safety 
analysis assumptions. Therefore, this change does not involve a significant reduction in 
a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.7 - REACTOR BUILDING-TO-SUPPRESSION CHAMBER VACUUM 

BREAKER 

L. 1 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase, in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change would allow 1 hour of operation with one or both vacuum breakers in both 
lines inoperable for opening. The vacuum breakers are not initiators of any previously 
analyzed accident. Therefore, the change does not significantly increase the frequency 
of such accidents. The change will not increase the consequences of an accident 
previously analyzed since continued operation is not allowed with both lines inoperable, 
thus the consequences are the same during the additional 1 hour as it is during the 
current shutdown times.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not introduce a new mode of plant operation and does not 
involve physical modification to the plant. Therefore, it does not create the possibility 
of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The change is acceptable based on the small probability of an event requiring the 
vacuum breakers and the desire to minimize plant transients. This 1 hour Completion 
Time is also consistent with the allowed time for other containment inoperabilities (i.e., 
leakage). As such, any reduction in a margin of safety will be insignificant and offset 
by the benefit gained from providing some time to restore the vacuum breakers.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.7 - REACTOR BUILDING-TO-SUPPRESSION CHAMBER VACUUM 

BREAKER 

L.2 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, CornEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

I1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The reactor building-to-suppression chamber vacuum breaker position indication 
instrumentation is not assumed in the initiation of any analyzed event. The 
requirements for the vacuum breaker position indication instrumentation do not need to 
be explicitly stated in the Technical Specifications. To perform the verifications and 
tests required for the Surveillance Requirements of ITS 3.6.1.7, the capability to 
determine vacuum breaker position must be available. If the capability to determine 
vacuum breaker position is not available, these verifications and tests cannot be 
satisfied and the appropriate actions must be taken for inoperable vacuum breakers in 
accordance with the ACTIONS of ITS 3.6.1.7. As a result, accident consequences are 
unaffected by this change. Therefore, this change will not involve a significant increase 
in the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated is not created because the proposed change does not introduce a new mode of 
plant operation and does not involve physical modification to the plant.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The proposed deletion of the vacuum breaker position indication instrumentation 
requirements from Technical Specifications does not impact any margin of safety. The 
requirements for the vacuum breaker position indication instrumentation do not need to 
be explicitly stated in the Technical Specifications. To perform the verifications and 
tests required for the Surveillance Requirements of ITS 3.6.1.7, the capability to 
determine vacuum breaker position must be available. If the capability to determine 
vacuum breaker position is not available, these verifications and tests cannot be 
satisfied and the appropriate actions must be taken for inoperable vacuum breakers in 
accordance with the ACTIONS of ITS 3.6.1.7. As a result, the capability to determine 
vacuum breaker position will be maintained to satisfy the associated SRs of ITS 3.6.1.7 
without the need for explicit instrumentation requirements in the Technical 
Specifications. Therefore, this change does not involve a significant reduction in a 
margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.7 - REACTOR BUILDING-TO-SUPPRESSION CHAMBER VACUUM 

BREAKER 

L.3 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, 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 extends the frequency of vacuum breaker position verification from 7 days 
to every 14 days. The vacuum breakers are not assumed to be an initiator of any 
previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change does not involve a significant 
increase in the probability of an accident previously evaluated. Since the vacuum 
breakers are normally closed and indication is provided in the control room of position, 
extending the Surveillance Frequency does not involve a significant increase in the 
consequences of an accident previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not introduce a new mode of plant operation and does not 
involve physical modification to the plant. Therefore, this change does not create the 
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The change will not result in a reduction in a margin of safety since the vacuum 
breakers are still required to be closed. The change extends the frequency to verify the 
vacuum breakers are closed. Operational history has shown these vacuum breakers are 
normally closed. In addition, the vacuum breakers are single failure proof, in that, two 
vacuum breakers are available to ensure the penetration is closed, but only one vacuum 
breaker is needed to effect isolation.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.8 - SUPPRESSION CHAMBER-TO-DRYWELL VACUUM BREAKERS 

L. 1 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, 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 suppression chamber-to-drywell vacuum breaker position indication 
instrumentation is not assumed in the initiation of any analyzed event. The 
requirements for the vacuum breaker position indication instrumentation do not need to 
be explicitly stated in the Technical Specifications. To perform the verifications and 
tests required for the Surveillance Requirements of ITS 3.6.1.8, the capability to 
determine vacuum breaker position must be available. If the capability to determine 
vacuum breaker position is not available, these verifications and tests cannot be 
satisfied and the appropriate actions must be taken for inoperable vacuum breakers in 
accordance with the ACTIONS of ITS 3.6.1.8. As a result, accident consequences are 
unaffected by this change. Therefore, this change will not involve a significant increase 
in the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated is not created because the proposed change does not introduce a new mode of 
plant operation and does not involve physical modification to the plant.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The proposed deletion of the vacuum breaker position indication instrumentation 
requirements from Technical Specifications does not impact any margin of safety. The 
requirements for the vacuum breaker position indication instrumentation do not need to 
explicitly stated in the Technical Specifications. To perform the verifications and tests 
required for the Surveillance Requirements of ITS 3.6.1.8, the capability to determine 
vacuum breaker position must be available. If the capability to determine vacuum 
breaker position is not available, these verifications and tests cannot be satisfied and the 
appropriate actions must be taken for inoperable vacuum breakers in accordance with 
the ACTIONS of ITS 3.6.1.8. As a result, the capability to determine vacuum breaker 
position will be maintained to satisfy the associated SRs of ITS 3.6.1.8 without the need 
for explicit instrumentation requirements in the Technical Specifications. Therefore, 
this change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.8 - SUPPRESSION CHAMBER-TO-DRYWELL VACUUM BREAKERS 

L.2 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change extends the frequency of vacuum breaker position verification from 7 days 
to every 14 days. The vacuum breakers are not assumed to be an initiator of any 
previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change does not involve a significant 
increase in the probability of an accident previously evaluated. Since the vacuum 
breakers are normally closed and indication is provided in the control room of position, 
extending the Surveillance Frequency does not involve a significant increase in the 
consequences of an accident previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not introduce a new mode of plant operation and does not 
involve physical modification to the plant. Therefore, this change does not create the 
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The change will not result in a reduction in a margin of safety since the vacuum 
breakers are still required to be closed. The change extends the frequency to verify the 
vacuum breakers are closed. Operational history has shown these vacuum breakers are 
normally closed. In addition, local position indication and redundant control room 
alarms are provided for each vacuum breaker to ensure that the vacuum breakers are 
maintained closed.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.1.8 - SUPPRESSION CHAMBER-TO-DRYWELL VACUUM BREAKERS 

L.3 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, 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 provides an exception allowing the vacuum breakers to be open when 
performing required Surveillances (the exception is to the Surveillance that would 
otherwise require the vacuum breakers to be closed at all times). The vacuum breakers 
are not assumed to be an initiator of any previously analyzed accident. Therefore, the 
change does not involve a significant increase in the probability of an accident 
previously evaluated. The Surveillance exception is made only for circumstances where 
the vacuum breaker is under the immediate control of an operator (manually opening to 
confirm Operability). As such, the vacuum breaker is expected to continue to perform 
its intended and assumed safety function, and therefore this change does not 
significantly increase the consequences of an accident previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not introduce a new mode of plant operation and does not 
involve physical modification to the plant. Therefore, it does not create the possibility 
of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

3. Does the change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

This change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety since the 
vacuum breakers are still required to be Operable. The exception is made only for 
circumstances where the vacuum breaker is under the immediate control of an operator 
(manually opening to confirm Operability). As such, the vacuum breaker is expected to 
continue to perform its intended and assumed safety function, and therefore this change 
does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.2.1 - SUPPRESSION POOL AVERAGE TEMPERATURE 

L. I CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, CornEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

I1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The change proposes to remove the explicit details of methods for reducing suppression 
pool temperature to within limits. The method used to reduce suppression pool 
temperature to within limits is not assumed in the initiation of any analyzed event. The 
proposed change does not affect the probability of an accident. Also, the consequences 
of an accident are not affected by this change since the Required Actions of Condition 
D of ITS 3.6.2.1 ensure the unit is placed in a non-applicable MODE if the suppression 
pool temperature is not reduced to within limits. With the unit in a non-applicable 
MODE, the requirements of ITS LCO 3.0.4 ensure that suppression pool temperature is 
reduced to within limits prior to entering an applicable MODE. In addition, methods 
for reducing suppression pool temperature to within limits are part of a coordinated 
response to an unplanned event governed by plant procedures. Since restoration of 
suppression pool temperature will still be required as part of the coordinated response 
to the event, consequences of previously analyzed accidents are not impacted by the 
removal of the explicit method for reducing suppression pool temperature to within 
limits. Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the consequences of any 
previously analyzed accident.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change will not create the possibility of an accident. This change will not 
physically alter the plant (no new or different type of equipment will be installed). The 
change does not affect methods governing normal plant operation or the planned 
response to off-normal conditions. Therefore, this change will not create the possibility 
of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

This change proposes to remove the explicit details of methods for reducing 
suppression pool temperature to within limits. If the suppression pool temperature is 
not reduced to within limits, the Required Actions of Condition D of ITS 3.6.2.1 
ensure the unit is placed in a non-applicable MODE. With the unit in a non-applicable 
MODE, the requirements of ITS LCO 3.0.4 ensure that suppression pool temperature is 
reduced to within limits prior to entering an applicable MODE. In addition, methods
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.2.1 - SUPPRESSION POOL AVERAGE TEMPERATURE 

L. I 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, 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 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, 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 an additional 8 hours to restore one loop when both are found 
to be inoperable. Suppression pool cooling is not considered an initiator of any 
previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the 
frequency of such accidents. The proposed change would allow additional temporary 
operation with less than the required suppression pool cooling capability. However, 
since the only change is in the allowed outage time, the consequences of an event that 
may occur during the extended outage time would not be any different than during the 
currently allowed outage time. Therefore, this change does not significantly increase 
the consequences of any previously analyzed accident.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities, but 
does allow operation of the plant with equipment not capable of performing its safety 
function. However, loss of the suppression pool cooling function does not impact the 
reactor coolant pressure boundary or its support systems, and therefore, does not create 
the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any previously analyzed 
accident.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The change increases the allowed outage time. The margin of safety considered in 
determining the allowed outage time is based on engineering judgement and probability 
of occurrence of an event requiring the unavailable capabilities. The proposed 8 hour 
extension is based on similar allowed outage times for the drywell spray system and the 
suppression pool spray system. Therefore, the change does not involve a significant 
reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.2.4 - 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: 3.6.2.5 - DRYWELL-TO-SUPPRESSION CHAMBER DIFFERENTIAL PRESSURE 

L. 1 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, CornEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1 . Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The drywell-suppression chamber differential pressure instrumentation is not assumed 
in the initiation of any analyzed event. The requirements for the drywell-suppression 
chamber differential pressure instrumentation do not need to be explicitly stated in the 
Technical Specifications. To perform the verifications required for the Surveillance 
Requirements of ITS 3.6.2.5, the drywell-suppression chamber differential pressure 
instrumentation must be OPERABLE. If the drywell-suppression chamber pressure 
instrumentation is inoperable, these verifications cannot be satisfied and the appropriate 
actions must be taken for drywell-suppression chamber differential pressure not within 
limits in accordance with the ACTIONS of ITS 3.6.2.5. As a result, accident 
consequences are unaffected by this change. Therefore, this change will not involve a 
significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated is not created because the proposed change does not introduce a new mode of 
plant operation and does not involve physical modification to the plant.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The proposed deletion of the drywell-suppression chamber differential pressure 
instrumentation requirements from Technical Specifications does not impact any margin 
of safety. The requirements for drywell-suppression chamber differential pressure 
instrumentation do not need to be explicitly stated in the Technical Specifications. To 
perform the verifications required for the Surveillance Requirement of ITS 3.6.2.5, the 
drywell-suppression chamber differential pressure instrumentation must be 
OPERABLE. If the drywell-suppression chamber differential pressure instrumentation 
is inoperable, these verifications cannot be satisfied and the appropriate actions must be 
taken for drywell-suppression chamber differential pressure not within limits in 
accordance with the ACTIONS of ITS 3.6.2.5. As a result, the OPERABILITY of the
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.2.5 - DRYWELL-TO-SUPPRESSION CHAMBER DIFFERENTIAL PRESSURE 

L. 1 CHANGE 

3. (continued) 

drywell-suppression chamber differential pressure instrumentation will be maintained to 
satisfy the associated SR of ITS 3.6.2.5 without the need for explicit instrumentation 
requirements in the Technical Specifications. Therefore, this change does not involve a 
significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.3.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT OXYGEN CONCENTRATION 

There were no plant specific less restrictive changes identified for this Specification.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.4.1 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT 

There were no plant specific less restrictive changes identified for this Specification.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.4.2 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES (SCIVs) 

L.1 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, 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 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, 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 requirement to verify secondary containment isolation valve isolation times are 
within limits to verify the restoration of a secondary containment isolation valve is not 
assumed in the initiation of any analyzed event. This requirement was specified in the 
Technical Specifications to ensure the OPERABILITY of a secondary containment 
isolation valve was positively verified following repair, maintenance, or replacement.  
The proposed deletion of this explicit requirement is considered acceptable since 
SR 3.0.1 requires the appropriate SRs to be performed to demonstrate OPERABILITY 
after restoration of a component that caused the SR to be failed. In this case, SR 3.0.1 
would require SR 3.6.4.2.2 to be performed, which requires verification that isolation 
times of the affected secondary containment isolation valves are within limits. As a 
result, the accident consequences are unaffected by this change. Therefore, this change 
will not involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident 
previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated is not created because the proposed change does not introduce a new mode of 
plant operation and does not involve physical modification to the plant.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The proposed deletion of the explicit requirement to verify secondary containment 
isolation valve isolation times are within limits following repair, maintenance, or 
replacement is considered acceptable since SR 3.0.1 requires the appropriate SRs to be 
performed to demonstrate OPERABILITY after restoration of a component that cause 
the SR to be failed. In this case, SR 3.0.1 would require SR 3.6.4.2.2 to be 
performed, which requires verification that isolation times of the affected secondary 
containment isolation valves are within limits. As a result, the existing requirement to 
verify secondary containment isolation valve isolation times are within limits following 
repair, maintenance, or replacement is maintained. Therefore, this change does not 
involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.4.2 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES (SCIVs) 

L.4 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The phrase "actual or," in reference to the isolation test signal, has been added to the 
system functional test surveillance test description. This does not impose a requirement 
to create an "actual" signal, nor does it eliminate any restriction on producing an 
"actual" signal. While creating an "actual" signal could increase the probability of an 
event, existing procedures and 10 CFR 50.59 control of revisions to them, dictate the 
acceptability of generating this signal. The proposed change does not affect the 
procedures governing plant operations and the acceptability of creating these signals; it 
simply would allow such a signal to be utilized in evaluating the acceptance criteria for 
the system functional test requirements. Therefore, the change does not involve a 
significant increase in the probability of an accident previously evaluated. Since the 
method of initiation will not affect the acceptance criteria of the system functional test, 
the change does not involve a significant increase in the consequences of an accident 
previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not introduce a new mode of plant operation and does not 
involve physical modification to the plant. Therefore, it does not create the possibility 
of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

Use of an actual signal instead of the existing requirement, which limits use to a test 
signal, will not affect the performance or acceptance criteria of the Surveillance.  
OPERABILITY is adequately demonstrated in either case since the system itself can not 
discriminate between "actual" or "test" signals. Therefore, the change does not involve 
a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.4.2 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES (SCIVs) 

L.5 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1 . Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change excludes the position verification of manual valves and blind 
flanges when the manual valves and blind flanges are locked, sealed or secured in the 
correct position. Secondary containment isolation is not considered an initiator of any 
previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change will not involve an increase in the 
probability of an accident previously evaluated. This change only alters the method of 
verifying the position of the manual valves and blind flanges that are locked, sealed or 
otherwise secured in the correct position. This allowance is acceptable since the 
probability of misalignment of a locked, sealed or secured manual valve or blind flange, 
once it has been verified to be in the proper position, is small. The position verification 
of these manual valves and blind flanges is still maintained (the verification is 
performed upon locking, sealing, or securing the manual isolation device in position).  
As a result, the accident consequences are unaffected by this change. Therefore, this 
change will not involve an increase in the consequence of an accident previously 
evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The change does not introduce a new mode of plant operation and does not involve 
physical modification to the plant. The position verification of these manual valves and 
blind flanges is still maintained (the verification is performed upon locking, sealing, or 
securing the manual isolation device in position). Therefore, it does not create the 
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The proposed change excludes the position verification of manual valves and blind 
flanges when the manual valves and blind flanges are locked, sealed or secured in the 
correct position. This change only alters the method of verifying the position of 
manual valves and blind flanges that are locked, sealed, or otherwise secured in the 
correct position. This allowance is acceptable since the probability of misalignment of 
a locked, sealed, or secured manual valve or blind flange, once it has been verified to 
be in the proper position, is small. The position verification of these manual valves and 
blind flanges is still maintained (the verification is performed upon locking, sealing
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.4.2 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES (SCIVs) 

L.5 CHANGE 

3. (continued) 

or securing the manual isolation device in position). Eliminating the position 
verification of these manual valves and blind flanges in radiation areas increases safety 
to plant personnel and reduces exposure to plant personnel which is consistent with the 
As-Low-As-Reasonably-Achievable (ALARA) concept. Since the position verification 
of these valves and blind flanges is still maintained and the probability of misalignment 
of these manual valve and blind flanges is small due to the affected manual valves and 
blind flanges being locked, sealed, or secured in the correct position, this change does 
not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.4.3 - STANDBY GAS TREATMENT (SGT) SYSTEM 

L.1 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not involve a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1 . Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

An alternative is proposed to suspending operations if a standby gas treatment 
subsystem cannot be returned to OPERABLE status that would allow continued 
movement of irradiated fuel assemblies, core alterations, or operations with the 
potential for draining the reactor vessel. The alternative is to place the OPERABLE 
Standby Gas Treatment (SGT) subsystem in operation and continue to conduct 
operations (e.g., OPDRVs). Operation of the SGT System is not considered as an 
initiator of a previously analyzed accident. Therefore, the operation does not 
significantly increase the probability of an accident previously identified. Since one 
subsystem is sufficient to mitigate the consequences of previously evaluated accidents, 
the consequences of any previously evaluated accidents are not significantly increased.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change provides for continued performance of previously evaluated operations.  
Since these operations have been previously considered, their continued performance 
does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
previously analyzed accident.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The margin of safety considered in performance of these operations is maintained by 
starting and running the system that would be required to initiate should an accident 
occur. Operation of the system significantly reduces the risk that the system may not 
perform its intended function initiate when required. Therefore, the change does not 
involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.6.4.3 - STANDBY GAS TREATMENT (SGT) SYSTEM 

L.2 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not involve a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The phrase "actual or," in reference to the initiation test signal, has been added to the 
system functional test surveillance test description. This does not impose a requirement 
to create an "actual" signal, nor does it eliminate any restriction on producing an 
"actual" signal. Creating an "actual" signal could increase the probability of an event, 
existing procedures and 10 CFR 50.59 control of revisions to them, dictate the 
acceptability of generating this signal. The proposed change does not affect the 
procedures governing plant operations and the acceptability of creating these signals; it 
simply would allow such a signal to be utilized in evaluating the acceptance criteria for 
the system functional test requirements. Therefore, the change does not involve a 
significant increase in the probability of an accident previously evaluated. Since the 
method of initiation will not affect the acceptance criteria of the system functional test, 
the change does not involve a significant increase in the consequences of an accident 
previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated is not created because the proposed change does not introduce a new mode of 
plant operation and does not involve physical modification to the plant.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

Use of an actual signal instead of the existing requirement, which limits use to a test 
signal, will not affect the performance or acceptance criteria of the Surveillance test.  
OPERABILITY is adequately demonstrated in either case since the system itself can not 
discriminate between "actual" or "test" signals. Therefore, the change does not involve 
a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
ITS: SECTION 3.6 - CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.21, CoinEd 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, CoinEd has concluded that no irreversible 
consequences exist with the proposed change.
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