Improved Technical
Specifications
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Section 3.6: ISTS/JFDs, ISTS
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Primary Containment
3.6.1.1

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

3.6.1.1 Primary Containment

<3 7 .4> LCO 3.6.1.1 Primary containment shall be OPERABLE.
(3.K.3] |

| (A;;/» APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, and 3.

ACTIONS - '
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

3.7.A A. Primary containment A.l Restore primary 1 hour
At inoperable. containment to
OPERABLE status.
Shoc o))
37N
4 B. Required Action and B.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
Ac associated Completion
Time not met. AND
B.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours

.‘\
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Primary Containment

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

SURVEILLANCE

3.6.1.1

FREQUENCY

f2a.0)

SR 3.6.1.1.1
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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



Primary Containment Air Lock
3 . 6 - 1 0'2

o ‘. - |

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
3.6.1.2 Primary Containment Afr Lock

( 37 c) LCO 3.6.1.2  The primary containment air Tock shall be OPERABLE.

Arp > APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, and 3.
3.7¢

<,

: NOTES
(ﬁac L~‘> 1. Entry and exit is permissible to perform repairs of the air Tock

3.7.C ) cowmponents.
Gidiie

2. Enter applicable Conditions and Required Actions of LCO 3.6.1.1, "Primary
¢oc A.3> Containment,* when air lock leakage results in exceeding overall
containment leakage rate acceptance criteria. ,

‘ .
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
, A. One primary NOTES
o~ containment air lock 1. Required Actions A.1,
door inoperable. A.2, and A.3 are not
22.C applicable if both doors
i in the air lock are
Ac & inoperable and
C ) . Condition C is entered.
(poc A4 ' 2. Entry and exit.is -
' . . gdmiss;:}eifor 7idays
' 1 er administrative
<D°('_ L 7 | . controls.
3.7¢C . .
M“‘h b A.l Verify the OPERABLE 1 hour
o door is closed. - o
AND
(continued)
'BWR/4 STS 3.6-3 Rev 1, 04/07/95



Primary Containment Air Lock
3.6.1.2

ACTIONS
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION . | COMPLETION TIME

A. (continued) A.2 . Lock the OPERABLE 24 hours
(3 7 "> door closed.

Act /. a

A.3 NOTE.
hoh radistio o

gh radiation areas
<7’°C'L' 3) : or areas with 'linited
access due to
inerting may be
verified locked
closed by
administrative means.

(2;3 D Verify the OPERABLE | Once per 31 days
! door is 'locked
closed.

A B. Primary containment NOTES
“‘40‘- ‘ air lock interlock 1. Required Actions B.1,
.mechanism inoperable. B.2, and B.3 are not

: p'licab'le if both doors
: in the air lock are 7]

ACf i inoperable and
Condition C is entered.

- . : 2. Entry into and exit from @ :
<t)o( ”'-") : containment is
permissible under the
control of a dedicated
individual.

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

AND

(continued)

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



ACTIONS

Primary Containment Air Lock

3.6.1.2

CONDITION

REQUIRED ACTION

COMPLETION TIME

(33)

<&>c:c.lﬂ.t?
<@)oc L3>

\'”'<iboc A.}>

37¢c
Act>

(continued)

B.2

B.3

Lock an OPERABLE door
closed. -

NOTE

Afr lock doors in
high radiation areas
or areas with limited
:cces: due tobe
nerting may.
verified locked
closed by
administrative means.

Verify an OPERABLE

~ door is locked

closed.

24 hours

Once per 31 days

c.

)

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

C.1

Initiate action to
evaluate primary
containment overall
leakage rate per

LCO 3.6.1.1, using
current air lock test
results.

Verify a door is
closed.

Restore air lock to
OPERABLE status.

Immediately

1 hour

24 hours

BWR/4 STS

3.6-5
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'Prinry Containment Air Lock

3.6.1.2
ACTIONS (continued) -
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION _ COMPLETION TIME
@um)muwmmmnm‘ml.ummm. 12 hours
. associated Completion ' o

(37 e Time not met. AND

Ack 2 D.2  Be in MODE 4. 36 hours

zvzd> |

H; “
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Primary Containment Air Lock

3.6.1.2
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
siverLace (5 FREQUENCY
/ N
SR 3.6.1.2.1 NOTE ) Contmiamen?
<{‘7C / An inoperable air lock door does not +he. Prmw.rf nTa
~ invalidate the previous successful fi ke, Ra¥e Test ~f
7 performance of the overall air lock ;gL
*‘ cdd : leakage test: .

(%

9. Resulbh shail be
Cvalua."u{ agams

atceptance Sri
fiable

!fsclll

Perform required primary containment air

i Tock leakage rate testin in accordance

>

testing are:

a. Overall Air lock leakage rafe is
< [0.05/L,] when tested at/> P,.

b. For eych door, leakage rate is -
S [0.91 L] when the gay between the
door Seals is pressurized to

[2 10 psig for at least 15 minutes]./

<‘/ 7 SR 3.6.1.2.2 ]

¢, 2 y/ requi to be pe onne n entfy

%€ intg primary containment air ock whe
th pnnary contai 1s -d¢-inert

Verify on'ly one door in the prinry
:gntnment air lock can be opened at a
ne

BWR/4 STS | 3.6-7
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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
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PCIVs
3.6.1.3

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
3.6.1.3 Primary Containment Isolation Valves (PCIVs)

LCO 3.6.1.3 Each PCIV, except reactor building-to-suppression chamber

vacuum breakers, shall be OPERABLE.

et \fer! :  MODES 1, 2, and 3, - |
<3’~,"7’:0 3.6.M PPLICABILITY When associated instrumentation is required to be OPERABLE

<Spoc M

per LCO 3.3.6.1, "Primary Containment Isolation
Instrumentation.*

ACTIONS. _ [[

37D NOTES &
ﬁd’u-"‘ @) . Penetration flow paths (except for purge vaTve benetration Plow pafns) may
Qoc L.Y) be unisolated intermittently under administrative controls. ‘
{voc A,3) 2. Separate Condition entry is allowed for each penetration fiow path.-
<po(_ AY> 3. Enter applicable Conditions and Required Actions for systems made
().7.0) inoperable by PCIVs.
Act 2.b .
(poc 'A,‘(>4. Enter applicable Conditions and Required Actions of LCO 3.6.1.1, *Primary
‘Containment,” when PCIV leakage results in exceeding overall containment
) leakage rate acceptance criteria 2 Z
CONDITION . REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
3,'7.0 A. NOTE——- Al Isola'ie'the affected | 4 hours except
A"H Only applicable to . penetration flow path | for main steam
" penetration flow paths by use of at least Tine
3.6 with tonPCIVs. one closed and
Act - de-activated AND

9

Er morD-[3] automatic valve,

One or more closed manual valve, ‘| 8 hours for main
penetration flow paths blind flange, or steam line

with one PCIV @ check valve with flow

inoperable kexceptid®y through the valve

valve, leakage secured.
not/within (1imit%.
AND

nain STeam fineg
isolahon @)

(continued)

BWR/4 STS : 3.6-8 Rev 1, 04/07/95
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PClVs
3.6.1.3
, ACTIONS
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION ‘ COMPLETION TIME
A. (continued ‘) A2 NOTE"//<j>
<q'7‘ A. 37 »( : ) 7 g:o'l‘atig? g:vices in
47,4, -269 gh radiation areas
Doc L-”’) FSTF ZJ may be verified by
-use of administrative
means.
g Tsolaben dovices . ,
that aue 1064!"6 Verify the affected | Once per 31 days
for isolation

penetration flow

path
‘is isolated. '

devices outside
primary

containment

AND

Prior to
entering MODE 2
or 3 from

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

92 days, for
isolation

| devices inside

primary
containment

BWR/4 STS

3.6-9

(continued)
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PCIVs

ACTIONS (continued)

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
B. NOTE - | B.1 Isolate the affected | 1 hour .
Only applicable to penetration flow path -
penetration flow paths by use of at least

one closed and

{poc £.2) with two PCIVs.
: X : /@ de-activated

automatic valve,
closed manual valve,
penetration/flow paths or blind filange.
with twolPCIVs
inoperable Rexcept @’
(burge Valyes leakage e—+
not within limitk. .

c. NOTE. C.1 Isolate the affected 'fgf{ours except
29,0 Only applicable to penetration flow path | for excess flow
: dj ) penetration flow paths by use of at least check valves
A with only one PCIV. one closed and (EFCVs)
de-activated
370D automatic valve, AND
Ad 2 One or more closed manual valve,
- penetration flow paths or blind flange. hours §for
D 47, AL with one PCIV FCVs
! Jnoperable.

gm,mw..h 6> :m: wore) | m

Isolation devices in
(Doc'--") e tebon devices Fhatare high radiation areas
2. Tselahen devices 17 " may be verified by
locked, sealed ,or‘L use of administrative
therwise Secure 5 Weans.
7'710 be VCrc'}ie( ﬁ -
e e
b] wse. of admnistra y Verify the affected Once per 31 days
neans, penetration flow path

-

.

fiation is isolated.
Ohe or more e
"R Ah s w?-H'\ Y ) Y

,3,-4.»1) . |
D. PWTFIM D.1 . Restore leakage rat h
< Act ) Dypass | leakage rate to within ngt. e | & hours -
not within limit. - ll-
(continued)
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ACTIONS (continued)

CONDITION

REQUIRED ACTION

COMPLETION TIME

F

\_

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

BWR/4

STS

E.l

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
may be verified by
use of administrative
means.

Verify the affected
penetration flow path
is isolated.

3.6-11

24 hours

ﬂw/{ﬂ

Once per

31 days for
isolation
devicgs outside

days for
solation
devices inside
containment

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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" PCIVs
3.6.1.3
ACTIONS
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
E.3 rform SR 3.6.1.3.7 /Once per
: for the resilient [92] day:

{ E. (continued/

seal purge valves
closed to comply wi
Required Action E.

3270 Required Action and Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
Ads | J7 associated Completion
Time of Condition A,
B, C, ®not met
3,6, M> in MODE 1, 2, or 3. Be in MODE 4. 36 hours
Act
e
; rG- Required Action and Al NOTE.
associated Completion LCO 3.0.3 is not
Time of Condition A, applicable.
B, C, D, or £ not uet
for PCIV(s) required
to be OPERABLE duri Suspend movement of Immediately
movement of irradia irradiated fuel
fuel assemblies in assemblies in
[secondary] [secondary] )
containment. containment. _J
H. Required Actioy and H.1 Suspend CORE Immediately
associated Copfpletion . ALTERATIONS.
Time of Condjtion A,
B, C, D, or £ not uet‘
for PCIV(s)/required
to be OPERABLE during -
CORE ALTERRTIONS.
e
(continued)
BWR/4 STS 3.6-12 Rev 1, 04/07/95
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ACTIONS . (continued)

PCIVs
3.6.1.3

CONDITION

COMPLETION TIME

G E Required Action and

M) )

Time of Condition A,
B, C,¥D, &®
for PCIV(s) required
to be OPERABLE during
MODE 4 or 5 or ¢

. L)

associated CONpletion_
@ not wet

REQUIRED ACTION
#.1 Initiate action to
suspend ,OPDRVs.
o b

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

operabrens (;II‘H& .
Iﬂﬁeo.h'n.( Lor d(g.'umj
reactor Vessel

Immediately

i
Immediately

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

SURVEILLANCE

—
SR 3.6.1.3.1

NOTE.

On yzrequired to be met in MODES 1, 2,
a .

FREQUENCY

erify each [18) inch primary containment / 31 days
urge valve is sealed closed except for
one purge valve in a penetration flow-
path while in Condition E of this LCO.
: —
' «  (continued)

BWR/4 STS

3.6-13
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PCIVs
3.6.1.3
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS _(continued)
{:1 SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY
— Aﬁj . —
SR 3.6.1.3.¢ NOTEG:— //,EZX

{l 1.4//531y re ;red ;osbe met . in
' / MODES Y, 2, and 3.
@MMQ X

1

/]

Not required to be met when
18% inch primary containment /purge
valves are open for inerting,
de-inerting, pressure control, ALARA
or air quality considerations for
personnel entry, or Surveillances
that require the valves to be open.

the

]

Verify each £187 inch primary containment

urge valve,is closed.
purg NS closed.

@l
,

ded Fhe erm“
?P‘OV| M . - u“\l" a
vu?:.,;f'ccﬁ""— <
chamber vent
vilves are wnot
Simutfineous!

A
=

31 days

SR 3.6.1.3.8

o
oJ
4.7.4,27

(47,8, forhrate )

(N

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

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

controls.

Verify each primary containment isolation
manual valve and blind flange that is .
located outside primary containment/ and

is requirzed to be closed during accident

conditions is closed.

31 days {71571:,q@;’r

'\ .
and nof /""/‘ 7)
M/a( Of"ﬁﬂﬂl&b
‘Secured

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



((c 75>

PClVs
3.6.1.3
,  SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued)
SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY
SR 3.6.1.3.@ NOTES
1. Valves and blind flanges in high
radiation areas may be verified by
use of administrative means. .
.7, P. 2! 2. Mot required to be met for PCIVs that
are open under administrative
-ﬁd’“f‘b controls. .
Verify each primary containment manual Prior to
isolation valve and blind flange that is | entering MODE 2
located inside primary containment.and is | or 3 from
required to be closed during accident MODE 4 if
conditions is closed. ‘ primary
containment was
(5 o Tt ol
2 ”*“‘r’ wite secned MODE 4, if not
performed
within the
previous
92 days
. SR 3.6.1.3.8 Vérify continuity of the traversing 31 days
6‘.70,5) incore probe (TIP) shear isolation valve
. ‘ i - explosive charge. . ‘
&ao.5.a) | .
SR 3.6.1.3.@ . Verify the isolation time of each power In o
. operated Mg-eath automatic PCIVY, except accordance ‘
<L"7‘ D. 3) S,) 1s within\limits. with the )V
m ' CInservice .
El . L Testing
. - Program /o
— d
(continued)

BWR/4 STS 3.6-15
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SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued)

PCIVs.
3.6.1.3

—
sR 3.6‘1.3.7

SURVEILLANCE * *  FREQUENCY

uired to be met in HODES 1, 2
and 3.

184 days

AND

Once within
92 days after
opening the
valve

Perform Teakage rate testing for each
’ primary containment purge valve with
resilient seals.
k‘f'

SR 3.6.1.3.@

o %

Vergfy the isolation time of each MSIV is

seconds and < %secqnds.)

In accordance
with the
Inservice

SR 35136

i

(",700- )

—

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

simulated isolation signal.

SR 3.6.1.3.08

{4 %

Verify each reactor instrumentation line

EFCV actuates
(ine bredlta testofos flow. torl L oo

o Simulsted ln-‘h’""“"
hne Dreaic £76 A8

s 8
L2

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

System.

@a@}—@
months on :
a STAGGERED

TEST BASIS '

BWR/4 STS
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3.6153

SURVETLLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued)
SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

— / y - g
SR 3.6.1.3.12 NOTES

[1. Only required to be met in MODES 1,

2, /and 3.] .

2. Rgsults shall be.evaluated against
ceptance criteria of SR 3.6.1.1
n accordance with 10 CFR 50,

Appendix J, as modified by approfed
exemptions. ////

rify the combined leakage rate/for all NOTE
SR 3.0.2

is not
applicable

scfh when tested at
2 _.psig.

SR 3.6.1.3.04 \Verifylleakage rate Chromgy sach) M1V isF

(420.0
i>'4‘;“'3, £4n¢u;uaﬁog5r
Le Rete
Teshng Proyram
(continued)
BWR/4 STS 3.6-17 _ Rev 1, 04/07/95
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SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued)

SURVEILLANCE

SR 3.6.1.3.14

/ — NOTE— A
?L}ysrequind to be met in MODES ]/ 2,
an .

Verify combined leakage rate of/[1 gpm

times the total number of PCIVY] through
hydrostatically tested lines t|
penetrate the primary contai
exceeded when these isolation/valves are

tested at > [63.25] psig.

Verify each [ ] inch primiry containment
purge valve is blocked to/restrict the
valve from opening > [50)X.

1

months

BWR/4 STS
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

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

The words "in MODES 1, 2, and 3" have been deleted from ITS 3.6.1.3 ACTIONS
Note 4 since there are no PCIV leakage tests required in MODES other than MODES
1, 2, and 3 for 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.

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.

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. Ifa 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" Apphcablhty 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

<3. 7 F> Lo 3.6.1.4 Drywell pressure shall be X< G/75 psigr./m

( 3-@" 2> APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, and 3.

ACTIONS
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION | coMPLETION TIME
7. € A. Drywell pressure not |A.1  Restore drywel] 1 hour
At 2 within limit. pressure to within
Timit.
37,& B. Required Action and B.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
2 associated Completion .
Acf Time not met. | A
: B.2  Be in MODE 4. 36 hours

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS _
SURVEILLANCE | FREQUENCY

<y7 é) SR 3.6'.1.4.1 Verify drywell pressure is within Timit. 12 hours

BWR/4 STS 3.6-19 Rev 1, 04/07/95



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 1
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Drywel]l Air Temperature

3.6.1.5
| 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
3.6.1.5 Drywell Air Temperature . m i
(DQC M.I> LCO 3.6.1.5 Drywell average air temperature shall be < *F.
APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, and 3
ACTIONS
CONDITION . REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
A. Drywell average air A.l Restore drywell ‘8 hours
Doc M, | temperature not within average air
: Timit. temperature to within
Timit. <
(ba ¢ ,«,Q B. Required Action and B.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
associated Completion .
Time not met. AND
- |82 Be in moDE 4. 36 hours
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS A . ' |
“ EE————— N R
SURNEILLANCE FREQUENCY

within limit.

<D0 ¢ M. !> SR 3.6.1.5.1 Verify drywell average air temperature is | 24 hours

BWR/4 STS . 3.6-20 Rev 1, 04/07/95



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



aL>d valves
3.6.1.6

(3.6.9 .6.1. A Fur falry Gafely)relief vaives shall be

/3ff’> APPLICABILITY:  MODES 1, 2, and 3.

6F
ACTIONS
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
low se ' .
A. One @Fvaive| . 1:of /| A1 Restore &I valve to | 14 days
(Adz inoperable, \relie OPERABLE status. . m
3¢.F B. Required Action and B.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
At associated Completion
Time of Condition A AND
_ not met.
~/3¢. F7 B.2  Be in MODE 4. 36 hours
pil 0o
Two S valves \D
inoperable

BWR/4 STS 3.6-21 Rev 1, 04/07/95
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SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
SURVEILLANCE " FREQUENCY

Valves
3.6.1.6

SR 3.6.1.86.1 NOTE
Not required to be performed until
'fbbé] 12 hours after reactor steam pressure and

B3| flow are adequate to perform the test.

Verify each valve. opens when manually
actuated.

(low _set n/.'eD“LV

oC NOTE
Valve actuation may be excluded.
A @E
: Verify (thé LIS7S/stE®D actuates on an @:onths

actual or simulated automatic fnitiation

signal.

BWR/4 STS 3.6-22 " Rev 1, 04/07/95



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 1
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1

Reactor Building-to-Suppression Chamber Vacuum Breakers

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
3.6.1.7 Reactor Building-to-Suppression Chamber Vacuum Breakers

APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, and 3.

Lco 3.6.1.7

ACTIONS

3.6.1.7

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

NOTE.
Separate Condition entry is allowed for each line.

CONDITION - REQUIRED ACTION |

COMPLETION TIME

;> A. One or more lines with

one reactor building-
to-suppression chamber
vacuum breaker not
closed.

A.l

Close the open vacuum
breaker.

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

B.1

Close one open vacuum
breaker.

1 hour

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

c.1

ARestore the vacuum

breaker(s) to
OPERABLE status.

BWR/4 STS

3.6-23

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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At |
3.7, F
pet 2

«/7 F/)

<!/,7,P,Q‘Q>SR 3.6.1.7.2

Reactor Building-to-Suppression Chamber Vacuum Breakers

ACTIONS (continued)

3.6.1.7

CONDITION

REQUIRED ACTION

COMPLETION TIME

i
Two {o/méred lines

Restore all vacu

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

D.1 um 1 hour
with one or more . breakers in ione}——ﬂ
reactor building-to- Tine to OPERABLE
suppression chamber status.
vacuum breakers
- inoperable for
opening. .
Required Action and - | E.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
Associated Completion
Time not met. AND
£.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours

“

BWR/4 STS

3.6-24

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY
SR 3.6.1.7.1 NOTES

1. Not required to be met for vacuum

breakers that are open during

.Surveillances. _ _
2. Not required to be met for vacﬁun

breakers open when performing thelr

intended function.
Verify each vacuum breaker is closed. 14 days
Perform a functional test of each vacuum {92;(5;;;_-—-—-_‘——
breaker. :

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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Reactor Building-to-Suppression Chamber Vacuum B;egk;r;

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued)
SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

< 1,' 7 F Q'b> SR 3.6.1.7.3 Verify the opening setpoint of each months
o vacuum breaker is < 20.5% psid. :

BWR/4 STS 3.6-25 Rev 1, 04/07/95



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 1
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Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum B;ezk:rg

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
3.6.1.8 Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Breakers

( 3“7"E> LCo 3.6.1.8 Iﬂine]{uppression chamber-to-drywell vacuum breakers shall
be OPERABLE for open'_iug.

XTwelveX¥ suppression chmber-to-drywen vacuum breakers
shall be closed; : y

hpp!
g E APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, and 3.

ACTIONS ‘
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

37.€ A. One required A.l Restore one vacuum 72 hours
At ! suppression chamber- breaker to OPERABLE

to-drywell vacuum status.

breaker inoperable for

opening.

17' E> :
B. One suppression B.1 Close the open vacuum hours
AJ_ & chamber-to-drywell breaker. . @(\@E

vacuum 15reaker not .

closed.

37EN

Aa‘/ C. Required Action and - | C.l Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
associated Completion
Time not met. AND '

97E

ﬂa‘f?- c.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 ‘hours

“ R "

BWR/4 STS 3.6-26 Rev 1, 04/07/95



Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Breakers

3.6.1.8
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
SURVEILLANCE " FREQUENCY
, O——2/
(boe 1.3) SR 3.6.1.8.1 NOTE
l Not required to be met for vacuum
(Dac A2 : breakers that are open during
_ Surveillances.
(‘i I E b { Verify each vacuum breaker is closed. 14 days

2. Not re%u\ru( h be het for
Ya couwm breakers 20ew

whewn Fgr-(‘prwu -ku—
inkended Jun ?«

the/safety/
re)ief valves

(continued)

BWR/4 STS 3.6-27 Rev 1, 04/07/95



Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum B;e;kclarg

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued)
SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

SR 3.6.1.8.2 Perform a functional test of each 31 days _
required vacuum breaker. AD

. Within 12 hours
after any
discharge of

()/; TE.2, k» ' steam to the
reliet chamber fron \ ]

valves : the

‘ SR 3.6.1.8.3  Verify the opening setpoint of each ¥@B¥ months {
<‘f.7aﬁ R.C7 required vacuum breaker is < 10.5% psid. L@
ﬂl ‘

“BWR/4 STS 3.6-28 Rev 1, 04/07/95



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

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

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

3. The Completion Time of Required Action B.1 has been extended from 2 to 4 hours
consistent with existing requirements. Entry into ACTION B will be required when SR
3.6.1.8.1 is not satisfied or between surveillances as required by SR 3.0.1. The 4
hours is needed to 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 1



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

6. (continued)

Since the vacuum breakers are designed to operate and are assumed to function after a
LOCA blowdown, their operation as designed after some steam release or change in
internal pressure should not raise questions regarding immediate OPERABILITY of the
vacuum breakers. In addition, local position indication and redundant control room
alarms are provided for each vacuum breaker such that the control room operators
would be alerted to the possibility of a stuck open vacuum breaker and would take the
appropriate action (€.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



3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

——— 3
REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
y
A. e MSIV LCS subsyst A.l Restore MSIV LCS 30 days
noperable. subsystem to 0 LE
status. '
Two MSIV LCS B.1  Restore ond MSIV LCS | 7 days ,EJ
subsystems inopefable. subsysten/to OPERABLE
status.
C. Required Act/ion and 12 Mours
associated Lompletion
Time not mft.
36 hours

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



SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

FREQUENCY
/
SR 3.6.1.9.1 Openiite each MSIV LCS blower 31 days
: 2 [A5] minutes. ‘
SR 3.6.1.9.2 erify electrical continuity of each 31 days
inboard MSIV LCS subsystem heater eYement
circuitry. :

Perform a system functional te
MSIV LCS subsystem.

SR 3.6.1.9 - of each

[18] months

BWR/4 STS 3.6-30
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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) B

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 1
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Suppression Pool Average Teup;rgtlzrrg

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

3.6.2.1 Suppression Pool Average Temperature € TRELMAC
mea2>w%Rﬂ§

LC0 3.6.2.1 Suppression pool average temperature shall be:

(37.€.7]

a. Xty i ¥te range /Ao
[25/40] divisiony of full Acale on J

nd testing tha
heat to the suppression pool is being performed; and

. 1103°F/[whesi all OP LE IRM £hannels are < £25/407\
. %7%5,01’ full scal¢ on Rany[' ‘L

#, THERMAL P@
£ 1% RTPX

<:ﬁ?é?;{:> APPLICABILITY:  MODES 1, 2, and 3.

ACTIONS
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
leb
A Suppression pool A.l Verify suppression . Once per hour
average temperature pool average
> ¥95%°F but temperature
ol < L10x°F. < R110%F.
(i ) (] M - -, A '
Tratkmac) ([Any DPERABLE IRM A.2 Restore suppression 24 hours
PowER chapnel > §25/40] j pool average
> 1% RTE) Jdiyisions pf full temperature to
sgale on Range S XO5KF.
TSTF-204L| AND
Not performing testing
that adds heat to the
suppression pool.

(continued)
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ACTIONS (continued)

Suppression Pool Average Temperature

3.6.2.1

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
|
3:7.K\.> 12 1
B. Required Action and B.1 12 hours
ktf2 associated Completion
Time of Condition A .
not met. (+o§_;% RTPD—] |
37 C. Suppression pool c.1 Suspend all testing Irmediately
+ ‘f avgrage temperature that adds heat to the
A (> x05%°F. suppression pool.
{THE_RMAL. POWER
D 1% RTP
L Performing testing
- that adds heat to the
suppression pool.
3:1 K '
M Y D. Suppression pool D.1 Place the reactor Immediately
) average temperature mode switch in. the
_ > ¥110¥°F but shutdown position.
< X120%°F. '
| ! -] aKD
(4.7.K.'A.C> D.2 Verify suppression Once per
pool average 30 minutes
temperat
< ¥1P0X°F.
D.3 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours
(continued)
BWR/4 STS 3.6-32 Rev 1, 04/07/95



ACTIONS (continued)

Suppression Pool Average Temperature

3.6.2.1

CONDITION

REQUIRED ACTION

"COMPLETION TIME

<3.‘I.t..2.c7 E.

3,7.K
S

Suppression pool
average temperature

1;?;20}{F.

E.l Depressurize the

reactor vessel to
' <_sig.
D

Be in MODE 4.

12 hours

. E.2 %36 hoursk 1)
SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

<‘f~7aK.9> SR 3.6.2.1.1

K.2.0)

Verify suppression pool average
%:m?:rature is within the applicable
mits.

24 hours

AND

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

BWR/4 STS

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

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

Quad Cities 1 and 2 1



Suppression Pool Water Level
3.6.2.2

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

) 3.6.2.2 Suppression Pool Water Level
<3.1 K.l\ LCo 3.6.2.2 Su ion _pog] water level shall be zé!; ft;Z i%hes%_and m
1 3 N
B S ({d2/ft 6 finchesp

Af" APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, and 3.
3.7.k . .

@,’!’,‘ 4) ACTIONS

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION ‘ COMPLETION TIME
3.7k .
+1 A. Suppression pool water | A.l Restore suppression 2 hours
A Tevel not within pool water level to
5 c limits. within limits.
Act/ :
37K B. Required Action and B.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
Actt associated Completion
Time not met. AND
35.¢C
A B.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours

\J—__

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY
<l, ;VC jy SR 3.6.2.2.1 Verify suppression pool water level is 24 hours
rh =/ within 1imits.

BWR/4 STS 3.6-34 " Rev 1, 04/07/95



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

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

Quad Cities 1 and 2 1
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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
<3.7. M» LCO 3.6.2.3 Two RHR suppression pool cooling subsystems shall be
. OPERABLE. ‘ |
Ap;’ ) APPLICABILITY:  MODES 1, 2, and 3.
3, .M
ACTIONS
CONDITION . " REQUIRED ACTION * COMPLETION TIME.
<37'M) A. One RHR suppression A.l Restore RHR 7 days
At ] pool cooling subsystem suppression pool
inoperable. ' cooling subsystem to
OPERABLE status.
% Required Action and 1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
2m
i -
2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours )
3.M -Two RHR suppression B.I Restore one RHE ¥ hours
Ad 7 * pool cooling suppressisn pool eoolin
. subsystems inoperable. Subsystem +. OPZRABL
. @xLl) ) status. -

BWR/4 STS : 3.6-35 Rev 1, 04/07/95



RHR Suppression Pool Cooling

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

3.6.2.3

FREQUENCY

) SURVEILLANCE
Uzm.s |

SR 3.6.2.3.1 _ Verify each RHR suppression pool cooling
m——{s system nnuabgwgm)

[-_ZL au valve in the flow path that is

not Tocked, sealed, or otherwise secured

- in _position,is in the correct position or
EL )/ can be aligned to the correct position.

31 days

rq—- 3]
SR 3.6.2.3.2 Ver each\RHR pump develops a flow rate

: §7700% gpm through the associated heat
<|I,‘7,M.27 : er while operating in the

suppression pool cooling mode.

BWR/4 STS 3.6-36

In accordance
with the
nservice ¥

Rev 1, 04/07/95



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
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RHR Suppression Pool Spray
3.6.2.4
-
3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

3.6.2.4 Residual Heat Removal (RHR) Suppression Pool Spray

( 37, L') LCO 3.6.2.4 Two RHR suppression pool spray subsystems shall be OPERABLE.

A (‘) '
< 3,@, L/ APPLICABILITY:  MODES 1_, 2, and 3.

ACTIONS '
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

AL
<3 & ) A. One RHR suppression A.l Restore RHR 7 days
At | pool spray subsystem suppression pool
inoperable. spray subsystem to
OPERABLE status.
kA
At 9 B. Two RHR suppression B.l Restore one RHR 8 hours
pool spray subsystems suppression pool
inoperable. spray subsystem to
OPERABLE status.
3L ’ - ~
C. Required Action and C.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
et | associated Completion
. Time not met.. AND - )
< 3oL C.2  Be in MODE 4. 36 hours

fhef2 ‘ . '

BWR/4 STS 3.6-37 " Rev 1, 04/07/95
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RHR Suppression Pool Spray
3.6.2.4

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

SR 3.6.2.4.1 Verify each RHR suppression pool spr 31 days
Sybsyeten manua Wﬁﬁd 7]
ba.L > valve the flow path that s
Pt ' ocked

sealed, or otherwise secured
n positiophis in the-correct position or |
can be aligned to the correct position.

f_s 6.2.4.2 Verify each. RHR pump develops a fl
rate > [400] gpm through the heat
changer while operating in the
uppression pool spray mode.
./

5&3‘242 \ &h—bl'\ SU PESSOO»\ cd‘
Vsc;rf;’wz%{e. s uul-: rudr

oo
My
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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 1
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DryweT'l-to#Suppression Chamber Djfferential P;egsgrg

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

' 3.6.2.5 Drywell-to-Suppression Chamber Differential Pressure 70 |
37.4) | g
LCoO 3.6.2.5 The drywell pressure shall be maintained > psid above
the pressure of .the suppression chamber.
4"

( ,gl‘?l’ib APPLICABILITY: MODE 1 during the time period:

a. From £24% hours after THERMAL POWER is > RI153% RTP
following startup, to l

b. J24X hours prior to reducing THERMAL POWER to
< X15%% RTP prior to the next scheduled reactor

shutdown.

ACTIONS : p———————
) CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

At [> A. Drywell-to-suppression | A.1 Restore differential hours
chamber differential pressure to within 3
pressure not within limit.

Timit.

{ 37 ”) B. Required Action and B.1 Reduce THERMAL POWER | (@ hours

; . associated Completion to < Y15}% RTP. ' 3
‘ At ! Time not met. . . f_Lm ®

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

Wan. D

3.7 R
Sodtuole &

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

______ ""NOT P —

Not required K be met Lor u; :'l\-'-i ;o;f‘é\iu;\ns Per‘F‘orm’anc;C
of reguired Surveillances. — e s e =
e W




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



Pfimary Containment Mydrogen Recogb;n;r;

F.s CONTAINME |
3.6.3.1 Primdry Containment Hydpbgen Recombiners (if permanently instalifd)

Two primary £ontainment hydrogen fecombiners shall b
OPERABLE. /

APPLICABILITY: MODEY/1 and 2.

ACTIONS
CONDIPAON REQUIRED ACTION /| COMPLETION TIME /

/

A. Oné imary A.l NOTE.
confainment hydrogen LCO 3.0.4 is no
ombiner inoperable. applicable.

Restore primary 30 days
contai t hydrogen
recombipér to
OPERABYE status.

4 —

hour

Once per
12 hours

B.1 Verify by

that the hydrogen
control -function
maintained. -

E Two primary
containment/hydrogen
recombiner:

B.2 Restore

/ / (continued)
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'y Containment Hydrogen Recombiners
: 3.6.3.1
r'VA'CTI()NS {cont ifued)

fylﬂITION REOUIRED ACTION /T COMPLETION TIME

/(1 Be in MODE 3.

12 hours

sociated Completion
T‘lle not met.

SURVEILLANCE

sunvsu.uu;z’ FREQUENCY

SR 3.6.3.1.1 Perform a sf({/ functional test for u( [18] months
primary c/o» ai t hydrogen reconb/i)er. ‘

/ SR 3.6.3.1.2 Hsyt{y examine each primary Containment [18] mnﬁ’s/
hydrogen recombiner encl osury’ and verify

lere is no evidence of ab
onditions. /

Perform a resistancé to ground test for [i8] months
each heater phase/ /
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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 inciude Primary Containment Hydrogen
Recombiners. Therefore, this Specification has been deleted.

Quad Cities 1 and 2 1



[Drywell Cooling Systeg gans

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
1 Cooling System Fans]

Z e

3.0.4 i; not
plicable.

Restore [required] 30 days ,
[drywel]l cooling
system fan] to
OPERABLE status

B. Two [requir 551/ B.1 - Verify 1 hour
[drywell cooling admipistrative means
system fans) that' the hydrogen AND
i able. ntrol function is
’ ./ maintained. Onge per

g

hours

AT P TV T Y v

hereafter

AND

B.2 Restore one 7 days
[required] [drswell
cooling sys fan]
to OPERABLE status.

Ve
Rggu1red Action and 12 /hours
ociated Completion
ime not met.
“
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R 3.6.3.2.1

erate each [required)/[drywell cooling 9/2 day§
ystem fan] for > [15) minutes. ’///’ '

liired] [drywel) cofling | [18] month

Verify each [
rate is > [500

system fan]

BWR/4 STS
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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.c., 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 1



Primary Containment Oxygen Concen;rgt;‘on ’

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
Primary Containment Oxygen Concentration ) ' ﬂ
|

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

Gl> APPLICABILITY: MODE 1 during the time period:

A
<;,-f a.  From (24 hours after THERMAL POWER is > (Jasgk RTP

following startup, to

b. (24) hours prior to reducing THERMAL POWER to
< inm prior to the next scheduled reactor

shut .
ACTIONS
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION - | COMPLETION TIME
3.7 A. Primary containment A.l Restore oxygen 24 hours
At oxygen concentration concentration to :
not within limit. . within limit.
3 f) B. Required Actionand  |B.1  Reducs THERMAL POWER |8 hours i,
- associated Completion to < RTP.
A‘f . Time not met. ' -
e EE————— .
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY
( 977\7 SR 3.6.3.G) Verify primary containment oxygen 7 days
L concentration is within limits.

' ]
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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



REQUIRED ACTION
| \.
A. One CAD/Subsystem A.l NOTE \
inopepdbie. LCO 3.0.4 is not
applicable. J/
Restbre CAD subsystem | 30 days !
/ to OPERABLE sistus. |
. |
’E Two CAD subs¥stems B.1 1 hour
nistrative means
at the hydrogen AND i
control function i
maintained. : ce per
12 hours
thereafter
/
<} B.2 Restore one 7 days
subsystem
status.
- ) -
C. Required Action and c.1 in MODE 3. 12 hour
associated Completion
/Jjne not met.

BWR/4 STS
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SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

/ FREQUENCY

SR 3.6.3.4.1 Verjfy > [4350] gal of /liquid nitrog 31 days:
are’ contained in the System. :

SR 3.6.3.4.2 Verify each CAD/ubsystem mandal, power 31 days

operated, and Adutomatic valyé in the flow
path that is ot locked, sealed, or
otherwise sgcured in posjtion is in the
correct position or ¢ aligned to the
correct position. /
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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 1



((cT5>

Secondary¥ Containment |
% X 3.6.4.1

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
3.6.4.1 ¥SecondaryX Containment _ _m

(3-7- ”> LCO 3.6.4.1  The fsecondaryX containment shall be OPERABLE.

< ;f;‘ > APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, and 3, - ' 5
4 4”

During movement of irradiated fuel assemblies in the J

¥secondaryX containment,

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

vessel (OPDRVs).

ACTIONS
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

3. 2N A. XSecondaryk A.l Restore fsecondaryX 4 hours - }'@
Act | containment inoperable containment to
in MODE 1, 2, or 3. ‘OPERABLE status.
- {37 N) B. Required Action and B.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
Acfl associated Completion
Time of Condition A AND
not met.
B.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours
3N C. XSecondaryX c.1 NOTE: :
Ad 2 . containment inoperable LCO 3.0.3 is not
: during movement of applicable.
irradiated fuel
assemblies in the '@
sisecondaryX Suspend movement of Immediately
containment, during irradiated fuel
CORE ALTERATIONS, or assemblies in the
during OPDRVs. Xsecondary¥X
containment. -
AND
(continued)
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efrs)

¥Secondary¥_ Cont;i rslm:n'lc}—m
ACTIONS
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
c. tinued) c.2 Suspend CORE Immediately
aAZ""” L-> (continued) . ALTERATIONS.
| AND
c.3 Initiate action to Immediately
suspend OPDRVs. '
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

e7m

R 3.6.4.1.1  Verify ¥secondary} containment vacuum is
2 ([7.#5)) inch of vacuum water gauge.
@, -

ify all [seco ary] contn
ulpment hatch are closed and sea’led.

ﬂmmﬁ

SR . 3 6. 4.1b Verify \&’secondaryi' contaimuent 31 days
access door is clos ed~EXCep ‘
SR 3.6.4.1.4 rify each standby gas/treatment. [18]1 months on
SGT) subsystem will gfaw down the a ATAGGERED
[secondary] contai t to BASIS
2 £0.25] inch of vaglhum ‘water g gauge
in < [120) seconds -
—]
(continued)

BWR/4 STS 3.6-48
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ey

¥Secondary} Cont;igm:n?-;m
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS _(continued) - — 4]
SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY
i;ha Swﬂdﬂ“‘y contanm n.g tan be mm-hmel @ ]
éﬂ:”l;) SR 3.6.4.1(% em Gin maiftai §18} months on
¥ ater gauge .2 STAGGERED _m
G) A medt) for TEST BASIS &

BWR/4 STS 3.6-49
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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



_ ( A”( -APPLicnlem: MODES 1, 2, and 3,

SCIVs
3.6.4.2

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
- 3.6.4.2 Secondary Containment Isolation Valves (SCIvs)

LCO 3.6.4.2 Each SCIV shall be OPERABLE.

Durin uoveaent of irradiated fuﬂ assemb'hes in theL

3272 econdaryj containment, J

During CORE AL TIONS, .
During operations with a potential for dnimng the reactor

vessel (OPDRVs).

ACTIONS

(.~

(DW— L-‘) 1. Penetration flow paths may be unisolated intermittently under
administrative controls.

(D'C A,s) 2. Separate Condition entry is allowed for each penetration fiow path.

<ooe A.-,) 3. Enter applicable Conditions and Required Actions for systems made
: inoperable by SCIVs.

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION | COMPLETION TIME

(3 7.0 A. One or more A.l Isolate the affected |8 hours
penetration flow paths penetration flow path
320 with one SC;V . by use of at least
NAt 243 inoperable. v one closed and
- - - de-activated

automatic valve,
closed manual valve,
or blind f'lange

(continued)
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:‘(ﬂ)')

SCIvs
3.6.4.2

ACTIONS

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

3.7, 0)

Act A. (continued) A.2 @l NOTH@—
. Isolation devices in i - _ 209
, high radiation areas TsTF -
70 » \ may be verified by. : . )
> r ) _

: iees
| e# 24 2‘Iso|a*’m~ devite use of administrative

\ot,k!

Vot ave . means.
(8.7.42.8) *,;1,4),;0H=r~ I
: Verify the affected Once per 31 days
N2 5) penetration flow path
Litndte & is isolated.

Isolate the affected 4 hours
penetration flow path

(DOC.
1.2 B. NOTE— B.1

Only applicable to

penetration flow paths
with two isolation
valves.

by use of at least
one closed and
de-activated

automatic valve,
closed manual valve,
or blind flange. .

One or more
penetration flow paths
with two SCIVs
inoperable.

( 3.2 °). © C.. Required Action and | C.1  Be.in MODE 3, 12 hours

associated Completion
Ad' Time of Condition A AND
or B not met in

MODE 1, 2, or 3. *lC.2 Be in MODE 4. _ 36 hours

(continued)
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SCIVs

3.6.4.2
ACTIONS (continued)
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
D. Required Action and D.1 —meeNOTE
associated Completion LCO 3.0.3 is not
270 Time of Condition A applicable.
At or B not met during
movement of irradiated , g ‘
fuel assemblies in the Suspend movement of Iomediately
({econdar. irradiated fuel
containment, during semblies_in the
CORE ALTERATIONS, or econda
during OPDRVs. containment.
D.2 Suspend CORE Ismediately
ALTERATIONS. - _ )
AND .
D.3 Initiate action ‘to Immediately
suspend OPDRVs.
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SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

SURVEILLANCE

SCIVs
3.6.4.2

FREQUENCY

SR 3.6.4.2.1

<l/.7. Noz.b)

<y, N2,
hohste o

(~

: N
1. Vaives 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 flan
that is(required to be closed during
accident conditions is closed.

Verify the isolation time of each power

(Do.t W) SR 3.6.4.2.2
]TSTF-qaf—ﬁ 2

O operated|@id Aagh automatic SCIV is

within limits.

<L’.7‘ 0,) SR 3.6.4.2.3

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

S

BWR/4 STS
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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‘0 4 . 3

e

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
3.6.4.3 Standby Gas Treatment (SGT) System

('3.7 P) LCO 3.6.4.3  fTwo) SGT subsystems shall be OPERABLE.

A ' APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, and 3, -
( PP ' During movement of irradiated fuel assemblies in.the

3.7 . XsecondaryX containment,
DurinigsconE ALTERATIONS,

| During operations with a potential for draining the reactor
(ﬁefl’-f—‘m‘uﬂ> vessel (OPDRVS). _
ACTIONS
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
3.9°P .
At | A. One SGT subsystem A.l1_ Restore SET 7 days
inoperable. subsystem to

OPERABLE status.

da.p > B. Required Action and [B.1  Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
Adl.= associated Completion

Time of Condition A AND

not met in MODE 1, 2,

or 3. '1B.2 -Be in MODE 4.. 36 hours

- ENT 4 \ C. Reguired Action and NOTE

Act b associated Completion | LCO 3.0.3 is not applicable.
Time of Condition A .
not met during :
movenent of irradiated | C.1 Place OPERABLE SGT Immediately
fuel assemblies in the subsystem in
X¥secondary¥ operation.
containment, during
CORE ALTERATIONS, or [1]:4
during OPDRVs.

(continued)
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ACTIONS

SGT System
3.6.4.3

CONDITION

REQUIRED ACTION

COMPLETION TIME

C. (continued)

Can)

irradiated fuel
assemblies in

Xsecondaryk .
containment, .

C.2.2 Suspend CORE
ALTERATIONS.

C.2.3 Initiate action
suspend OPDRVs.

C.2.1 Suspend movement of

Immediately

Immediately

to Immediately

2, or 3.

Two S6T subsystems
inoperable in MODE 1,

?es‘f‘om one SET su
Yo OPERABLE stotus

(mefiataTy
(1 hour)

beystem

2 ”% Two SGT subsystems

inoperable during
movement of irradiated
fuel assemblies in the

NOTE
LCO 3.0.3 is not
applicabie.

not

37

Xsecondaryk .
containment, during Suspend movement of Immediately
CORE ALTERAT,:ONS or irradiated fuel _ ‘
during OPDRVs. assemblies in
¥secondaryk
containment.
AND
(continued)
. Reguwed Action and El B ModE. 3. I hours
a:}écmj’ul ComPlul'wn o e m
Time of Condihiom D AND _
met, E.Z Be mn MDDE 4. 3, hours

At 2

BWR/4 STS
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SGT System
3.6.4.3
ACTIONS
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
2 Suspend CORE Immediately

(continued)
. ALTERATIONS.

(3'7‘6 3> 3 Inftiate action to Inmediately
N : suspend OPDRVs.

S T —

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

. SURVEILLANCE o FREQUENCY
) SR 3.6.4.3.1  Operate each SGT subsysten for > £10K 31 days
(‘1.‘2’.’ continuous hours fwith heaters '
: operatingk

2

accordance with the Ventilation Filter with the VFTP
(D oc A.2) Testing Program (VFTP).

(‘{,7‘ 34, bYSR 3.6.4.3.3 Ver;ify each SGT subsystem actuates on an @ﬁ’mnths ,

actual or simulated initiation signal.

R 3.6.4.3 Verif§ each SET/Filter coofer bypas
d r can be ned and the fan
' s .

14

SR 3.6.4.3.2 Perform required SGT filter testing in. In accordance
Y 7.?..7.)
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS: 3.6.4.3 - STANDBY GAS TREATMENT (SGT) SYSTEM

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

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.

The bracketed requirement is deleted. The SGT subsystem arrangement to ensure the
removal of decay heat from an idle train consists of a flow path containing an
automatically actuated damper, in each subsystem, and a common, locked open,
electrically disconnected crosstie valve. Operability of the automatic damper is verified
within the performance of ITS SR 3.6.4.3.3. Operation of the common crosstie valve
is controlled in accordance with plant procedures. This change is consistent with the
current licensing basis.
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Primary Containment
B 3.6.1.1

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
B 3.6.1.1 Primary Contaimnen-t

BASES

BACKGROU ' The function of the primaryJcontainment.is to (isg ate and
- BACKGROUND contain fission products released from the Reactor)Primary A

System following a Pesign Basis)Accident (DBA)(and to
confine the postulated release of radicactive material. The

mary containment consists of.,a stee reinforced hick.
~ goncre{e ESSEY, RFCh surrounds the Reactor Primary Systﬁiiif'ﬁf—#———:"d/ =
and provides an essentially leak tight barrier against an
environment.

uncontrolled release of radioactive material to the

Fras svre v_cssel
enclosed

nd a sup resiion
: S A
’chambcr, UK""‘ !

seel Forns --‘/;'):‘_.,c

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. A1l penetrations required to be closed .during accident
conditions are either:

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

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

b. The primary containment air Jock is OPERABLE, except
as provided in LC0.3.6.1.2, "Primary Containment Air

Lock®; - and sealed,

c. A'l'l‘equipunt hatches are closedf and

d. he pressurfzed sealing glechanism asfociated with a
penetratigh is OPERABLE,./ except as Frovided in
. LCO 3.6.1£] ). .

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

@’ii" Basis Au:’dw*"/‘m

(continued)
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BASES

Primary Containment
B 3.6.1.1

BACKGROUND
(continued)

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

APPLICABLE
SAFETY ANALYSES

G

Primary containment satisfies Criterion 3 of €he NR€ PoTicy
TaTehem, :

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

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

primary containment leakage.

Amalytical 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 deterwination of
offsite doses. The fission product release is, in turn,
based on an assumed leakage rate from the primary
containment. OPERABILITY of the primary containment ensures
that the Teakage rate assumed in the safety amalyses is not

exceeded. D al: lesian basis LOCA

The maximum allowabley leakage Tate for the primary
containment (L)) is (1.Z)% by/weight of t ntainment air
per 24 ho at the g J t

(o CFR 50.30 Y2y (ivY)

LCO

yA leakage to < 1.0 L,,
. rforming a require ﬁﬁﬁm g
t this time,)\&he_coibines TYDE B and D leakage (@us

@0 m&r']ﬁc.th’ﬂ L.ﬁﬂ(‘tﬂkl’g Pate F.‘F[ﬂ, Ph,r&h)
Primary contaimntg):'ERABILlTY is maintained by limiting
e

xcept prior to the first startup after

Jeakage test

0.5 [, SNU"TNE OVerall Jvpe A Jeakage must be < 0.75 D).
Compliance w 1S LCO will ensure a primary containment
configuration, including equipment hatches, that is

Tw add

om . e leakaye r\'om Hie drquwel 4o Seppresion

) <. . .
chamber pust be lLimided 4p ensurc the promavy Containmen
pressuve amd- be wperntvee. Ao not” exceed desianm (continued) J
Livet &3
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BASES

Primary Containment
B 3.6.1.1

Lco
(continued)

structurally sound and that will 1imit leakage to those
leakage rates assumed in the safety analyses.

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

APPLICABILITY

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

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

ACTIONS

Al

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

1 hour. The 1 hour Completion Time provides a period of
time to correct the problem cosmensurate 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.

Bl and B.2

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

BWR/4 STS

(continued)
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L mktl\L g‘*"

Primary Containment
B 3.6.1.1

BASES (continued)

——
Testin
4+he ?‘""“"j C..\“'n.iuua‘(' chk&jc Rafe A J’

SURVEILLANCE SR_3.6.1.1.1 an N3]

REQUIREMENTS . )
Maintaining the primary tontainment OPERABLE requires

compliance with the(visual examinations and leakage rate

test requirements o

this SR. The impact
of the failure to meet these SRs must be evaluated against
the Type A, B, and C acceptance criteria of iU CFR 50 :
Appendix J7 as moditied’by jbproved exemfiions (Ré A As
left leakage prior to the first startup after performing a
required (D AER/5U, RAPPEANIN_I7) Teakage test is required to
be < 0.6 L.| for combined Type B and C leakage, and/<\0.75 L.)_E
for overall Type A leakage. At all other times be n
required Jeakage rate tests, the acceptance criteria is

based on an overall Type A leakage limit of < 1.0 L.. At

<1.0 L, the offsite dose consequences are bounded by the

3 assumptions of the safety amalysis. The Frequency is
J DV %E
gu »,

Proqroen

) required by, Q0 LFE 50, AppendiX T TRet. 3), S DWOTPIE
\ loprien B3 " R -

= R E———
..

" 0.2 (dhic

} ‘:Iﬂnset:t;' : , to the suppressign chamber. Thus, if An event were to occur
{ sg 36112 ' hrough the d

3

Maintaining the préssure suppression funftion of primary
containment requires limiting the leakade from the drywell

that pressurizeqd the drywell, the steim would be directed

cowmers into the supp ssion pool. This SR

2 [10) -minute perigd to ensure that the
leakage paths/that would bypass tie suppression pool are
thin allowgble 1imits.

 performance of thif SR can be achieved by
establishing a known differentfal pressure between the
drywell and the suppression cifamber and verifying that the
pressure/in either the suppreSsion chamber or the drywell
does noy change by more tha [0.25}\jnch of water per minute
over a /10 minute period. THe leakage test is performed
every {18 months}. The [18 month] Frequency was deve1oped‘,/

(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/Vk design value of
0.18 ft?assumed in the safety analysis. For example, with a typical loss
factor of 3 or greater, the maximum allowable leakage area would be
approximately 0.3 ft?, corresponding to 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 Teakage limit. At all other times between required leakage
rate tests, the acceptance criteria is based on design A/Yk. At the design
A/¥k the containment temperature and pressurization response are bounded by
the assumptions of the safety analysis. The leakage test is performed every
24 months, consistent with the difficulty of performing the test, risk of high
radiation exposure, and the remote possibility of a component failure that is
not identified by some other drywell or primary containment SR.

Insert Page B 3.6-4



Primary Containment
B 3.6.1.1 -

BASES

SURVEILLANCE SR_3,6,1.1.2 (continued)

REQUIREMENTS

(considering it 14 prudent that this S¥rveillance be
performed during a unit outage and afso in view of the fact
that component/faitures that might fave affected thisest
are 1dentif1e hy uther prlnary cohtainment SRs. T .

every [9
[ps evidegced by passing two fonsecutive tests

REFERENCES 1.

i UFJAK/ Section é..z,/,z.,‘»‘.ﬂ——m
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS BASES: 3.6.1.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT

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

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



Primary Containment Air Lock
. B 3.6.1.2

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
B 3.6.1.2 Primary Containment Air Lock

BASES '

L.~ " "~ "~ 3

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

Each air lock door has been designed and tested to certify
its ability to withstand a pressure in excess of the maximum

expected pressure following a DBA in pri containmen { ¢ .
Each of the doors contains [delB]2

- WY LabgU 11 1LY /ZLD BOSUHTE /DT eSS SIS
o eftect a leak tight seal, the air lock design
uses pressure seated doors (i.e., an increase in primary

containment internal pressure results in increased sealinc
force on each door).. approXimelely

- Each air lock is nominally a right circular cylinder, 10 ft
in diameter, with doors at each end that are interlocked to
prevent simultaneous opening. The air lock is provided with
UL AWTICRED on both doors that provide <GRATFOT TOOMD

_indication of door position. gADT y

8!

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

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

(continued)
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Primary Containment Air Lock
B 3.6.1.2

BASES

BACKGROUNb containment leakage rate to within limits in the event of a
(continued) DBA. Not maintaining air lock integrity or: leak tightness

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

the @\saéelty analysis.

APPLICABLE The DBA that postulat;s the maximum release of radioactive _
SAFETY ANALYSES material within primary containment is a LOCA. In the (e 55

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

~ inment leakage. The(primary containment is
@es.{u basis LOCE primary containme 9 P ¥

designed with a maximum allowable/ leakage rate (L) of , (72% @

\ by weight of the containment air/per 24 hours at the
Gﬂiﬂi@mncontaimnt pressure (P,) of

GZ5 psig (Ref.,@). This allowable leakage rate forms the

basis/Tor 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 ofm /

. (10 cre 50, .%(c)(z){@

LCO

As part of \primary contaimentl the air 'lock@s/afﬂ—

function is related to control of containment leaka e@“ﬂ
‘following a DBA. Thus, the air lock®¥ Structural integrity ¥

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

(contiﬁued)
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BASES

Primary Containment Air Lock
B 3.6.1.2

LCO
(continued)

OPERABLE. Closure of a single door in£ air lock is
sufficient to provide a leak tight barrier.following
postulated events. Nevertheless, both doors are kept closed.

when the air lock is not being used for normal entry gD
exit from primary containment. ‘ (or)d 3

APPLICABILITY

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

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

ACTIONS

REL

The require P’
Con‘(’ C"OR‘“ '.
Sfah'omnj a ded ieated
individéal h ""’"‘Lﬁ
Closure oﬁ""“d::et“
\

t_loor ::“#'oml :‘)"6 aw.,

b asswwe Hhe OPEERSLE

dw( is mlo‘k*l

after conplehon @
¢ n"‘: e
Z‘t:« DA wd .\(!ﬂ‘f

d a dmin B""‘hw

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

inoperable, however, then a short time exists when the
containment boundary is not intact (during access through
pPE E} thedouter door). The @BFItty to open the OPERABLE door, M

even if it means the primary containment boundary is
temporarily not intact, is acceptable due to the low
probability of an event that could pressurize the primary
containment during the short time in which the OPERABLE door
is expected to be open. : BLE d

The ACTIONS are modified by a second Note, which ensures
appropriate remedial measures are taken when necessary/
Pursuant to LCO 3.0.6, actions are not required, even if
primary containment(is exceeding 423 Jeakage) Gt
Therefore, the Note is added to require ACTIONS for

LCO 3.6.1.1, "Primary Containment,” to be taken in this
event.

Al A2, and A3
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, A2, and A.3 (continued)

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

In addition, the air lock penetration must be isolated by

locking closed the OPERABLE air lock door within the 24 hour
Completion Time. The 24 hour Completion Time is considered
reasonable for locking the OPERABLE air lock door, g
considering that the OPERABLE door is being maintained

closed. @

Required Action A.3 ensures that the air lock @ith an>

has been isolated by the use of a locked
closed OPERABLE air lock door. This ensures that an
acceptable primary containment leakage boundary is
maintained. The Completion Time of once per 31 days is
based on engineering judgment and is considered adequatecﬁb\fgg
I 0Y the low 1ikelihood of a locked door being
mispositioned and other administrative controls. Required
Action A.3 is modified by a Note that applies to air lock
doors located in high radiation areas or areas with 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 emtry into
Condition A; only the requirement to comply with the

3 Required Actions. Note 2 allows use of the air lock for
entry and exit for 7 days under administrative controls.

gp Primary containment entry may be required to perform

Technical Specifications (TS) Surveillances and Required

(continued)
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BASES

Primary Containment Air Lock
B 3.6.1.2

ACTIONS

The wired 3.{:2..‘.:huﬁve
C;‘:j‘:};(“ﬁ py
51;;4::“;}#;‘:&; I.°_££A8'L£
entry andexit,and +
:‘fo} s 'H;l; Iﬁ:if ‘::%*iif

lebon 0F fhe containe®

Al. A2, and A.3 (continued) ) 1:7

Actions, as well as other activities Qﬁ:!iﬁiﬁﬁiﬁb inside

primary containment that are required by TS or activities.
-required equipment. 1s Note is
not intended to preclude performing other activities (i.e.,
non-TS-related activities) if the-primary containment was
entered, using the inoperable air lock, to perform an
allowed activity i1s above), This allowance is acceptable
due to the low probability of an event that could pressurize
the primary containment during the short time that the
OPERABLE door is expected to be open.

B.1. 8.2, and 8.3

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 €.1.¢.2, 9and C3

{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

inoperable

~ Teakage is not within
limits. In many instances (€.9. 0BV Ohe~ pey goor/has)
{@7ed), primary containment remains OPERABLE, yet only

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

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

C' o f Aebton €3 Additionally, the air\lock must be restored to OPERABLE
(le.—af ¢ status within 24 hours. The 24 hour Completion Time is
v reasonable for restoring an inoperable air lock to OPERABLE
- status considering that at least one door is maintained
closed in the air lock.

0.1 and D2

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

(continued)
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Primary Containment Air Lock
B 3.6.1.2

BASES (continued)

: - -

SgRgg&%E SR_3.6.1.2.1 ./D

R S . . .
e E Maintaining/primary containment air lock§ OPERABLE requires

compliance with the leakage rate test requirements of
10 R BJ <mim.¢.(.¥-)m.uar-v.-m‘
%- . This SR reflects the leakage rate testing
requirements with respect to air-lock-leakage (Type B
leakage tests). The acceptance criteria were ‘established
. uring initial air lock and primary containment OPERABILITY
@/Rsting}. The periodic testing requirements verify that the
air lock leakage does not exceed the allowed fraction of the
overall primary containment leakage rate. The Frequency is

pds, SR 3.0.2/(which a1lows Freguenc

el D @D
The SR has been modified by @;Not @ms that an )“
inoperable air lock door does not invalidate the previous
successful performance of the overall air lock leakage test.
This is considered reasonable since either air lock door is

capable of providing a fission product barrier in the event

ot Eieziy? g
| 36122

The air Tock 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
ot sR3612.2 ;‘) feature supports primary containment OPERABILITY while the
(?n sev o air lock is being used for personnel transit in and out of
ha the containment. Periodic testing of this interlock
" demonstrates that the interlock will function as designed
17 m
{ Inser* se3clnz-t
el 2H Prenth

+‘¢' PV‘“V G)V\"ﬁnuwt'j
Leu\un‘g Rea Test

é;Y /of—k

dowr’

and that simultaneous inner and outer door opening will not
inadverten occur, the purely mechanical nature of
and given that) the interlock/mechanism is

T5T¢

(continued)

BWR/4 STS B 3.6-12 Rev 1, 04/07/95



———

@ i

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.

TSTF-17 |
A Insert SR 3.6.1.2.2-1

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

|

TSTF-11
___._———ﬁ
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. JThe month Frequengh for the igterlock)

15 _Justified pased on gengric operatin ience. / Operating experience has 3
shown these components usually pass the Surveillance when performed at the 24
month Frequency.

giifadl
Insert SR 3.6.1.2.2-3

given that the interlock is not challenged during the use of the }E

Insert Page B 3.6-12



Primary Containment Air Lock

B 3.6.1.2
BASES
SURVEILLANCE SR_3.6.1.2.2 (continued)
REQUIREMENTS TSTF-17 '
such as ingdications of ingerlock méchanism status e
. v £ 10 s_pgrsonne)y. :
REFERENCES

FSAR, Section (372). @
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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



PCIVs
B 3.6.1.3

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

BASES :

S0 A

BACKGROUND The function of the PCIVs, in combination with other
accident mitigation systems, is to.limit.fission product
release during and following postulated Design Basis
Accidents (DBAs) to within limits. Primary containment
isolation within the time 1imits specified for those
isolation valves designed to close automatically ensures
that the release of radicactive 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

{which welude plugs
and caps as l)

listed In Reference

valves, de-activated automatic valves secured in their

osed posi including check valves with flow through
the valve secured), n ang and closed systems are ,e.xce# for
considered passive devices. Check valves, or other fend?thth

automatic valves designed to close without operator action
following an accident, are considered active devices. Two
barriers in series are provided for each penetrationisc
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.

isolated bj
W

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. '

(contiﬁued)
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e valve lé01-S¢, This va e is i"""’“”

£
kxceﬂ"%»— Torus P €! Yadle sice 1435 vl
[ This 13 aces € sinte PCIVs
't L) .
?’fde:f: eSS U T s are dsighed 7o aufraslialy/ "y 3 671.3
Close on LOCA condl:] -
s eed lan @
BACKGROUND The primary contaimn%urg;/lﬂmluje f;ai/mches in
(continued)m diameter; ven are)f£18% inches in diameter..
X18% inch primary containment {purge valves are normally .
' FromThe maintained closed in MODES 1, 2, and 3 to ensure the primar
SU ppression containment boundary is maintaine
c hamber and
GT) System filter : _
P/ 1gh pressure
inssin the unlikely
OCA) during venting.
ers wJ
(that is,
containg
APPLICABLE The PCIVs LCO was derived from the assumptions related to
SAFETY ANALYSES minimizing the loss of reactor coolant inventory, and
establishing the primary containment boundary during major
accidents. As part of the primary containmerit boundary,
PCIV OPERABILITY supports leak tightness of primary
containment. Therefore, the safety analysis of any event
requiring isolation of primary containment is applicable to
fov which Hhe this LCO.
CahSﬁucut“ ,
ave miHJd'cJ /“\ The DBAs that result in a release of (radioactive material ‘
by PV are a LOCA a main steam line
: break (MSLB). In the analysis for each of these accidents,
t 1s assumed 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) -
(Rebs Zand 3y . minimized. Of the events analyzed in Reference & the MSLB
‘e ;P,dive ly} . is the most limiting event due to radiological consequences.
the 3 seand closure

pst Severe Over
;'nvﬂ:ni’n‘f)‘ml’sf (Rc[t 5 )

an

The closure time of the main steam isolation valves (MSIVs (LocA)
is a significant variable from a radiological/standpoint. :
Jin the '\, The MSIVs are required to close within 3 to(5 secomds since @
Fime |3 assumes It the 5 second closure time is assumed in the analysis

MS IV closure (Hhe

rsSUe

K '\‘ e

(continued)
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PCIVs

B 3.6.1.3
BASES : //,——l!!II!I!I'“'I'
APPLICABLE containment (Is/isoVated such that release of fission
SAFETY ANALYSES products to the environment is controlled.
(continued)

The DBA analysis assumes that ‘Siim;ﬂn_(i-m-s..-m-.
pcEtdent s isolation o e primary containment is complete
and leakage is terminated, except for the maximum allowable

XThe single failure criterion\pequired to belimposed in the
conduct of unit safety analyses)was considered in the :
original design of the primary/containment (purge valves.
Two valves in series on eachfipurge line provide assurance
that both the supply and exhaust lines could be isolated
even if a single failure occurred.

[The primary/containment purge AaTves may be unabie to close
in the envifonment following
purge valvgs is required to

MODES 1,

main sealed closed during
%, and 3. In this qase, the single fiilure

LCO - o 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

[or Blocked td prevent full

g While the reactor building-to-suppression chamber
Dreakers isolate primary containment penetrations,

they are excluded from this Specification. Controls on

their isolation function are adequately addressed in LCO

(continued)
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Normally closed actomatic PClVs whick are rr;.u'ree/
by design (c.;.) +o meet /0 CFR SO Appendcin R
ra-, airtments) fo be de-activated and closeyf are
cons/dered OPERABLE whea Fthe valves are c/o:e/

“V‘+¢(' . Ke oS
-l " wtbre
BASES \_and Ac /@‘:M.,.‘:;‘:{ Ret Y

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

(continued) . Breakers." The valves covered by this LCO are 1isted with
their associated stroke times in .

i ) .—-———.] (rana "
and ,-‘,{ ;{Lﬁ"' The normally closediPCIVs are considered OPERABLE whj!n/E
= ghe)” @RI valves are CI10380).0r open (NZATTEIIANDE WIth E
. ‘ ANPRPTIIL® administrative control -{ VES ars
a Jé—activatedand SEHIVEU An thelT closed’ pg L0
d T INgES AT N placey; any CIUSEY SYSTEmS are INtac). These

passive isolation valves and devices are those l1isted in
Reference @. i

e valvEs TesTTient seals, segondary bypass valv 4
MSIVs_a rostatical)y tes v must mee

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 perforam
their designed safety functions to minimize the loss of
reactor coolant inventory and establish the primary
containment boundary during accidents.

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could cause a release of
radioactive material to primary containment. In MODES 4
and 5, the probability and consequences of these events are
reduced due toTthe pressure and temperature limitations of

these MODES refore, most PCIVs are not required to be
; OPERABL mary/contginment plirge valvey are
reg De. s g _ciosed/ in MODES 4 and 5. Certain
. valves, however, are required to be OPERABLE to prevent

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

ACTIONS The ACTIONS are modified by a Note allowing penetration
path(s) {excepr Tor purge valve A Tow path{<IT to be
unisolated intermittently under administrative controls.
These controls consist of stationing a dedicated operator at
the controls of the valve, who is in continuous

(continued)
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PCIVs
B 3.6.1.3

ACTIONS
(continued)

communicattion with the control room. In this way, the

penetration can be rapidly isolated when a need for primar

purg
those penetritions exh

inoperable valve, as allowed/by SR 3.

e
aust direcyly from the cohtainment
e penetratior/ flow path
containing /these valves is not R1lowed to be fopened under
administrative controls. A sifgle purge vajve in a
penetration flow path may be ppened to effebt repairs to a

A second Note has been added to provide clarification that,
for the purpose of this LCO, separate Condition entry is
allowed for each penetration flow path. This is acceptable,
since the Required Actions for each Condition provide
appropriate compensatory actions for each inoperable PCIV.
Complying with the Required Actions may aliow 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.

AJd and A.2

With one or more penetration) flow paths ni;g/g;e PClvV
inoperable fexcept for ST VIIZ® leakage/hot 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.l,

(continued)
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PCIVs
B 3.6.1.3

BASES

ACTIONS Al and A.2 (continued)

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

For affected penetrations that have been isolated in
accordance with Required Action A.1, the affected
penetration flow path(s) must be verified to be isolated on
a periodic basis. This is necessary to ensure that primary
containment penetrations required to be isolated following
g 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
g evice manipulation.") Rather, it involves verification that
those devices outside)\containment and capable of potentially
being mispositioned are in the correct position. The
Completion Time of “once per 31 days for isolation devices
1 outside primary containment® is appropriate because the
devices are operated under administrative controls and the
probability of their misalignment is low. For the devices
GM exiskence "'D inside primary containment, the time period specified *prior

to entering MODE 2 or 3 from MODE 44 if primary containment T
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
evices andiother 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 (157" ~26%

Gr_mere)y—With TWoAPCIVs. For penetration flow paths with one PCIV,

Condition C provides the appropriate Required Actions. (Foo)
5D
b Required Action A.2 is modified by @,lNotei 1:‘FI [applies to -

isolation devices located in high radiation a@ul) and

© (continued)
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PCIVs
B 3.6.1.3

ACTIONS Al and A.2 (continued)

allows them to be verified by use of administrative means.
: Allowing verification by administrative means is considered
p acceptable, since access to these areas is typically m
thser Ad and A, restricted.) Therefore, the probability of misalignment g&
A

, once they have been verified to be in the

,I.),r):,zaq prope‘r position, is low.
| o @r more>{0 |
Bl
5 With one or more penetration flow paths with twoiPCIVs
""?" v noperable, either the inoperable PCIVs must be restored to

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

Condition B is modified by a Note indicating this Condition

is only applicable to penetration flow paths with two, PCIVs. ﬂ
For penetration flow paths with one PCIV, Condition C
provides the appropriate Required Actions. m (or vore

' ' 4 hovrs except For excess
£.1and C.2 Flow check valve (EFCV) lmes
an wetrations wikh o closed
systew and

MotV leakste

With one or more penetration flow paths with one PCIV
inoperable, the inoperable valve must be restored to

EFCVS and penstnhins)OPERABLE status or the affected penetration flow path must
For osed plistem Jbe isolated. The method of isolation must include the use

with a et 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.
A check valve may not be u:ed to isolate the affected

2

. omp
is reasonablefconsidering the relative stability

o e closed system((hence, reliability) to act as a-
penetration isolation) boundary and the relative importance
of supporting primary| containment OPERABILITY during

(continued)
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TSTF’ZL"} Insert A.1 and A.2

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

Insert Page B 3.6-20



'

PCIVs -
B 3.6.1.3

ACTIONS C.1 and C.2 (continued)

[ MODES 1, 2, and 3.} The Completion Time of {3 hours is
reasonable considering the instrument and the small pipe

diameter of penetration (hence, reliability) to act as a
penetration isolation boundary and the small pipe diameter
of the affected penetrations. In the event the affected
penetration flow path is isolated in accordance with
Required Action C.1, the affected penetration must be
verified to be isolated on a periodic basis. This is

necessary to ensure that primary containment penetrations .

required to be isolated follom:nglas accident are isolated.) [ﬂ—
The Completion Time of once per ays €O VErVIYIm Barh

dffected penetyatiom—ty {snVated is appropriate because the

A u‘:: are operated under administrative controls and the
probability of their nisa'lignnent_ is Tow.

v ' TSTF-30 [

This Required Ackion

dD!S ne ~t“.r¢. avwl
}eshr.’ oy lalve
ma na’~léf'0n- Ra{“(l
¥ \nvokes yeri ficabron
H,J—-Hueu devites
oulide Contanmes

Condition C is modified by a Note indicating that this (Erws
Condition is only applicable to penetration flow paths with b
only one PCIV. For penetration flow paths with two[PCIVs,

and Cagehle of Conditions A and B provide the appropriate Required Actions.
poknhety e Gue) oS, )/
spohexed Q72 1n Required Action C.2 is modified by}l Not appTies to

! + @A1Ves7ang bIind T1ange» located in high radiation areas and 5o latron
e correc allows them to be verified by use of aaiim'sfrafl' Ve MEANS. | 10 ces

pos-"‘*"" Allowing verification by administrative means is considered
acceptable, since access to these areas is typically
restricted. ,Therefore, the probability of misalignment ¢fP
once they have been verified to be in the

n,\is low.

proper posit;o

-2¢9
- : p— Lurf IJCTI_MU ¢-1 Ter 4 f—
ﬁ}“} N‘&‘ |’ D-I-l : - *
Sincg
5‘;“‘2‘;‘( b With €he secongary pomtainment bypass Teakade rate/op MSIV
8 ‘h leakage rate not within limit, the assumptions of the safety |
if writhen analysis may not be met. Therefore, the leakage must —®
sPec;Fm.l h restored to within limit within ®fhours. —Restoration can be
address Yhose X accomplished by isolating the penetration that caused the
e brows limit to be exceeded by use of one closed and de-activated 6'
ne @ cincle automatic vaive, closed manual valve, or blind flange. ‘- When
mh &St 5 a penetration is isolated, the leakage rate for the isolated
k Per v, penetration is assumed to be the actual pathway leakage
\ through the isolation device. If two isolation devices are
El used to isolate the penetration, the leakage rate is as’sumedJ

(continued)
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T’er , 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.

Insert Page B 3.6-21



sko MSTV leakege & (A

allows & YeaSona ble per.od of /‘/me._+o PCIVS

nd s B 3.6.1.3

. ) i3 olation _ ~
Sy el ol el o et
- ————.

pf —Fhe_méain S fea

/2, automatically isolated, will be

to be/the lesser actual{pathway leakage of the two devices.
The & hour Completion Timeyis

me require
penetration
containment/bypass leakage
function.

Ny

In the event one or moré containment purge valves ar¢ not
within the purge valve’ leakage 1imits, purge valve
must be restored to Mithin limits or the affected
penetration must isolated. The method of isol
be by the use of Jeast one isolation barrier
be adversely affiécted by a single active failure/
barriers that t this criterion are a [closed/and
de-activated Automatic valve, closed manual vaive, and blind
flange]. .1§/a purge valve with resilient seafs is utilized
to satisfy/MRequired Action E.1, it must have been
demonstrated to meet the leakage requiremepts of

SR 3.6.).3.7. The specified Completion T is reasonable,
considering that one containment purge vaive remains closed
so thit a gross breach of containment dges not exist.

In Accordance with Required Action E.?, this penetration
path must be verified to be iso)ated on a periodic
sis. The periodic verification necessary to ensure
that containment penetrations requjred to be isolated
following an accident, which are go longer capable of being
the isolation position
should an event occur. This Re
require any testing or valve ipulation. Rather, it
involves verification that thyse isolation devices outsi
containment and potentially fapable of being mispositiogld
are in the correct position/ For the isolation device
inside containment, the tiple period specified as “prigr to
entering MODE 2 or 3 f E 4 if not performed within the
previous 92 days* is basgd on engineering judgment And is
considered reasonable i) view of the inaccessibil y of the

isolation devices -and #ther administrative cont
will ensure that isolftion device misalignment j
___un]jkely possibility

(continued)
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B 3.§.1.3

BASES . . : CA

{continued)

ACTIONS

For the containment purge valve/ with resilient seal that is
isolated in accordance with Required Action E.1, '
.1.3.7 must be performed at least once every [/ days.
This[provides assurance that fdegradation of the resifient
seal]/is detected and confi that the leakage rate/of the
inment purge valve doeg not increase during the time
the fpenetration is isolate The normal Frequency for
ince more reliance iy placed on
a sfingle valve while in this Condition, it is ppudent to
TSTF-26 peyform the SR more often{ Therefore, a Frequehcy of once
Crames net per [ ) days was chosen gnd has been shown to be acceptable
sh

own s bysed on operating experfience.

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

.f§ challenging plant systems.

If any Required Action and associated Completion Time cannot
'Lcooéi

met) the unit must be placed in a condition in which the
i R K 1]

d S Y and
TR hg iumed11§ii?

preclude cofyp DRDQ ' -

g A : tion must be immediately
initiated to suspend operations with a potential for
draining the reactor vessel (OPDRVs) to minimize the
probability of a vessel draindown and subsequent potential
- for fission product release. Actions must continue until

OPDRVs are suspende 8] , 4 PPRA]
340410 JuE P 9 PORV would result in closing the
[::]—""' residual heat removal (RHR) shutdown cooling isolation

|__valves, an alternative Required Action is provided to

not apply.

DV Ame

susﬂended.

(continued)
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© PCIVs
B 3.6.1.3

ACTIONS @@.}_@ﬂ_{{z (continued)

immediately initiate action to restore the valve(s) to

X OPERABLE status. This allows RHR\to remain in service while
actions are being taken to restore the valve. )\

-

- . <5ku"¢ow& m(ig )‘E‘— .

SURVEILLANCE /.

REQUIREMENT.

SR_3.6.1.3.1

Each [18) inch
to be verified
is designed to
containment is
opening of a pyimary containment purge valve. tailed

analysis of th¢ purge valves failed to conclusifely
demonstrate their ability to close during a LOJA in time to
limit offsite Hoses. Primary containment purgf valves that
are sealed clgsed must have motive power to tie valve
operator remoyed. This can be accomplished by de-energizing
the source off electric power or removing the pir supply to
the valve opgrator. In this application, th¢ term "sealed"
has no connofation of leak tightness. The day Frequency
is a result pf an NRC initiative, Generic Igsue B-24

(Ref. 4), ated to primary containment pufge valve use
during unitfoperations.

This SR alJows a valve that is open under fadministrative
controls tp not meet the SR during the tige the valve is
open. Opening a purge valve under adminystrative controls
1is restrigted to one valve in a penetration flow path at a
given time (refer to discussion for Notd 1 of the ACTIONS)
in order jto effect repairs to that -valve. This allows one
.purge vaJve to be opened without resulf¥ing in a failure of
_the Survpillance and resultant entry ifito the ACTIONS for
this punge valve, provided the stated/restrictions are met.
Conditign E must be entered during this allowance, and the
valve opened only as necessary for effecting repairs. Each
purge Walve in the penetration flow path may be alternately

complefe repairs on the penetratior.

The SRf is modified by a Note stating that primary .
conta nt purge valves are only[required to be sealed
closed in MODES 1, 2, and 3. If A LOCA inside primary

opened, provided one remains sealed/closed, if necessary, to

(continued)
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BASES

SURVEILLANCE [ [~ SR_3.6.1.3.1/ (continued)

Requt S rc-:ontainnent ccurs in these MODES, the plurge valves may not/
be capable closing before the pressuye pulse affects
systems dowystream of the purge valves br the release of
radioactive/material will exceed limits prior to the closing
of the.purge. valves. At other times when the purge valvgs

are requirgd to be capable of closing/(e.g., during handling
of irradiated fuel), pressurization goncerns are not ppésent

|_and the pArge valves are allowed to _]J

-nu, Lo'rm Pu"’t Vd"")

oo l-S6qis hormal
o [TY o’( nss\‘rb““ml'

This SR ensures/that the(primary\containment/fpurge valves
are closed as(fequired or, if open,)open{for an allowable
reason. lpurge valve is open(in violation of this SR
valve is considered inoperable.) ] -
gtherwise known to/ have excessive

o 5 B
Haoc“: r ﬁ"é“ﬁ'j‘j—:
valve & dest] .
Q.h"ﬁ“" clise o
LOCA Clnds hens.

ment purge valvgs are onl
required tp be closed in MODES 1, 2, and 3/ If a LOCA z
ry containment occurs in these/ MODES, the p b
> valves may not be capable/ of closing before the pressure
™ lpulse affgcts systems doynstream of the burge valves, br the
release radioactive material will exgeed 1imits prior to
the purgg valves closing. At other timés when the purge ~@
valves required to be capable of cYosing (e.g., during
andling of irradiated/fuel), pressuriZzation concerhs are
ot ;e ent and the purge valves are d1lowed to be/open. i
2 SR is wmodified by a Note (N stating that the SR
not required to be met when t dlves are open for ventor
the stated reasons. The Note s%?ﬁf?nese valves may
be opened for inerting, de-inerting, pressure control, ALARA
.or air quality considerations for personnel entry, or
Surveillances that require the valves to be open
, nch)purge valves are capable of closing in the
environment following a LOCA. , Therefore, these valves are
allowed to be open for limited periods of time. The 31 day

Freguency is consistent with other PCIV requirements
_discussed in SR 3.6.1.3.8.

|
; the drqwell veat and wr va,/vef and 7«‘"’
&:;;uf(:é,( 4 -r”nzc.snu clamper Ce Z/‘——ax ol add b valses are
clesed __— (continued)
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BASES
SURVEILLANCE SB_.LLJ.J..@F‘@ m
REQUIREMENTS

(continued) This SR verifies that each primary containment isolation
manual valve and blind flange that is located outside
" is not locked, imary containment] and is required to be closed during
and 1 or Mw)ne cident conditions,is closed. The SR helps to ensure that
Sealed ) or s post accident leakage of radioactive fluids or gases outside
Se cured the primary containment boundary is within design limits.

This SR does not require any testing or valve manipulation.
Rather, 1t involves verification that thosé PCIVs outside
primary containment, and capable of being mispositioned, are
in the correct position. Since verification of

position for. PCIVs outside primary containment is relatively
easy, the 31 day Frequency was chosen to provide added
__assurance that the*PCIVs are in the correct positions. s

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 Chrprizary ToNt TSR T 4
access to these areas is typically restricted \ g
for ALARA reasons. Therefore, the '
probability of misalignment of these PCIVs, once they have 7
n verified to be in the proper position, is low. A

econd Note has been included to clarify that PCIVs

open under administrative controls are not required to meet

the SR during the time that the PCIVs are open. ¢
“These con‘h“! COhS;Sk ‘F.

” WS
Yahoning a_dedicate/ A Tocked, cealedior oTRE
s.,m'h':’ ut Hhe mg iLa...ﬁ...L.LQ(é} "" . et ched sesled
‘ ) .
of fﬁ;‘g:w,;,m,» This SR verifies that feach priuWE
C""hmm oAyl revm, isolation valve and(blind flange ocated inside
with. the .primary containment and is required to be closed during
In %"’L“" L be -~accident conditions is closed. The SR helps to ensure that
[}

retrati - post accident leakage of radioactive fluids or gases outside
f:a 1dl iSoluted when & the primary containment boundary is within design limits.

This SR does_ngt «p‘j
ve D
| u,
Sea eJ or 0“""“"‘"
dren  since Hhesevthes
ere vefiA.CJ bh
in +he urreet J:S"_h“‘
Vpen locking, <ealirg
or Sewuring.

od 3 f;""‘ahm For PCIVs inside primary containment, the Frequency defimed
Gmtanment 5o "prior to entering MODE 2 or 3 from MODE & if primary

k is indi cafed, containment was de-inerted while in MODE 4, if not performed
within the previous 92 days® is appropriate since these

@ ' - PCIVs are operated under administrative controls and the
probability of their misalignment is low.

\ _ )
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BASES
SURVEILLANCE m_z_.m/ (continued)
REQUIREMENTS

[ These contiols Cn\siffw '

of Stationivg o
cledicated operafor
at +he contrels o
Fhe valve whe isin
. ] -
Gontinvous Commusicalis

with +he nfra( reem.
In Hus w::V"'u
et had can be
ﬁ vdly 75olofed when
q M;'ﬁ’ "“';‘:l

@’h“l-umf {"‘,
bj ndi sbrd

i

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
acceptabie since the primary containment is inerted and
access to these areas is typically restricted during

MODES 1, 2, and 3 for ALARA reasons. . Therefore, the
probability of misalignment of these PCIVs, once they have
been verified to be in 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. »

2 351000

The traversing incore probe (TIP) shear isolation valves are
actuated by explosive charges. Surveillance of explosive
charge continuity provides assurance that TIP valves will
actuate when required. Other administrative controls, such
as those that limit the shelf 1ife 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.

w(@/@

Verifying the isolation time of each power operatedl&nd ‘eac
automatic PCIV is within limits is required to demonstrate
OPERABILITY. MSIVs may be excluded from this SR since MSIV
full closure isolation time is demonstrated by SR 3.6.1.3.%

The isolation time test ensures that ¢Bd.valve wi . (et
in a time period less than or equal to that assumed in the
fety analyses. The (sofafioH timewmb Frequency of this 12/

SRI@®Rin accordance with the requirements\of the Inservice
Testing Progras m&-*@:] 3] /m

For primary containment purge valves with resil ent seals,
addftional leakage rate jtesting beyond the testy requiremen
of /10 CFR 50, Appendix 0 (Ref. 3), is required/to ensure

(continued)
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PCIVs
8 3.6.1.3

BASES

SURVEILLANCE /T SR_3.6.1.3.7 (continued)

REQUIREMENTS .
OPERABILITY. Operating experience has/demonstrated that
this type of sea) has the potential tg degrade in a shorte
time period than/do other seal types./ Based on this
observation and/the importance of maintaining this
penetration leak tight (due to the direct path between
primary contaipment and the environgent), a Frequency of
184 days was gstablished.

Additionally,/ this SR must be perfprmed once within 92 fays
after opening the valve. The 92 Frequency was chogen
recognizing that cycling the valve¢ could introduce
additional geal degradation (beyopd that which occurs/to a
valve that has not been opened). [ Thus, decreasing -tie
interval (from 184 days) is a prgident measure after

valve

The SR is/modified by a Note stiting that the primgry
inment purge valves are only required to meet leakage
rate testing requirements in ES'1, 2, and 3. Jf a LOCA
inside primary containment occiirs in these MODES,[ purge
valve lkakage must be minimized to ensure offsit
radiolggical release is withip limits. At other
e valves are required to be capable of ¢ osing
(e.g./ during handling of irfadiated fuel), pressurization
concefns are not present and the purge valves a
|__required to meet any specific leakage criteria.

PRYRRY ) |

Verifying that the isolation time of each MSIV is within the
specified 1imits is required to demonstrate OPERABILITY.
The isolation time test ensures that the MSIV will isolate
in_a time period that does not exceed the times assumed in

2 DBAJanalyses. This ensures that the calculated
radiological consequences of these events remain within
10 CFR 100 1imits. The Frequency of this SR is £in
-accordance with the requirements of the Inservice Testing

(continued)
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PCIVs

B 3.6.1.3
BASES
SURVEILLANGE SR 3.6.1.3.8 (D A
REQUIREMENTS . _ . . ]
(continued) Automatic PCIVs close on a primary containment isolation
signal to prevent ‘leakage of radioactive material from
primary containment following a DBA. This SR ensures that
each automatic PCIV,will actuate to its isolation position .
on a primary containment isolation signal. The LOGIC SYSTEM
Lto 336. ') J’ in m:Dover}aps t#;i's ‘SR to_provide
a 1 complete testing of the safety function. The {JE} won
Promer C;“+a‘“n‘+ihuﬂ F:::uency was developed considering it is prudent that this
Tsolehen Tustromentalion Surveillance be performed only during a unit outage since

[l

a_c‘)"uw("-’ +b Hr.
jsol abron
An #C
;):, 5)‘"‘“"/'((
;rv"h'a n‘“'r‘ hive
[’ cont{‘h"

23 I’h o

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

G

isolation of penetrations would eliminate cooling water flow
and disrupt the normal operation of many critical
Operating experience has shown that these

conciuded to be acceptable from a reliability standpoint _
VRN =Oat’| T T itumeel e g g . il
(0,7 & In bl , .
V drostatic Het and Y&t fying o
‘:?sK ﬂ:‘:f? c?cfn'ct" wheathe ro”:} 7:116\14 Sn.ﬁ'
‘ or iUk _
This SR requires a demonstration that each reactor \hzdu o in flow

jnstrumentation line excess flow check valve (EFCV) is
OPERAE Dy veritying tha e valv RICES TIOW IO

%ne EFCVs will

ofe : month Frequency is
based on the need to perform this Surveillince under the
conditions that apply during a plant outage amd the
potential for an unplanned transient if the Surveillance
were performed with the reactor at power. Operating

experience has shown that these components usually pass this
Surveillance when performed at the g%glfdbnfﬁ Frequency.
" Therefore, the Frequency was concluded.to be acceptable from

a reliability standpoint.

22012000

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

provides assurance that the instrume

(continued)
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PCIVs
B 3.6.1.3

wses | _E]
SURVEILLANCE SR_3.6.1.3.¢7) (continued)

REQUIREMENTS <
¢ required. The replacement charge for the explosive squib

3 shall be from the same manufactured batch as the one fired [ /]
ﬂ)“‘"" admimsstrebiee or from another batch that has been certified by having one 69

Lontrrls, syech as :# #4e | of the batch successfully fired. The Frequency of (A<months
J%:nb'jﬁzf’h:} on a STAGGERED TEST- BASIS is considered adequate given the
Shelf fife a

administrative controls on replacement charges and the
frequent checks of circuit continuity (SR 3.5.1.3. j{ 6]

————

~ I/ft—l a)
jff".“‘L/ of the
45$p&ui%t Charyes) B
hct be

Erllowed.

s that the leakage ratg¢ of secondary
containment /bypass leakage paths is /less than the specified
leakage rate. This provides assurapce that the assumptions
in the radiplogical evaluations of erence 7 are met. The
leakage rafle of each bypass leakage¢ path is assumed to be
pathway leakage (leakage through the worse of
the two isplation valves) unless the penetration is isolated
by use of pne closed and de-activited automatic valve,
closed marjual valve, or blind flapge. In this case, the
leakage ryte of the isolated bypass leakage path is assumed
to be thejactual pathway leakage /through the isolation

device f both isolation valvet in the penetration are
closed, the actual leakage rate/is the lesser leakage rat
of the tfo valves.  This method/of quantifying maximum

pathway fieakage is only to be ysed for this SR (i.e.,
Appendix J maximum pathway lea age limits are to be
quantiffied in accordance with Rppendix J). The Frequenfy is
requi by 10 CFR 50, Appendfx J, as modified by apprgved
exemptfions (and therefore, the Frequency extensions of/ SR
3.0.2 not be applied), since the testing is an Apgendix
. C test. This SR simply imposes additional
acceptagce criteria. Note 1f is added to this SR whi h
statps that these valves a only required to meet
lealage 1imit in MODES 1, 2/ and 3. 1In the other
congitions, the Reactor Cogfiant System is not pressurized

and specific primary contajnment leakage limits arg not
required.
[Bypass leakage is considgred part of L,. [Reviewer’s Note
|__Ugless specifically exe ed]. —
[ ]
(continued)
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BASES

PCIVs

| Ty B 3.6.1.3
| TSTF -3¢ ll ]
' E changes not ‘
g R skoh"s .

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS
{continued)

[;pmsw/“(u e

i consider

P‘d’ of La.,

is les

I

-in MODES 1, R, and 3, since this/is when the Reactgr Coolant

_ automatica¥ly closing during

' /
The anilyses in References 2 and @ are based on leakage tha;}{:]

s than the specified leakage rate.
STV ”*ii';gggi . at > P L

quired to meet this leakage
MODES 1/ 2, and 3. In fthe other conditAons, the Regctor
Coolant/ System is not pressurized and Apecific priss

: This ensures
or in determining
The Frequency

tﬁ;t Hgiv leakage is properly accounﬁf-
the overall prigary containment leakage rate.

Surveillance of hydrostatically tested Aines provides
assurance that the calculation assumptions of Reference 2
are met. The combined leakage rates pust be demonstrated/in
accordance with/ the leakage rate tesy Frequency of

10 CFR 50, App¢ndix J (Ref. 3), as ified by approved
exemptions; thus SR 3.0.2 (which alJows Frequency
extensions) dges not apply. .

[This SR has fbeen modified by a Ngte that states that these
valves are ofily required to meet the combined leakafe rate

System is pyessurized and prima
In some _insfances, the valves

containment is vequired.
required to be Lapable of
DES other than MOPES 1, 2,
and 3. Homever, specific lealfage limits are no applicable
in these ¢ther MODES or conditions.)

Reviewer)s Note: This SR is only mequired for those plants
with punBe valves with resilient sfals allowed to be open

DE 1, 2, 3, or 4] and hgving blocking devices that
are not/permanently instalied on the 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 /I~ SR_3.6.1.3.15 (cpfitinued)
REQUIREMENTS

Verifying each [/] inch primary containment phrge valve is
blocked to restyict opening to < [50]% is regduired to ensure
- that the valves can close under DBA conditigns within the
times assumed fn the analysis of Referencey 2 and 6. [The
SR is modified/ by a Note stating that this/ SR is only
required to met in MODES 1, 2, and 3.]/ If a LOCA occurs,
the purge valyes must close to maintain gontainment leakage
within the vajlues assumed in the accidenf analysis. At
other times yhen purge valves are requived to be capable of
closing (e.g., during movement of irradjated fuel
assemblies)/ pressurization concerns ave not present, thus
the purge valves can be fully open. The [18)] month
Frequency As appropriate because the Ylocking devices are

typically/removed only during a refugling outage. |

5 UFsAR,. Sechon 52.2.2.3

§ UFsAK Chapfer /S

2, VF;AE),S¢=hDu 15.C.4.-

._/FSAR, Secfion [15/1.39].
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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.

0. 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



Drywell Pressure

B 3.6.1.4
B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
B 3.6.1.4 Drywell Pressure
BASES
- S e
BACKGROUND The d 11 pressure is limited during normal operations to
: preservmeethe initial conditions assumed in the accident
analysis for a Design Basis Accident (DBA) or loss of
coolant accident (LOCA). )
APPLICABLE Primary containment performance is evaluated for the entire

SAFETY ANALYSES spectrum of break sizes for postulated LOCAs (Ref. 1).
Among the inputs to the DBA is the initial primary.
] pressure (Ref. 1). Analyses assume an
rywell pressure of J .75 psig¥. This limitation
ensures that the safety analysis remains valid by
maintaining the expected initial conditions and ensures that
the peak LOCA drywell internmal pressure does not exceed the

maximum allowable of %62k psig. m

The maximum calculated drywell pressure occurs during the
reactor blowdown phase of the DBA, which assumes an
instantaneous recirculation line break. The calculated peak
?ztfvﬂ})pressure for this limiting event is &7 5% psig

Drywell pressure satisfies Criterion 2 of
CEITEREn:. - 7 CFE 50,36 &) (2) (i)

LCO In the event of a DBA, with an initial drywell pressure
S5 )psigs, the resultant peak drywell accident pressure

v m will be maintained below the drywell design pressure.

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

(continued)
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Drywell Pressure
B 3.6.1.4

BASES (continued)

ACTIONS

Al

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

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

1 hour. 757

B.land B.2

If drywell pressure cannot be restored to withinAlimit
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 Jeast
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

El
SR _3.6.1.41
Verifying that drywell pressure is withinAlimit 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.

' O]
REFERENCES rsmz, Section ';f.s.
| 1.3.2
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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 dCSCI'lpUOIl analysis

description, or licensing basis description.

3. Typographical/grammatical error corrected.

Quad Cities 1 and 2 : 1



Drywell Air Temperature

B 3.6.1.5

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

B 3.6.1.5 Drywell Air Temperature

BASES

. - - - —3

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

APPLICABLE Primary containment performance is evaluated for a

SAFETY ANALYSES spectrum of break sizes for postulated loss of coolant

- accidents (LOCAs) (Ref. 1). Among the inputs to the design
is the initial drywell average air
2f. 1).\ Analyses assume an initial
drywell air temperature of RIZSX'F. This limitation ensures
that the safety amalysis remains valid by maintaining the
expected initial conditions and ensures that the peak LOCA
drywell temperature does not exceed the maximum allowable
tesperature of ¥AADY°F (Ref. 2). Exceeding this design
temperature. may result in the degradation of the primary
containment structure under accident loads. Equipment
inside primary containment required to mitigate the effects
of a DBA is designed to operate and be capable of operating
under environmental conditions expected .for the accident.

Drywell air temperature satisfies Criterion 2 of {he/NRD

basis amalysis

: Jo cFE £236€) (DY)
Lco In the event of a DBA, with an initial drywell average air

temperature less than or equal to the LCO temperature limit,
the resultant peak accident temperature is maintained below
the drywell design temperature. As a result, the ability of
primr,; containment to perform its design function is
ensured.

(continued)
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Drywell Air Temperature
e 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 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 1imit is. not required in MODE 4 or 5.

ACTIONS Al

With drywell average air temperature not within the limit of
the LCO, drywell average air temperature must be restored
within ‘8 hours. The Required Action is necessary to return
operation to within the bounds of the primary containment
analysis. The B8 hour Completion Time is acceptable,
considering the sensitivity of the analysis to variations in
this parameter, and provides sufficient time to correct

minor problems.

B.Jl and B.2

If the drywell average air temperature cannot be restored to

nxlimit{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 )
Teast MODE 3 within 12 hours and to MODE 4 within 36 hours.
The allowed Completion Times are reasonable, based on
operating experience, to reach.the required plant conditions
from full power conditions in an orderly manner and without
challenging plant systems.

SURVEILLANCE "SR_3.6,1.5.1

REQUIREMENTS '

o Verifying that the drywell average air temperature is within
the LCO Timit ensures that operation remains within the
Timits assumed for the primary containment analyses
Drywell air temperature is monitored in I quadrants and at
various elevations (referenced to mean sea level)™ Due to
the shape of the drywell, a volumetric average is used to
determine an accurate representation of the actual average

temperature. y -
Jo previde. a- represexfative
) @ﬁé o«z ‘H~c° overal g‘(‘l”"” Thnsiphere

(continued)
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Drywell Air Temperature
B 3.6.1.5

BASES

SURVEILLANCE SR_3.6.1.5.1 (continued)

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

. 43
REFERENCES 1.[\FSAR, Section ,zs,zf"c‘;_

4

2. AFSAR, Section .

G._F5AR, Section [G.{@_ £
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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



. evwise uLJ?a,(’e-{
All Changes ave m anless .-.*H\ vw | @ valves
/ B 3.6.1.6

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

B 3.6.1.6 LowEl/ow Set (1D Valves

BASES

valve rs des: “/

i ef
i: :Pff'lf'?f"c ..;:F':d mefe, sﬂouever for e

t+his LCO,n +he ION_?‘ct
12"7.2?.':0@ of the r’ehe} ives is reguval,

GeelieD) ; : _ : _
"@nhe valves (S/AWS) can actuate in efther the
yrety e, (the Automatic Depressurization System mode, or

. “the (IS mode.) [In"th&e LS &&ode (or powe
low st ml‘fv . a pneumatic diaphragm and s
he spring fowi ig_open ]
C—f"‘”’{ BKED- : §_mode,/ gpening the pilot valve allows a
differential pressure to develop across the main valve
- @1¥Top and opens the main valve. The main valve can sta
valve inlet steam pressure)as low as §50¥ psig. .
Ficient to\sfea

ITESSUYE) steam pressure(@ay. not be suf{
n valve/open [ains

BACKGRO

; in‘let pressure exceeds the afety mode p

";?_ CrelicT valzs G2
e &/RV3 sare equipped to provide the (A%

. ) (FBdrD of th
5] (Ghier) e cause@ the (Z5 opened
Bl ‘at a iower-%'ggsure an_thejrelief @r S3Tety Bode/presyure
and 'stay open Tonger, so that reopening more than

GEXpOTRLS
s

GZBY,is prevented on subsequent actuations. Therefore,
e {db function prevents excessive short duration SJRY
cyclesiwith valve actuation at the,relief setpoint.
Each discharges steam through a discharge line and
quencher to a location near the bottom of the suppression

pool, which causes a load on the suppression pool wall.
m .Actuation at Jower reactor pressure results in a lower load.

| e o oo e Lef valved)
APPLICABLE The (S relief mode functions to ensure that the containment
SAFETY ANALYSES design basis of Gne Z/EDfoperating on_“"subsequent

actuations® is met. In other words, multiple simultaneous
openings .of /R¥s (following the initial opening), and the
corresponding higher loads, are avoided. The safet

analysis demonstrates that the {3 functions o avoid the
induced thrust loads on the 7RV discharge Tine resulting

:md's:bsegg:r;t actuations” of(the ,S/B¥ during Design Basis
ccidents ). . ythermoyt 4 on

(contiﬁued)
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A time delay in the low sef Feliel valve fogic per
‘at'éuql*;- : 'Co;‘wh'lw‘ wd‘l hn eleyated water
level in the d:‘.:chlye /u\cr




(:l 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.

[:1 Insert BKGD-2

For Unit 2, the lTow 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



ve MMVJKS otHherwise l’hA((o.‘('CJ '
es o :

W aumj
A S.F AL> Valves
L?‘wl' ‘¥ B 3.6.1.6
ehe @

BASES
APPLICABLE
SAFETY ANALYSES
(continued) E)
@3 valves satisfy Criterion 3 of Jehe/NRC/PoA icy Statemany .
Jhe Jow set reliet ) IDCFR S0, 36 (c
Lco @ LEQATY @ ivalves are required to be OPERABLE to satisfy the
assumptions of the safety analyses (Ref. 1). The )
ﬂ requirements of this LCO are applicable to the mechanical @
and electrica capability of the 4 D{valves to

function for controlling the opening and closing of the

. v

n\cC‘F yg\ves

relief valwes

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, and 3, anlevent could cause pressurization of
the reactor and opening of)SZRVS. In MODES 4 and 5, the
probability and consequences of these events are reduced due
to the pressure and temperature limitations in these MODES.
Therefore, maintaining the @ valves OPERABLE is not
required in MODE 4 or 5. Tow set veli El

ACTIONS Al

With one valve inoperable, the remaining OPERABLE (1D
@W 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 remainin valve® and the low probability
oT an eventlin which the(remaining valve capability
—Z

would be

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 jeast
MODE 3 within 12 hours and to MODE 4 within 36 hours. The

(continued)
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3 valves
B 3.6.1.6 .

A“ckas\’e} are El unless 2 tharwise 'n&-‘u{—“f

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

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

SURVEILLANCE R_3.6.1.6.1 W

REQUIREMENTS

A wanual actuation of each valve is performed to verify
that the valve and solenoids are functioning properly and no
blockage exists in the valve discharge 1ine. 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 fiow.
Adequate reactor steam dome pressure must be available to
perform _this test to avoid damaging the valve.  Ac

nany must be passing
through the main turbine or turbine bypass valves to m
= ggntinuetto cgtro] reactoripressure when the {ID (valves
vert steam flow upon opening.(» Adequate steéam Tlow is T sert SF-1)
reresen ed by ¥at leastx 1725 turbine bypass valves ope m.,
Lot SYham TIow o210 Ityrhek. (The § mon requency wa

v y the ASME Boiler and VPt

ode, Section XI (Ref. 2). .The Frequency of

@n_a STAGEERED TEST BAVIS ensures that each @m
for each Q7KY dszalverhatety [Tested. - Operating

experience has shown that these components usually pass the
© Surveillance when performed at the-{Zﬁ month Frequency. '@ D
Therefore, the Frequency was concluded to be acceptable. from
a reliability standpoint. '

m pressure Tf required to peyform the

nufacturer). / Also, adequate steam flow

Surveillance, however,/ and steam may pbt be available
2 unit putage, the Syrveillance may be pe -

Startup following a Anit outage
prior to performing the test b

Referece '!i prl!or to va!ve insta

< SR is modhied by a
Trt:;e +haf sfates -H!l
Survellance I‘-Z:Df
r;,,‘,'c',';e,iﬁ;.\ hl 12 hos
afder veackor STeam
presure and Flw 15
ade‘uah'- Fo perform

ot

S —————

lowid Bor manual achaahins afher the ropuived B
ressure ..4 Llow 15 .r?o.cke )s szc‘ :.‘c:a;aso»:bclc‘
Brabic condibons o ol e ne' . (continued)
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IE] 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



@w Set Relie

Valves
All chanqes a.rr—m unless otherwise (ndrcated B 3.6.1.6

BASES | (et B

Rsmﬁt\ﬁr{lén"ez% SR_3.6.1.6.2
(continued) " The designated m required to actuate
automatically upon receipt of specific initiation signals.

A system functional test is performed to verify that the
mechanical portions (i.e.,~solenoids) of the & function
operate as designed when initiated either by an actual or

lated automatic_initiation signal. The LOGIC SYSTEM
FUNCTIONAL TEST 1in{ overlaps this SR to provide
complete testing of the safety function.

The:JD month Frequency is based on the need to perform this
Surveillance under the conditions that apply during a plant
outage and the potential for an unplanned transient if the
Surveillance were performed with the reactor at power.
Operating experience has shown these components usually pass
the Surveillance when performed at the @@ month Frequency.
Therefore, the Frequency was concluded to be acceptable from
a reliability standpoint.

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

. . N 4 L
REFERENCES " 1. AFSAR, Section m’;mz\

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

LLD 336.3)
" ow Set Belie‘F .
alve Tnsfruments

¥

rom,”
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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 1



Reactor Building-to-Suppression Chamber Vacuum Breakers

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

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

drywell vacuum breakers. The design of the external
— (reactor building-to-suppression chamber) vac
provisions consists of two vacuum breakers (a/(vacuum breaker

m and an air operated butterfly valve), located in series in I
each o fron the reactor building(To the " T he two r:u\le
on ¢ "~

td 1O A tamam suppress r airspace. The butterfly valve is (20 iunch vac
@;‘:ih inket line I _~actuated byldifferential pressurg, The,vacuum breaker is\breaver ':f_’\‘“"d
selt actuatingsand can be ENYETY operated\for testing Fo *‘."; live
purposes. Tihe two vacuum/breakers in series|\must be closed ’~°.‘:". (‘,m{
(Switch) - to maintain a Teak tight/primary containment boudary. kz“ )
. ‘m:mzz nawec
Gimi lar 4o o check A negative differential pressure across the drywell wall is
ive) caused by rapid depressurization of the drywell. Events
Ve 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 controlied 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

v 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
A” chan,tS are ﬂﬂﬂ/eﬁ'
BASES otherwise indicated
BACKGROUND -Low spray temperatures and atmospheric conditions that yield
(continued) the minimum amount of contained noncondensible gases are
assumed for conservatism.
APPLICABLE Analytical methods and assumptions involving the reactor

SAFETY ANALYSES building-to-suppression chamber vacuum breakers are

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

The safety analyses assume the external vacuum breakers to

jfh;zri&
3.6.1.7 A5A D ) analyses GENHITH the
kers to be closed initially and (@ remain.closed
and leak tight with positive primary containment pressure.
Five cases were congidered in the safety apalyses to
determine the adegdacy of the external vacuum breakers:

a. A small b
actuation

loss of coolant accidént followed by
both primary containmgnt spray loops;

b. Inadverteht actuation of one primgry containment spray
- _loop during normal operation; _

imary containment
ion;

d. A postulated DBA assuming Emeygency Core Cooling
Syst (ECCS) runout flow wifh a condensation
effeqtiveness of 50%; and

e. A pgstulated DBA assuming EQCS runout flow with a
congensation effectiveness pf 100%. -

The resylts of these five cases/show that the external
\_L!?cuum reakers, with an opening setpoint of [0.5] psid, are

(contiﬁued)
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{EJ 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



N

Reactor Building-to-Suppression Chamber VacuumBB_r_-e;k:r;
40 - -

BASES

APPLICABLE capable of/maintaining the/differential pressuré within
SAFETY ANALYSES ldesi ifijts.

(continued) . .
. The reactor building-to-suppression chamber vacuum breakerfs

satisfy Criterion 3 of |
. H/o CFR 50,36 ()(D(.) )

A1l reactor building-to-suppression chamber vacuum breakers

are required to be OPERABLE to satisfy the assumptions used

in the safety analyses. The requirement ensures that the

two vacuum breakers (vacuum breaker and air operated m
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 MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA cguld cause pressyrization of
primary confainment. In MODES 1, 2, and 3, £he Suppres;
E Pool Spray’System is requinéd to be OPFRABLE to mitigafe
Of _a DBA./ JExcessive negative pressure inside
primary cofitainment could occur due to inadvertent
g d- Dre, JA" UM Dreaker:
MODES 1, 2/ and 3, whén the
required to be OPERABLE, to
ent actyation of the

R

Supps ion Pool Spray System
mitigaté the effects of inadve
Suppression Pool 0/

D - H {@,ﬁ MODES .1, 2, and 3, a DBA could result in excessive

negative differential pressure across the drywell wall

J/ caused by the rapid depressurization of the drywell. The
N ac"’" the | event that results in the Vimiting rapid depressurization of
wh o ds howlser- | the drywell is the primary system rupture, which purges the
) suppression ¢ drywell of air and fills the drywell free airspace with

Jor

‘3‘“” Véwpv® steam. Subsequent condensation of the steam would result in

breakens open (duc h depressurization of the drywellg] The limiting pressure and
di Mv’ i &l pressv e tegggrature of the primary system _prior to a DBA occur in
belf'ucen #he !v,,re“’" HODES 1, 2, and K (drywell _sprays
A .,,bua»/ ‘4' In MODES 4 and 5, the probability and consequences of. these

d .,d/) w,uh( pesu events are reduced due to the pressure and temperature

17&’ﬂ,‘{,,,;¢bm of limitations in these MODES. Therefore, maintaining reactor
.}L’s.{nart”lbn 0“““”

v (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 Cond

each ‘ 17
reactyr bua/(mj —tp - So.orriu'so'on C’Llun ber Va ‘VW“) U

ition entry is allowed for

m breaker /ine
TheS Wi

With one or ld;glvacuun breaken® not closed, the leak tigé{}"
primary containment boundary may be threatened. Therefore,
the inoperable vacuum breakers must be restored to OPERABLE
status or the open vacuum breaker closed within .

N c°3 < bd isle b DAMNE . "-
¥acuum Bré V" The QZHalr Comp ime takes into Ez]
account the redundancy %P-afforded by the remaining \—'
breakers, the fact that the RABLE breaker in each of the

lines is closed, and the low probability of an event

- occurring that would require the vacuum breakers to be

OPERABLE during this period.

8.l

With one or more lines with two vacuum breakers not closed,
primary containment integrity is not maintained. Therefore,
one open vacuum breaker must be closed within 1 hour. This

. Completion Time is consistent with the ACTIONS of
- LCO 3.6.1.1, "Primary Containment,” which requires that

?r:lary_containnent be restored to OPERABLE status within
our.

Ll

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 VacuumBB;e;kgr;

BASES

ACTIONS C;l {continued)

must be restored to OPERABLE status within ({2 Fours. This
is consistent with the Completion Time for Condition A and.
the fact that the leak tight primary containment boundary is

being naiptained.

Dl .
With two Tines 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 ,AEJ
lost. Therefore, all vacuum breakers in Yone} line must be

restored to OPERABLE status within 1 hour. This Completion
Time is consistent with the ACTIONS of LCO 3.6.1.1, which
requires that primary containment be restored to OPERABLE
status within 1 hour.

H
E.land £.2 - e
] NN AR SR SRt iy
. . . Yo OPrRAR A hin B Lo DIND
- Achiom and a6 the plant must be brought to a MODE in which the LCO
Conglehon Time does not apply. To achieve this status, the plant must be
ol be ek brought to at least MODE 3 within 12 hours and to MODE 4
hwo 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 systeas.

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

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

BASES

SURVEILLANCE SR _3.6.1.7.1 (continued)

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

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

this SR. )

SR 3.6.1.7.2

Each vacuum breaker must be cycled to ensure that it opens
properly to perform its design function and returns to its

fully closed position. This ensures that the safety
analysis assumptions are valid. The %923 day Frequency of }

this SR was developed based upon Inservice Testing Program
requirements to perform valve testing at lJeast once every

A92) days.

SR_3.6.1.2.3

- Demonstration of vacuum breaker opening setpoint is
[:} necessary to ensure that the safety analysis assumption

regarding vacuum breaker full open differential pressure of
S 10.5%.psid is valid. The {}8Y 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 this ]
Frequency has been shown to acceptable, based on :
operating experience, and is (further justified because of
other surveillances performed)at shorter Frequencies that
Y]L\\\ convey the proper functioning|status of each vacuum breaker.

~

REFERENCES 1.@ \FSAR, Section £6.2. )—-[72
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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 beeﬁ 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 1



Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell VacuumBB;egkgr;

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
B 3.6.1.8 Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Breakers

BACKGROUND The function of the suppressiondchamber-to-drywell .vacuum

breakers is to relieve vacuum in the drywell. There are

2k internal vacuum breakers located on the vent header of
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
e)wetwe]) 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 transients in the drywell that occur slowly
and are normally controlled by heating and ventilation
equipment. Spray actuation or spill of subcooled water out.
of a break results in more significant pressure transients
;nd ::coues_important in sizing the internal vacuum

reakers. « A

, r'CJ'S; on

Sy,
Chamber=

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 waterieg in the Mark I Vent System
downcomer is controlled by the drywell-to-suppression
chamber differential pressure. If the drywell pressure is

(continued)
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Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuumaagezkfrg

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 1imit the height of the waterieg 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 1 as part of the accident response of the
primary containment systems. Intermal (suppression
chamber-to-drywell) and -external (reactor building-
to-suppression chamber) vacuum breakers are provided as part
of the primary containment to 1imit the negative
differential pressure across the drywell and suppression
chamber walls that form part of the primary containment

boundary. he O?f,rCAB\Ll;Y

The safety analyses\assume\that the internal|vacuum breakers
are closed initially) and are)fully open at a(differential
pressure of 10.5Xpsid (Ref./®). Additionally;~@ of the
12 internal vacuum breakers are assumed to fail in a closed
position (Ref. 1). The results of the analyses show that
the design pressure is not exceeded even under the worst
case accident scenario. The vacuum breaker opening
differential pressure setpoint and
of K12} vacuum breakers GEUPEREELR are a result of the
imit the vent

requirement placed on the vacuum breakers to 1
system waterieg heig e fotal cross
the main Vet system between fthe drywell
chamber, neetled to fulfill

2 vacuum relief/capacity pe
ofi chamber should be ]! of the
0 22 cyion rea,/ with the valves set to
operate at £0.5% psid differential pressure. Design Basis
E‘ Accident (DBA) analyses(YEiiire the vacuum breakers to be

closed initially and tojremain closed and leak tight{#7h) @ Y
:he sgﬁ)pression at|a positive pressure relative to the
rywell. :

(continued)
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[:l 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 1imit the pressure
differential between the suppression chamber and drywell post LOCA

Insert Page B 3.6-49
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Suppression Chazber-to-Drywell VecuumBBreakers

3.6.1.8
BASES
APPLICABLE The suppression chamber-to-d 11 vacuum breakers satisfy /@
SAFETY ANALYSES Criterion 3 of . ' .
(continued) o CFr 50,36, @(2)(;‘.)]

LCO Only 9)’??»\12}« vacuum breakers must be OPERABLE for

'I‘I suppression chamber-to-drywell vacuum

reekers are GAUTTEY o T® closed (except during @
testing or uhen the vacuum breakers are performing their '

intended desig function) :

CEETTEIEND)/ p
suppress it
below the/desig
breakers/be closed ensures that there is{no excessive bypass
Jeakage /should a LOCA occur.

Yacvvn~ breakers w¢
open ;o M

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, end 4 the Suppre ion Poo‘l Spray Systes

i . [} fd
) cessive negative pressure nsi maﬂmlmﬂrm
due to inadvertent actuation s sy en. va
Dréakers, ‘ i be’ OPERABLE in
2, and 3 en the Suppre sion Pool Sp ay System is g 4

to be OPE BLE, to mitigate the effecys of inadve
. [? @ actuation/of the Suppresgion Pool Spray System. E

;ﬁu MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could result in excessive
nega ive differentia‘l pressure across the drywell wall,
caused by the rapid depressurization of the drywell. The
event that results in the limiting rapid depressurization of
the drywell is the primary system rupture that purges the
.drywell of .air and fills the drywell free airspace with
steam. Subsequent condensation of the steam would result in
depressurization_of the dr 1. The 1imiting pressure ‘Ily
temperature of the primary system prior to a DBA occur in
MODES 1, 2, and3.(;\®”, ) 9]
.in MODES 4 and 5, the probability and consequences of these

w\ilc\\ a‘g’eY
su Prc:)(ov\ 5““

bnn)t‘jus open ( AVE
differenbal presure
bc-i’uhcen Sy nssm-
chomber and dryuell)

would result m

-

deprssvrization of events are reduced by the pressure and temperature
J uwpession chank(] Timitations in these MODES; therefore, maintaining
¢ $ suppression chamber-to-orywe'll vacuum breakers OPERABLE is

not required in MODE 4 or 5.

(continued)
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Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell VacuumBB;ezkgrg

BASES (continued)

ACTIONS Al

With one of the/required vacuum breakers inoperable for
opening (e.g.,(THR vacuum breaker is not open and may be
stuck closed or not within its opening setpoint limit, so
that it would not function as designed during an event that
depressurized the drywell), the remaining feight¥" .
vacuum breakers are capable of providing the vacuum relief
function. However, overall system reliability is reduced
pecause g ZMgpr failure in ampf the remaining vacuum
breakers could result in an excessive suppression chamber-
Ghe Leo nqdfth"ﬁ) to-drywell differential pressure duri BA. Therefore

v with one of the Inine¥ required vacuum breakers inoperable
72 hours is allowed to restore at least one of the
inoperable vacuum breakers to OPERABLE status so that plant
conditions are consistent with QSE UM YOV YTAS ASTION
. The 72 hour Completion Time is considered
acceptable due to the low probability of an event in which
the remaining vacuum breaker capability would not be
adequate.

(Qd’\ one. \uatvow bviaker Wt ¢ lose
Bl

lcomunication between the
211 _and suppression chamber airspacef and, as a result,
there is the potential fon<uppresston Timmhe:
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
vacuum breakers are closed is to verify that a differential
pressure of R0.5) psid between the suppression chamber and
. drywell is maintained_for 1 hour without makeup. The

required @hour Completion Time is considered adequate to '
perform this test. - B
m+:§ l

I-c aw ‘—j‘tiul ved Ackion awd

assoc

Gowplehion. Time camet be

N

(continued)
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Suppression Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuumsagegkgrg

ACTIONS £.1 and C.2 (continued)

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

SURVEILLANCE SR_3.6.1.8.1

IREMENTS
REQU Each vacuum breaker is verified closed to ensure that this
g potential large bypass leakage path is not present. This
Surveillance 'is performed by observing the vacuum breaker
osition indication or by verifying that a differential
[:] pressure, of 0.5 psid between the suppression chamber and
drywell is maintained for 1 hour without makeup. The 14 day
Frequency is based on engineéring 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.

{7]

discharge of Ateam to the suppressigh chamber from tie
¥ valves or any operation that causes tfe

0-Suppression chamber differential pressufe to be

2 [0.5] psic

@ &) Notel 5 added to this SR/@Titblallows suppression chamber-\’
. to-drywell vacuum breakers opened in conjunction with the
performance of a Surveillance to not be considered as
failing this SR. These periods of opening vacuum breakers
are controlled by plant procedures and do not represent

inoperabJe vacuum breakers. Toe seod Nebe s vetoded T clar: ,
Vatuum breakers n due P an detue

SR_3.6.1.8.2 dieren hia | prossvre are net coasidored

\as_failing Fhis S&,

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 Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuumaﬂgezkfr:

BASES

SURVEILLANCE SR_3.6.1.8,2 (continued) E77

REQUIREMENTS .
additional assurance that the vacuum breakers)are OPERABLE, -
since they are located in a harsh environment/ (the
suppression chamber airspace). In addition,/this functional
test is required within 12 hours after a discharge o

steam to the suppression chamber frun the

_ the
SB 3 i ] !3 . ‘e $r. 'gl“’“h g
Verification of the vacuum breaker opening setpointh
necessary to ensure that the safety analysis assumption
regarding vacuum breaker full open.differential pressure of

.5% psid is valid. The {IE)(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 Survei'l'lance we perforled with

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

REFERENCES 1 1. im Section £6.25. = I |
' AEYAD,

2 UFSAR Table 6.2.-D .
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1 _
ITS BASES: 3.6.1.8 - SUPPRESSION CHAMBER-TO-DRYWELL VACUUM BREAKERS

1. Typographical error corrected for accuracy.

2. 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 1



| MSIV LCS
' B 3.6.1.

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT/SYSTEMS

B 3.6.1.9 Main Steam Isolation Valve (MSIV) Leakage Control System (L m
L”

BASES

BACKGROUND, The MSIV LCS supplphents the isolation function/of the MSIVs

by processing the fission products that could Aeak through
the closed MSIVs/after a Design Basis Accidept. (DBA) loss of
coolant accidenf (LOCA).

The MSIV LCS Lonsists of two independent fubsystems: an
inboard subsystem, connected between the/inboard and
outboard Vs, and an outboard subsystém, connected
immediate}ly downstream of the outboarg’ MSIVs. Each
subsystey’ is capable of processing igakage from MSIVs
followiph a DBA LOCA. Each subsys consists of blowers
(one bjower for the inboard subsysfem and two blowers for
the o ard subsystem), valves, fiping, and heaters (for
the yhboard subsystem only).  Folr electric heaters in th
inbgard subsystem are provided Ao boil off any condensat
prjor to the gas mixture pass through the flow limit

ach subsystem operates in fwo process modes:
depressurization and bleegoff. The depressurizatio process
reduces the steam 1ine ppéssure to within the operyting
capability of equipment/used for the bleedoff mody, During
bieedoff (long term lefkage control), the blowers maintain a
negative pressure in £he main steam lines (Ref 1). This
ensures the leakage £hrough the closed MSIVs collected
and processed by the MSIV LCS. 1In both progéss modes, the
effluent is discharged to the secondary coptainment and
g'ltiutely filt by the Standby Gas Trgatment (SGT)
ystem. . - :

The MSI{ LCS As manually initiated ap
following a OBA LOCA (Ref. 2).

ximately 20 hinutes

_A’LICABLE The MSI¥ LCS mitigates the conseduences of a DBA LOCA b

SAFETY ANALYSES ensurjfig that fission products Lhat may leak from the £losed
MSIVY are diverted to the secqgAdary containment and

ultymately filtered by the SGf System. The operatigh of the

Lgs prevents a release Of untreated leakage f#r this

of event.

(continued)
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/ /

APPLICABLE IV LCS satisfies Criterion 3 of the NRC Policy
SAFETY ANALYSES tenent
(continued)

LCO can provide the required procegfing
To ensure that this capabilityAs

available, assuming/worst case single failure, two MSIV LCS
subsystems must OPERABLE..

and 3, a DBA could Iead to a fAission product
imary containnent Therefore, ASIV LCS

is required during these MODES/ In MODES 4

and 5, thy' probability afd consequences of these events are
reduced gue to the pressure and temperat, limitations in
ES. Therefore, maintaining the MSIV LCS OPERABLE
is no required in MODE 4 or 5 to ens MSIV leakage is

In MODES 1,

APPLACABILITY
. release to

ACTIONS ‘
With one MSIV LCS subsystem jhoperable, the inoperable
LCS subsystem must be rest to OPERABLE status wit)fin
30 days. In this Conditigh, the remaining OPERABLE
subsystem is adequate to erfora the required leak

control function.

er, the overall reliabili

is

‘reduced because
could result in

a singie failure in the remainin subsystem
a tofal loss of MSIV Jeakage coptrol

 function.

Completion Time is bas

redundant capabilify afforded by the remaini
LCS subsysten ang/ the low probability of a
occurring during’ this period.

the ocglrrence of a DBA LOCA.

The 30
OPERABLE MS1V
LOCA

LE status within 7 days.
on the low probability of

Bl

With two MSIV LCS subsystems inoper le, at least one
subsystem/must be restored to OPE

The 7 daf Completion Time is bas

. (continﬁed)
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MSIV LCS |

T_—_——_f B 3.6.1.9
BASES
:u:‘rlousi ] £€.1 and C.2
continue .

l ( ) If the MSIV LC§/subsystem cannot be restored to OPERABLE
status withinAhe required Completion Time, the plant must
be brought t¢ a MODE in which the LCO does not apply. To
achieve thy$ status, the plant must be brought to at least
MODE 3 within 12 hours-and toMODE 4 within 36 hours. The
allowed Lompletion Times are reasonable, based on operating
experignce, to reach the required plant conditions from full
power/ conditions in an orderly manner and without
chaYlenging plant systems.

e R
? Each MSIV LCS blower is’operated for » [15] minutes to

verify OPERABILITY. The 31 day Frequency was developed
considering the known reliability of the LCS blower a
controls, the two subsystem redundancy, and the low
probability of a significant degradation of the MSW LCS
subsystems occurring between surveillances and hyp¢ been
shown to be acceptable through operating experignce.

SR _3.6.1.9.2

The electrical continuity of each inbo MSIV LCS 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 Frefjuency is based on operating

experience that has shown t these components usually pass
this Surveillance when perffrmed at this Frequency.

SR_3.6.1.9.3

A system functigral test is performed to ensure that the
MSIV LCS will dperate through its operating sequence.
includes vepiTying that the automatic positioning of th
valves ang/the operation of each interiock and timer

(continued)
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MSIV LCS
B 3.6.1.9

BASES

SURVEILLANCE

(continued)
REQUIREMENTS

need to perform this
urveillance under the conditions fhat apply during a plant
outage and the potential for an ugplanned transient if the
Surveillance were performed with Ahe reactor at power.
Operating experience has shown that these-components usually
pass the Surveillance when perfirmed at the [18] month

Frequency. Therefore, the Freduency was concluded to be
acceptable from a reliability/standpoint.

REFERENCES 1. FSAR, Section [6.5].

2. Regulatory Guide 1; » Revision [1].
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ISTS BASES: 3.6.1.9 - MAIN STEAM ISOLATION VALVE (MSIV)
LEAKAGE CONTROL SYSTEM (LCS)

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

Quad Cities 1 and 2 1



Suppression Pool Average Temperature
B 3.6.2.1

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
B 3.6.2.1 Suppression Pool Average Temperature

BASES

‘m

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

Ei heat and sensible energy released during a reactor blowdown

from SafELyprel ief 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 I :}
maximum allowable pressupe for DBAs (§62¥ psig). e

S suppression pool must alSo condense steam from steam 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 Jead to the development of
suppression pool average temperature limits are as follows:

Complete steam condensatio f::the origina) limit for
he epd of a was 178°F, bas¢d on the
Bodega Bay and Humboldy Bay Test£1:

a.

: b. re and temperature/[
desigr/pressure As [62] psig/and des3 temperatury’ is
340)/'F (Ref. ];

c. ondensat on_oscillation Joads/[ —maxjmum al}ﬁ?iEEE:)
initia)/ temperat is [110]#); and
d. Chugging loads these only occur < [138]°F;
erejore, e;z7;s no inftial tempkrature/limit
becaySe of chugfing].

(continued)
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Suppression Pool Average Temperature
e B 3.6.2.1

BASES (continued) .

APPLICABLE The postulated DBA against which the primary containment
SAFETY ANALYSES performance is evaluated is the entire spectrum of
postulated pipe breaks within the primary containment.
Inputs to the safety analyses include initial suppression
pool water volume and suppression pool temperature
(Reference 1 for LOCAs and Referen
temperature analyses required by Refe R .
pool temperature/of JO53°F is assumed for the Reference b)
@ngd Refergncd 2[analyses. Reactor shutdown at a pool
temperature of Y110}°F and vessel depressurization at a pool m
temperature of ¥1203°F are assumed for the Reference 2

analyses. The limit of X105K'F, at which testing is

terminated, is not used in the safety analyses because DBAs

are assumed to not initiate during unit testing.

Suppression_pool average t era.ture satisfies Criteria 2
and 3 of (Eg/NRE PoTigh7Statehent) _
R (10 CFR 50.% (c)(z)(@-@

LCO A limitation on the suppression pool average temperature is
required to provide assurance that the containment

o conditions assumed for the safety analyses are met. This

;o limitation subsequently ensures that peak primary

containment pressures and temperatures do not exceed maximum
allowable values during a postulated DBA or any transient
resulting in heatup of the suppression pool. The LCO
‘requirements are: :

]

ng s heat to the suppression
[being performed. This required value ensures
with THERMAL ' e unit has testing flexibility, and was
POWER > 1% ‘RTP} selected to provide margin below the X110¥°F limit at
I which reactor shutdown is required. When testing

ends, temperature must be restored to < ¥95X°F within
TSTF-Qd 24 hours according to Required Action A.2. Therefore,

the time period that the temperature is > X95%°F is

(continued)
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Suppression Pool Average Temperature

B 3.6.2.1
BASES
LCO short enough not to cause a significant increase in
(continued) unit risk.

ut| down:at > ¥HOX'F. The pool is designed to
absorb decay heat and sensible heat but could be
heated beyond design limits by the steam generated if
the reactor is not shut down.

t. Average temperature 11 n all OP LE IRM
» 0/ divisjonf of full/scale o .
with THEemAL . quirement ensures that the unit will —
(«]

TSTF-a0u)

ry i

ﬂe.on IR

[25/40] djvisions of fyl1 sc

ut is approximately equal rmal system heat losses.
£

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

ACTIONS A1 and 8.2

With the suppression pool average temperature above the
specified 1imit when not performing testing that adds heat

R_Lhe_suppression pool and when above ified power
(indicalioly the initial.conditions/exceed the conditiens
.assumed for the Reference 1, and 4 analyses. However,
. primary.containment cooling capability still exists, and the

primary containment pressure suppression function will occur

at temperatures well above those assumed for safety

analyses. Therefore, continued operation is allowed for a

limited time. The 24 hour Completion Time is adequate to

.allow the suppression pool average temperature to be

restored below the 1imit. Additionally, when suppression

pool temperature is > Q95)°F, increased monitoring of the } m

suppression pool temperature is required to ensure that it
remains < X110X°F. The once per hour Completion Time is
adequate based on past experience, which has shown that pool
temperature increases relatively slowly except when testing

(continued)
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BASES

Suppression Pool Average Temperature
B 3.6.2.1

ACTIONS

TSTF=-20l

TSTF- 200 |

foith THERMAL
POWER > | % RTPK

Al and A.2 (continued)

that adds heat to the suppression pool is being performed.
Furthermore, the once per hour Completion Time is considered
adequate in view of other indications in the control room,
dncluding/alarms, to alert the operator to an abnormal
suppression pool average temperature condition. - -

Bl

If the suppression pool average temperature cannot be
restored to within limits within the required Completion

Time, the plant must be brought to a MODE in which the LCO
does not appl Jo achieve oy be

g

NG
RS ours. The 12 hour Completion
me is reasonable) based on. operating experience, to reduce
power from full power conditions in an orderly manner and
without challenging plant systems. .

s allowed to be

and when testing that ) [7]
D s being performed.

05%’F, all testing must be
immediately suspended to preserve the heat absorption
capability of the suppression pool. With the testing
suspended, Condition A is entered and the Required Actions
and associated Completion Times are applicable.

Suppression pool Average temperature > ¥1103°F requires that
the reactor befShut down immediately. This is accomplished
by placing the(reactorsmode switch in the shutdown position.
Further cooldown Tofigdd 4.is required at normal cooldown
rates (provided pool temperature remains < XI120%°F).
Additionally, when suppression pool temperature is

> §110§°F, increased monitoring of pool temperature is
required to ensure that it remains < ®120%°F. The once per
30 minute Completion Time is adequate, based on operating

(continued)
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. Suppression Pool Average Temperature -
PP ’ B 3.6.2.1

BASES

ACTIONS D1 and D.2 (continued)

erience. Given the high suppression pool average )
:::pentun in this fondition, the monitoring Frequency 1s
increased to twice that of Condition A. Furthermore, the
30 minute Completion Time is considered adequate in view of
other indications available. in the-control: room,
@@7 to alert the operator to an abnormal suppression
pool average temperature condition.

E.land £.2

If suppression pool average temperature cannot be maintained
at < X120%°F, the plant must be brought to a MODE in which
[D the LCO does not apply. To ac e this status, the reactor (i50)
ressure must be reduced to <&200¥)psig within 12 hours,
‘and the plant must be brought to at least MODE 4 within
36 hours. The allowed Completion Times are reasonable,
based on operating experience, to reach the required plant
conditions from full power conditions in an orderly manner
and without challenging plant systems.

Continued addition of heat to the suppression pool with
suppression pool temperature > Y120%°F could result in
exceeding the design basis maximum allowable values for

m primary containment temperatyre or pressure. Furthermore,
1f a blowdown were to occur when the temperature was
> £120Kk°F, the maximum allowable bulk and local temperatures
could be exceeded very quickly.

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.2.1.]
REQUIREMENTS

The suppression pool average temperature is regularly
monitored to ensure that the required limits are satisfied.
The average temperature is determined by taking an
arithmetic average of.OPERABLE suppression pool water

. temperature channels. The 24 hour Frequency has been shown,
based on operating experience, to be acceptable. When heat
is being added to the suppression pool by testing, however,
it is necessary to monitor suppression pool temperature more
frequently. The 5§ minute Frequency during testing is
Justified by the rates at which tests will heat up the
suppression pool, has been shown to be acceptable based on

(contiﬁued)
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Suppression Pool Average Temperature
B 3.6.2.1

BASES

SURVEILLANCE SR_3.,6.2.1.1 (continued)
REQUIREMENTS _ .
) operating experience, and provides assurance that allowable
pool temperatures are not exceeded. The Frequencies are
further justified in view of other indications available in
the control room, including alarms, to alert the operator to
an abnormal suppression pool average temperature condition.

REFERENCES 1. (OFSAR, Section $6.2%
{ i
2. @"S“R, Section JIF M.

3. NUREG-0783. . ..

4, E[luy( 1 Cofainloﬂt’ Prograa. ﬁ:; |

Qu.é.d Cities Nuclear Pruer Statiom Units
/ and & , Mark | Plen? ”ﬂ:’su-‘ /4410./; /5
Keporl ) Comt -0a- 039-1, May 1973,
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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
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Suppression Pool Water Level
B 3.6.2.2

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
B 3.6.2.2 Suppression Pool Water Level

BASES
e A e e e

BACKGROUND The suppression chamber is a toroidal shaped, steel pressure
: vessel containing a volume of water called the.suppression
pool. The suppression pool is designed to absorb the energy
associated with decay heat and sensible heat released during Z
a reactor blowdown from GiTeIyJrelief valve (/B>
discharges or from a Design Basis Accident (DBA). The
suppression pool must quench all the steam released through
the downcomer lines during a loss of coolant accident
(LOCA). This is the essential mitigative feature of a
"pressure suppression containment, which ensures that the
peak containment pressure is maintained below the maximum K
allowable pressure for DBAs psigy. 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 el. The suppression pool volume
Fanges between {87,300 D f1° at the low water level limit of}
114,500 Y [E?
{17/ Tt /6 igenes]
If the suppression pool water level is too low, an

insufficient amount of water would be available to

» or HPCI and RCIC turbine exhaust Jines. Low
suppression pool water level could also result in an
inadequate emergency makeup water source to the Emergency
Core Cooling System. The lower volume would also absorb
less steam energy before heating up excessively. Therefore,
a minimym suppression pool water level is specified.

If the suppression pool water level is too high, it could
result in excessive clearing loads from §/R¥~discharges and
excessive pool swell loads during a DBA LOCA. Therefore, a
maximum pool water level is specified.. This LCO specifies
an acceptable range to prevent the suppression pool water
Tevel from being either too high or too low.

. (continued)
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Suppression Pool Water Level
B 3.6.2.2

—z_]

BASES (continued)

APPLICABLE Initial suppression pool water level affects suppression

ANALYSES ool temperature response calculations, calculated drywell
SAFETY S Wm for a DBA, calculated pool

oads tor a DBA LOCA, and calculated loads due to S78¥
discharges. Suppression pool water level must be maintained
within the limits specified so that the safety analysis of .

Reference. 1 remains- valid..

Suppression pool water level satisfies Criteria 2 and 3 of
EhesMRC Pol gty S eneny (5 CFR 50,36 (x(2) (&) y—{2]
o . LU A limit that suppression pop) water level be 4t S inches
— [127% 2 nhesT)and < [12/Ft 6 finchef])is required to
m ensure that the primary coitdinment conditions assumed for
the safety analyses are diet. Either the high or low water

leve]l limits were used in the safety analyses, depending
upon which is more conservative for a particular

calculation. (above Prow bton & Fhe Suppressien cha

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA would cause significant loads on
: the primary containment. In MODES 4 and S, 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 § is addressed in LCO 3.5.2,

"ECCS-Shutdown."
ACTIONS Al .
El "With suppression pool water level outside the limits, the @
conditions assumed for the safety -analyses are not met. If

water Tevel is below the minimum level, the pressure the downcomers)
suppression function still exists as long as@ain vénts)are
covered, HPCI and RCIC turbine exhausts are covered, and

(B¥ quenchers are covered. If suppression pool water level:

is above the maximum level, protection against

overpressurization still exists due to the margin in the y

DS pntainment pressure analysis and the capability of the '
—XDrgweDSpray System. Therefore, continued operation for a

(continued)
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Suppression Pool Water Level
B 3.5.2.2

ACTIONS Al (continued)

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

B.l and B.2 _

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

SURVEILLANCE SR_3.6,2.2.1

REQUIREMENTS
Verification of the suppression pool water level is to
ensure th e required 1

pet : re, the
rrequency is considered adequate in view of other
indications available in the control room, including alarms,
to alert .the operator to an abnormal suppression pool water
. Jevel condition.

The 24 hour Fre ency
hes been shown be
a.r.up‘l’ahk_ bcsgd on

operating expenience.

REFERENCES [2) 1. (BFsAR, Sectionys.2%}—{1)
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS BASES: 3.6.2.2 - SUPPRESSION POOL WATER LEVEL

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

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

description, or licensing basis description.

3. Changes have been made to be consistent with other places in the Bases.
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RHR Suppression Pool Cooling
) B 3.6.2.3

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
B 3.6.2.3 Residual Heat Removal (RHR) Suppression Pool Cooling

BASES : | '
\

BACKGROUND Following a Design Basis Accident (DBA), the RHR Suppression
Pool CooIinQLSystenvre-ovesnheat:frounthewsuppneSSﬂon pool.
The suppression pool is designed to absorb the sudden input
of heat from the primary system. In the long term, the poo!
continues to absorb residual heat generated by fuel in the
reactor core. Some means must be provided to remove heat
from the suppression pool so that the temperature inside the
primary containment remains within design limits. This
function is provided by two redundant RHR suppression pool
cooling subsystems. The purpose of this LCO is to ensure
that both subsystems 'are’ OPERABLE in applicable MODES.

Each RHR subsystem contains two pumps and one heat exchanger
and is manually initiated and independently controlied. 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
pgol 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 turbine trip or stuck open
C¥Etysrelief valve (WRY). &7BYTeakage and igh Sressure _m
- njection and Reactor Core Isclation Cooling Syst

testing increase suppression pool temperature more slowly.

The RHR Suppression Pool Cooling System is also used to -

lower the suppression pool water bulk temperature following

such events.

APPLICABLE Reference 1 contains the results of analyses used to predict:

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

(continﬁed)
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BASES

RHR Suppression Pool Cooling
B 3.6.2.3

APPLICABLE
SAFETY AKALYSES
(continued)

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

The RHR Suppressjon Pool Cooling System satisfies
Criterion 3 of olicy Statemen —
| , A (Ger . 50.56(D )G ]

LCo

During a DBA, a minimum of one RHR suppression poo1_coo]ing
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 suppresfion pool' cooling subsystem is
OPERABLE when one of the pumps, the heat exchanger, and
associated piping, valves, instrumentation, and controls are

OPERABLE.

APPLICABILITY

N

Q
In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could causeii release of
radioactive material to primary containment and a
heatup and pressurization of primary containment. 1In
MODES 4 and 5, the probability and consequences of these
events are reduced due to the pressure and temperature
limitations in these MODES. Therefore, the RHR Suppression
Poog Cooling System is not required to be OPERABLE in MODE 4
or 5.

—2]

ACTIONS

OPERASLE

Al .

With one RHR suppression pool cooling subsystem Jinoperable,
the inoperable subsystem must be restored to(OPERABLE status
within 7 days. In this fondition, the remaining)RHR }
suppression pool cooling subsystem is adequate to perform

the primary containment cooling function. However, the
overall reliability is reduced because a single failure in
the OPERABLE subsystem could result in reduced primary
containment cooling capability. The 7 day Completion Time

is acceptable in light of the redundant RHR suppression pool

(continued)
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RHR Suppression Pool Cooling
B 3.6.2.3

bp the plant must be broug E in which the
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 SR_3.6.2.3.1
REQUIREMENTS
( Verifying the correct alignment for manualgipower operatedp}.

a Licyvalves in the RHR suppression pool cooling

e Tlow 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
manually initiated. This SR does not require any testing or
valve manipulation; rather, it involves verification that
those valves capable of being mispositioned are in the
correct position. This SR does not apply to valves that
cannot be inadvertently misaligned, such as check valves.

The Frequency of 31 days is justified because the valves are
operated under procedural control, improper valive position
would affect only a single subsystem, the probability of an
event requiring initiation of the system is low, and the

yst is a manually initiated system. This Frequency

(continued)
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‘[jTT’ - Insert ACTION B.1

B.1

With two RHR suppression pool cooling subsystems inoperable, one subsystem
must be restored to OPERABLE status within 8 hours. In this condition, there
is a substantial loss of the primary containment pressure and temperature
mitigation function. The 8 hour Completion Time is based on this loss of
function and is considered acceptable due to the low probabijlity of a DBA and
the potential avoidance of a plant shutdown transient that could result in the
need for the RHR suppression pool cooling subsystems to operate.

Insert Page B 3.6-69
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RHR Suppression Pool Cooling .
B 3.6.2.3

BASES

SURVEILLANCE SR_3.6.2.3.1 (continued)

REQUIREMENTS
has been shown to be acceptable based on operating
experience.

ing that eachiRHR pump develops a flow rate

£77003)gpm whﬂe operating in the suppression pool cooling
f'lou through the asso hted heat exchaner ensures
a nonu est o centr uga punp perfomnce '
required by ASME Code, Section XI (Ref. 2). This test
confirms one point on the pump design curve, and the results
a dicative of overall performance. Such _inservice

fnspectfons)confirm comfonent oremn.m rphd JL'7]

beyforwance, and detect incipie ailures by indicating

bnormal performance. The Frequency of this SR is Kin__— > 5
accordance with the Inservice Testing Program w '
Yests @

REFERENCES msm, section ¥6.28}—{3)

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

‘H‘c_ Fi\MRry Con amme-d'
peak pressure. and
‘f‘empe.m“'urv. ¢an be.
mamfame,cl below
the desian [imits
dur‘ms ¢ DBA (Ref.))
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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 1
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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 &afefydrelief valves. The heat addition to the :HD
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 uq;t be provided to remove heat from
the suppression chamber so that the pressure and temperature
inside primary containment remain within analyzed design
limits. This function is provided by two redundant RHR
suppression poo) spray subsystems. The purpose of this LCO
is to ensure that both subsystems are OPERABLE in applicable
MOD

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 ::k.(z]
spray sparger§. The spargery only accommodate(a small C
portion of the total RHR pump flow; the remainder of the

. flow returns to the suppression pool through the suppression
or minimum Flos | cooling return 1in€. Thus, both suppression pool
Ame cooling and suppression‘pool spray functions ertormed
\ when the Suppression Pool Spray System is initiated. RHR I]]
' service water, circulating through the tube side of the heat
I::l exchangers, exchanges heat with the suppression pool water
and discharges this heat to the external heat sink. FEither
RHR suppression pool spray subsystem is sufficient to
condense the steam from small bypass leaks from the drywell
ngthe suppression chamber airspace during the postulated

(continued)
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RHR Suppression Pool Spray
B 3.6.2.4

BASES (continued)

APPLICABLE
SAFETY ANALYSES

Reference 1 contains the results of analyses used to predict
primary containment pressure and temperature following larggi

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 maint2in 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 ression Pool Spray System satisfies Criterion 3
of &the/NRC cy/Stagemen _ —
16 eFRS0.36 () (2L i)

1€0

In the event of a DBA, 2 minimum of one RHR suppression pool
spray subsystem is requited 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.

- APPLICABILITY .

In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could cause pressurization of
primary containment. In MODES 4 and 5, the probability and
consequences of these events are reduced due to the pressure
and temperature limitations in these MODES. Therefore,
maintaining RHR suppression pool spray subsystems OPERABLE

~ is not required in MODE 4 or 5.

ACTIONS

With one RHR suppression pool Spray subsystem inoperable,

the inoperable subsystem must be restored to OPERABLE status
within 7 days. In this ondition, the remaining OPERABLE
RHR suppression pool 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

ACTIONS A.l (continued)

However, the overall relijability 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. .

Bl

With both RHR suppression pool spray subsystems inoperable,
at least one subsystem must be restored to OPERABLE status
within 8 hours. In this fondition, there is a substantial
loss of the primary contfinment bypass leakage 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 because alternative methods to
(removE Tigat Jrom)primary containment are available.

any ke uwe.d_ Action a@.

DRp 2, the plant must be brought to a MODE in
1¢ (U does not apply. To achieve this status, the

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

SURVEILLANCE SR _3.6.2.4.1

REQUIREMENTS :
e correct alignment for nanuayblpouér operateqzi} l::]
valves in the RHR suppressiofi pool spray mode./
ow path provides assurance that the proper flow pathg wil]}{?]
exist]l for system operation. This SR does not apply to
valves that are locked, sealed, or otherwise secured in
position since these valves were verified to be in the
correct position prior to locking, sealing, or securing. A

(continued)
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RHR Suppression Pool Spray
B 3.6.2.4

BASES

SURVEILLANCE SR_3.6,2.4,]1 (continued)

REQUIREMENTS _ : )
valve is also allowed to be in the nonaccident position ) i]
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 LUTAINY mode is
manually initiated. This SR does-not require-any testing or
valve manipulation; rather, it involves verification that
those valves capable of being mispositioned are in the
correct position. This SR does not apply to valves that
cannot be inadvertently misaligned, such as check valves.

The Frequency .of 31 days is justified because the valves are
operated under procedural control, improper valve position
would affect only a single subsystem, the probability of an
Iﬂ event requiring initiation of the system is low, and the
system is a manually fnitiated system. This Frequency
has been shown to be acceptable based on operating
experience. .

develops a flow rate > [400] gpm
suppression pool spray mode with

anger ensures that pump performance ha
not degraded during’the cycle. ‘Flow iy a normal test of
centrifugal pump performance required
ASME Code (Ref. 2).. This test confi one point on $he
pump design cu and is indicative/of overall perfoymance. .

Such inservice /Ainspections confi '
trend perfo

REFERENCES El?@sm Section xs.@ |

(2. ASHE, Boij(r and PressureAlessel Code(” Sectioy/XD'—@

h . rvella 5 perfarmed erery S years 7 cay
74;:';) no.? oZ;fra:f?( add . that JP’Z ow will be pPovidedd when f/; Zrz/. 7he

U adeguate Fo e bect degradatiol a fgrﬁn&auc d e fo The

51&/ froyvf"‘ﬂ G(pr'aé/c_ Fhreygh

/us.‘ve novele”. design .and hes been shownrn /o be
o'azra'ﬁn? exfcricnu,/"
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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 1



Drywell-to-Suppression Chamber DifferentiaIBPgegsgrg

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 YeightX main vent pipes. The main
vent pipes exhaust into a continuous vent header, from which :Z]

%96) downcomer_pipes extend into the suppression pool. The
pipe exit i:égfipft below the minimum suppression pool water

)

Tevel requi 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 hfs 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 commence condensation of steam in the
suppression pool and to minimize the mass of the accelerated
water leg. This reduces the hydrodynamic loads on the torus

during the LOCA blowdown. The required differential
ure results in a downc of
. ({zc roomé!%' ‘/ j_’U

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 LOC, . Drywell-to-
suppression chamber differential pressure must be maintained
within the specified limits so that the safety amalysis
remains valid. 2

Drywell-to-suppression chamber differential pressure
satisfies Criterion 2 of(§E§:NRH?FET?E?'§E§T¥E§E§T’~\ -
= T (o cer 50 3¢ (2)(2)6s))

Lco

A drywell-to-suppression chamber differential pressure limit
psid is required to ensure that the containment

(continued)
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Drywell-to-Suppression Chamber Differenth'lBP;ezsxzrr;

BASES

LCO conditions assumed in the safety analyses are met. A

(continued) drywell-to-suppression chamber differential. pressure of
Jk psid corresponds to a downcomer water leg of )

5 ft. Failure to maintain the required differentul
ressure could result in excessive forces on the suppression
chamber due to higher water clearing loads from downcomer
vents and higher pressure buildup in the drywell.

APPLICABILITY Drywell-to-suppression chamber differential pressure must be
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
Toads on the primary contfainment. )

A Note s Prov}Jecl
“+ allow 'FN‘ p;(*-ods
of up w4 hours when

+he LCO s not
fecuired T be M€+

durma the Pﬂ"rOfM"‘e

Inerting primary containment is an operational problem
of regquired Surveillances| because it prevents primary containment access without an
+hat reduce the appropriate breathing apparatus. Therefore, the primary

) +ia| pressure,| CONtainment is inerted as late as possible in the unit
dif¥erentia f{_ startup and is de-inerted as soon as possible in the unit
The 4 ‘""“l’ "™ | shutdown. As long as reactor power is < £15X% RTP, the

\s °~°'—€P+°"? e ""‘,}' probability of an event that generates hydrogen or excessive

the pro Labc"‘*y er loads on primary containment occurring within the first

G- DRA LDCA occurnt| $245 hours following a startup or within the last £24Y hours m
durimg this Time prior to a shutdown is low enough that these “windows," with

Sa_ the primary containment not inerted, are also justified.

ime to
erting.

s o

The f24% hour time period is a reasonablie amount
allow plant personnel to perform inerting or de-in

-

ACTIONS Al .

If drywell-to-suppression chamber differential pressure is
not within the 1imit, the conditions assumed in the safety
analyses are not met and the differential pressure s
restored to within the 1imit within & hours. e @ hour
Completion Time provides sufficient time to restore
differential pressure to within 1imit and takes into account
the low probability of an event that would create excessive
suppression chamber loads occurring during this time period.

(continued) |
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BASES

i
1

Dryweli-to-Suppression Chamber DifferentialBP;e:sgrg

ACTIONS
(continued)

B\

 If the differential pressure |cannot be resfored 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 < KISXX RTP within @l.hours.
The hour- Compietion-Time is reasonable; based on
operating experience, to reduce reactor power ‘from full
power conditions in an orderly manner and without

challenging plant systems.

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

SR_3.6.2.5.1

The drywell-to-suppression chamber differential pressure is
regularly monitored to ehsure that the required limits are
satisfied. The 12 hour Frequency of this SR was developed
based on operating experience relative to differential
pressure variations and pressure instrument drift during
applicable MODES and by assessing the proximity to the
specified LCO differential pressure limit. Furthermore, the
12 hour Frequency is considered adequate in view of other
indications available in the control room, including alarms,
to alert the operator to an abnormal pressure condition.

REFERENCES
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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 1



Prjdary Containment Hygrogen Recombiners

B 3.6.3.

B 3.6 CONTAINM

SYSTEMS

B 3.6.3.1 Pripdry Containment Hydrogen Recombiners

BASES

BACKGRO

. concentration in thé primary containmexf reaches [3.3] v/o

pfimary containment Mydrogen recombinep’eliminates the
poteéntial breach of prifary containment gde to a hydrogen
oxygen reaction and part of combusti¥le gas control
equired by 10 CFR A50.44, °Standards $6r Combustible Gas
Control Systems Light-Water-Cooled Reactors® (Ref. 1)
and GDC 41, °Containment Atmosphe Cleanup® (Ref. 2). /The
primary contajiment hydrogen recofbiner is required t
reduce the pfdrogen concentratign in the primary copfainment
following A loss of coolant ag€ident (LOCA). The imary
containgent hydrogen recombjrer accomplishes thi by
recombifiing hydrogen and gxygen to form water vabor. The
vapop’ remains in the priféry containment, thu eliminating
any/discharge to the epfironment. The prima containment

hyGrogen recombiner is’manually initiated since flammability

imits would not be feached until several ays after a
Design Basis Accigent (DBA).

The primary copfainment hydrogen recpibiner functions t
maintain the Mydrogen gas concentration within the
containment /At or below the f1 ility limit of 4.0 volume
percent (yfo) following a postulfted LOCA. It is f 1y
redundangt’ and consists of two 200% capacity subsystems.
Each primary containment hydybgen recombiner consists of an
enclpsed blower assembly, pdater section, reaction chamber,
dipéct contact water Spray gas cooler, water Aeparator, and
ociated piping, valve€, and instruments The primary
ontainment hydrogen pécombiner will be ually initiated
from the main cont room when the hydvdgen gas -

When the, primary fontainment is ine
concentration ¢74.0 v/o), the pri

e process gas circu tin§ through the hgdter, the reacti
chamber, and the cogler is automatically/regulated to
[150] scfm by the y€e of an orifice pl i

N——_ 7

—{1]
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BASES

Prij:::/jyﬁkainlent Hydrogen Regogb;n;r

BACKGROUND
(continued)

cooler. The process das is heated to [1200]°F. e
hydrogen and oxygen/gases are recombined into water vapor,
which is then congénsed in the water spray gas Cooler by the
associated residdal heat removal subsystem and discharged
with some of thé effluent process gas to thg' suppression
ority of the cooled, efflgent process gas
the incoming process gas' to'dilute the

s prior to the mixture enterjing the heater

is mixed wi
incoming
section.

APPLICABLE
SAFETY ANALYSES

The' primary containment hydrogen’.recombiner provides
e capability of controllingAhe bulk hydrogen
oncentration in primary coptainment to less than the low
flammable concentration of/4.0 v/o following a DBA. Thi
control would prevent a’/pfimary containment wide hydrogén
burn, thus ensuring thpt pressure and temperature conditions
assumed in the analysgds are not exceeded. .The limi

steam reaction between the zirtconium fuel rod
ing and the reactor coolant; o

evaluate the potential for hy,
primary containment following
generation is calculated as
initiation of the accident
Referenge 3 are used to
calculated.

LOCA, the hydrogen
function of time following
Assumptions recommended by,
imize the amount of hydro

peak hydrogen
< 4.0 v/o (Ref.
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: ntainment Hydrogen Refombiners
_4////”;:;::;; ° yeres B 3.6.3.1
BASES (continued) ///////

Two primary containment hydrogen recombihers must be’
OPERABLE. This”ensures operation of least one primary
containment pydrogen recombiner subsystem in the event of a.
worst case single active failure.

with at least one p;%naty containment hydr:gpn |
ner- subsystem ensures that the post-LOCA hydrpden

ntration can be preven from exceeding the
111ty limit. _

nt hydrogen
quired to control the fhydrogen
hin primary contai

APPLICABIL In MODES 1 and 2,
recombiners are
concentration

» both the hydrogen production rate and the tot
n produced after a LOGA would be less than that
ated for the DBA LOCAZ Also, because of the 1j
ability of an accident
ydrogen recombiner is 1
Therefore, the primary’containment hydrogen re

In MODES 4 and 57 the probability and co equences of a LOCA
are low due tg/the pressure and temperafure limitations in
these MODES. Therefore, the primary containment hydrogen

recombiner,/is not required in thes

nt hydrogen recombiner ifioperabie,
r must be restored to RABLE
status within 30 dayy. In this Condition, t remaining
OPERABLE recombinep’is adequate to perform phe hydrogen'
control function,/ However, the overall iability is
reduced becausg/a single failure in the LOPERABLE recombiner
could result reduced hydrogen cont capability. The
tion Time is based :igyhe low probability of

nce of a LOCA that would generate hydrogen i
amounts ALapable of exceeding theflammability limit,

amouny”of time available :::ﬁgﬁthe event for operator’action

(continued)

y.d
N — 4 v Z
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Pr Cofitainment Hydrogen ombiners
/71 nae vares B 3.6.3.1

{continued)

the low probability
tainment hydrogen

the provisions of L
ult, a MODE change 1
noperable. This allgWance is provided bec
probability of the urrence of a LOCA th
hydrogen in amoun
1imit, the Jow
subsystem, an ‘
postulated for operator actiop”to prevent exceeding
flammabiljty limit.

would generate
he flammability

viewer’s Note: This Londition is only all
with an alternate h en control system apfeptable to the
technical staff.

containment hydrogen
inoperable, tfie ability to perform
function vid alternate capabilitip must be verified by
administpdtive means within 1 hpdr. The alternate hyd
contro) capabilities are provjded by the [Primary
Contaxinment Inerting System one subsystem of the
Contai ion System]. The 1 hpfir

asonable period of to verify
that a loss of hydroger’control function does Afot exist.
[Reviewer’s Note: T

following is to be if a non-
Technical Specification alternate hydrogep”control function
is used to justi§f this Condition. In dition, the
alternate hydrpden control system capability must be
verified once/per 12 hours thereaf
continued ilability.] [Both)
[and a1l slibsequent verificati
adminispfative check by exami
to depérmine the availabily
congfol system. It does npf mean to perform the
Syfveillances needed to,demonstrate OPERABILITY of the
ternate hydrogen coptrol system. If the abil y to
perform the hydrogenstontrol function is main ined,

k\\“. (cont inued)
Z. y4 4 —
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“"’/”";;;nary Cortainment Hydrogen Regogbi
ES /

ACTIONS B.1 and B.2 (contjrued)
ydrogen
Seven days is a
combiners to be
1 function is :

ime cannot
ich the LCO
does not apply. /To achieve this status, the glant must be
brought to at Aeast MODE’3 within 12 hours,” The allowed
Completion Jime of 12 hours is reasonabl
operatin rience, to reach MODE 3
s in an orderly manner and

condit
plant/Systenms.

SR _3.,6.3.1.1

Performance of a syst unctional test for each
containment hydrogen pécombiner ensures that t
are OPERABLE and can”attain and sustain the tefiperature
necessary for hydrbgen recombination. In pafticular, this
SR verifies that the minimum heater sheat temperature
increases to ¥ [1200]°F in < [1.5] hours/and that it is
maintained r 2 [4] hours
recombiner to

_ r that significant heater
ts are not burned out). rating experience has
that these components usuyflly pass the Surveillance

en performed at the [18) th Frequency. Therefore,

requency was concluded to acceptable from a reliabj
standpoint. _

' SR_3.6.3.1.2 .
/ )
This SR ensures }ﬁire are no physical pro s that could
affect recofjjper operation. Since the récombiners are
‘/’/ (continued)
\'\

e —
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SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

imary
recombiners




BASES

Primary Coritainment Hydrogen ombiners
' B 3.6.3.1

passive, except for the blower assembliess they
to only minimal megHanical failure. The/Oonly
credibte failures involve los€ of power or blower unction,
path, missile impact, etc.

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENT,

visual inspectioﬁ is/sufficient to dete

abnormal
conditions that cou

Operating
usually pass the
month Frequency.
ed to be acceptable

that these compon
Surveillance performed at the
Therefore, the¢ Frequency was conc
a reliabilify standpoint.

perjormance of a resistance Ao ground test
to make sure that thepd are no

in any heater phase.

verifying that the res

ase is 2 [10,000] ohms.

e Surveillance when pe
ency. Therefore, the F
eptable from a reliabi

10 CFR 50.
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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



el1 Cooling Sysyém Fans]
™ B 3.6.3.2

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SY
B 3.6.3.2 [Drywell Aooling System Fan

Cooling Systenm fans)} ensure a uniformly mixeg/
post accident primary containmerit atmosphere, thereby
minimizing the potential for Aocal hydrogen burns due
pocket/of hydrogen above the¢ flammable concentration.

en fans] are an Engineered Safety
to withstand a loss of goolant
cident (LOCA) in pp$t accident environments :
of function. The system has two independent/subsystens i
consisting of fany/ fan coil units, motors,”controls, and t
ducting. Each subsystem is sized to ci ate [500] scfm.
The [Drywell Cqdling Syftem fans] employ’both forced

circulation apd natural circulation to ensure the proper
mixing of hydrogen in primary cont nt.- The

recirculatjon fans provide the forted circulation to mi
hydrogen sinile the fan coils p de the natural circpiation

Zf
t
sing the density thrpigh the cooling of the/hot ;
gases 4t the top of the dr 1 causing the cooledfases to i
ate to the bottom ofthe drywell. The two dubsystems |
initiated manually since flammability limite” would not {
reached until se:;pi{ days after a LOCA. ch subsystem !
is powered from a separate emergency power slipply. Since . |
each subsystem can/provide 100% of the mi ng requirements, i
the system will vide its design funcyfon with a worst i
case single active failure.
s

The [Drywell“Cooling System fans] dse the Drywell Cooling
System rec lating "fans to mix“he drywell atmosphere.

The fan 1-units and recircu¥ation fans are automatic 1y

. disengaged during a LOCA but fay be restored to servic

. manualdy by the operator. An the event of a loss of dffsite

p » A11 fan coil unitg/ recirculating fans, and imary

X ~ containment water chil are transferred to the rgency

esels. The fan coi) units and recirculating fahs are
started automatical}4 from diesel power upon 1p€s of offsite
power.
//
J""‘.
vl
wd /
jS— L £ —ﬁ.ﬁﬂ-g€6ntinued
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Drywell Cp6ling System Fans
[Dryw s B 3.6.3.

BASES (éontinq;dg///

eam reaction‘betwee the zirconium fuel rod
and the reactor coo)ant; or

aluate the potential for hydrogen accumulatio

primary containment fol)bwing a LOCA, the hydrog
neration as a functigh of time following the #nitiation of

he accident is calcyfated. Conservative ass
recommended by Refgfence 1 are used to maxi
of hydrogen calcylated.

calculations show that
be released 2o the drywell within 2 mifutes following a DBA
LOCA raises”drywell hydrogen concen Fation to over

2.5 vol percent (v/0). Natural
a gradient concentratiox difference of less th

in the drywell and less £han 0.1 v/o in the
ssion chamber. Even th gh this gradient is

v aceeptably small and no credjt for mechanical mixing Avas

. sumed in the amalysis, t [Drywell Cooling Syst fans]
4 ' are [required] to be OPERABLE (typically four to six fans
: are required to keep the”drywell cool during opetation in
MODE 1 or 2) by this

System fans] satj::ifzﬁsterion 3 of tt:////
nt.

/

Two [Drywef] Cooling System fans] ust be OPERABLE to effcure
operatigd of at least one fan ip“the event of a worst/case
single/active failure. Each ¢f these fans must bi/pbuered !

| fromA&n independent safety ralated bus. )///{f///,

(continued)
eSS,
B 3.6-85 Rev 1, 04/07/95

The [Drywell Cooli
NRC Policy Stat
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Drywell Cooling System Fans
[ory / B 3.6.3.2

BASES

LCO Operation with/at least one fan provides the capability of
(continged) controlling the bulk hydrogen conce ratiqn'in primary
containment Arithout exceeding the flammability limit.

APPLICABILITY

than that
of the limited
time in this MODE/ the probability of accident requirin
the [Drywell Cogiing System fans] is lpk. Therefore, the
[Drywell Coolipg System/fans] are not/required in MODE 3

In MODES 4 ahd 5, the probability
are reduced due to the pressure
in these MODES. Therefore, th
fans] not required in these

temperature limititions
[Drywell Cooling Sysfem
MODES.

CTIONS

-

ith one [required)

'ywell Cooling Syst
the inoperable fan

st be restored to RABLE status

within 30 days. this Condition, the’remaining OPERABLE
fan is adequate perform the hydrogén mixing function.
However, the oyeérall reliability is/reduced because a singfe
failure in the/ OPERABLE fan could Afesult in reduced hydrogen
mixing capabfiity. The 30 day letion Time is base¢’/on
the avajlabflity of the second/fan, the low probabilisd of
nce of a LOCA that’would generate hydroged in
amounts capable of exceedipd the flammability limiy, the
amount 4f time available After the event for operitor action ,
to prevent exceeding t limit, and the availapility of the
Pripary Containment Hydrogen Recombiner Systegp’and the
Cofitainment Atmosphere Dilution System.

equired Action ~has been modified by 4 Note indicating
that the provisjons of LCO 3.0.4 are not applicable. As
result, a MODE/change is allowed uheqcbne [Drywell Coolj
System fan] )5 inoperable. This allpwance is provided

fan] inoperable,

MM;—:
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BASES

S/

Drywell Cooling System Fans)
fw P 3.6.3.2

ACTIONS

because #f the low probability the occurrence of a LO

that 1d generate hydrogen
the flammability limit, the Yow

of /the OPERABLE fan, and
postulated: LOCA- for: ator-action to' prevent

he flammability limit

B.l and B.2

[::Revieuer’s Ngte: This Condition is only”allowed for units

with an-al ate hydrogen control s
technical /staff.

With [Orywell Coolinf§ Systes“fans] inoperable,
abipty to perform the hydrogen control function via
ajternate capabilities must verified by admin¥Strative 4/

ans within 1 hour. The A1ternate hydrogen cofitrol
capabilities are provided by the [Primary Containment
Inerting System or ong/subsystem of the Con inment
Atmosphere DilutionSystem]. The 1 hour letion Time
allows a reasonable period of time to vepify that a loss of
hydrogen contro)“function does not exist. [Reviewer’s Note:
The following 4s to be used if a non- chnical Specification
alternate hydrogen control functionAs used to justify this
Condition; In addition, the alterdate hydrogen control
system capability must be verified once per 12 hours
thereafter to ensure its contipled availability.] [Both]
the Finitial) verification [add all subsequent
‘'vepifications] may be perf d as an administrative check

examining logs or othey” information to determine
ate hydrogen control syst It

I the Surveillances needed fo
demonstrate OPERABILITY of the alternate hydroger( control
system. If the ab#lity to perform the hydrogex” control
function is maingdined, continued operation 3§ permitted
Cooling System fans] inopérable for up to
7 days. Sevey’days is a reasonable time Lo allow two
[Drywell CopTing System fans] to be ingperable because the
hydrogen i intained and because of the
low probability of the occurrence of’a LOCA that would
hydrogen in amounts capapTfe of exceeding the .

BWR/4 STS




Drywell Cool System Fans)
[Dryw g B 3.6.3.2

BASES

ACTIONS

{continue .
If any Reqired Action and assgtiated Completion Tin t:an:gg
e

be met, tie plant must be brpight to a MODE in whi
apply. To achi;;,pgzis status, the plapf must be

to at least MODE 3" within 12 hours. The allowed
etion Time of 12 holrs is reasonable, bagéd on
opérating experience, ,to reach MODE 3 from 1 ‘power
onditions in an orgérly manner and withoyt’ challenging

plant systems.

Operatin :each [required] [

2 15 minutes ensures that ea
that 211 associated contro
alsg/ensures that blocka

11 Cooling System fan
subsystem is OPERABLE 4nd
are functioning property. It
» fan or motor failure /or
excessive vibration can detected for corrective action.

e 92 day Frequency consistent with the Ipfervice

esting Program Fregdencies, operating expepfence, the known
reliability of the/fan motors and controlss and the two
redundant fans a¥ailable.

a’/ —_—

. | y
,///f Verifyjdg that each [required)] 11 Cooling S tem fan]
2 flow rate is > [500] scfm ensyres that each fanAs capable
, . of paintaining. localized hy gen concentrations below the

e need to perform this,Aurveillance undgf'the conditions

that apply during a plpit outage and thespotential for an

unplanned transient the Surveillancgwere performed with
ience has shown the

the reactor at p . Operating exp
components usually pass the Surveildance when performed
the [18] month e, the Frequency was”

quency. Theref
concluded to reliability staT:£p1nt. ]

acceptable f

BWR/4 STS B 3.6-88 Rev 1, 04/07/95

11ity limit. The ] .month Frequengy is based on //,f

7 /7
ERENCES 1. ’;:htory Guide 1{.};’ Revision [1]. / d
’5,///::AR, Section [6,2.5]. ‘r/’f#/ '

Rt g e

g poma ™ § v e Tt P TS




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



Primary Containment Oxygen COncgn';r:t;on

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
B 3.6.3%;rinary Containment Oxygen Concentration T
I

BASES

he primacy Containment 15)

A1Y nucleir reactors mugt be) designed to withstand events .
at generate hydrogen either due- to the 2irconium metal

water reaction in the core or due to radiolysis. The
primary method to control hydrogen is to inert the primar
containment. With the primary containment inert F
oxygen concentration < 4.0 volume percent (v/o0), a
combustible mixture cannot be present in the primary
containment for any hydrogen concentration. The capability
to inert the primary containment and maintain oxygen

BACKGROUND

@ 0 jtigate events that produce hydrogemn.
For example, an event that rapidly generates hydrogen frow
zirconium metal water reaction will result in excessive
hydrogen in primary containment, but oxygen concentration
will remain < 4.0 v/o and no combustion can occur. Long
tern generation of both hydrogen and oxygen from radiolytic
decomposition of water may eventually result in a
combustible mixture in primary containment; excep 1
D, d_from/radiolysls and Ag ;

i This LCO ensures that oxygen

: - exceed 4.0 v/o during operation in
the applicabie conditions. '

: 3 - 123}
APPLICABLE The Reference @) calculations assume that the primary
SAFETY ANALYSES ° containment is inerted when a Design Basis Accident loss of
coolant accident occurs. Thus, the hydrogen assumed to be
released to the primary containment as a result of metal
water reaction in the reactor core will not produce
combustiblie gas mixtures in the primary containment.
Oxygen, which is subsequently ¢ i
decomposition of water

will net result m the

Pfl"\ﬂ.l"y COI\*Q\V\"\G""'

becoming deinerted . ) )
gm;'m Q—L\Qe_'f‘r# mary containment oxygen concentration satisfies
o) SN i i .o
POt AT owing Criterign Z'of the NRC Policy Stytemen R 50.3 ()DL )
(continued)
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3 Insert BKGD -

Radiolysis is the only significant reaction mechanism whereby oxygen, the
limiting combustion reactant, is produced within the containment. The
Technical Specification requirement to inert the primary containment and
maintain oxygen < 4.0 v/o, in conjunction with the elimination of potential
sources of air and oxygen (other than by radiolysis) from entering the primary
containment provide assurance that the amount of oxygen that could be
introduced into the containment will not cause the containment to become de-
inerted within the first 30 days after an accident. This is consistent with
the requirements of Generic Letter 84-09 (Ref. 1) for plants without
recombiners.

Insert Page B 3.6-89



Containment Oxygen Concentratio .
Primary e B'3.6.30(0—1)

BASES (continued)

LCo The primary containment oxygen concentration is maintained

< 4.0 v/o to ensure that an event that produces any amount
3 — of hydrogenidoes not result in a combustible mixture inside
- primary containment.

APPLICABILITY The primary containment oxygen concentration must be within
the specified limit when primary containment is inerted,
except as allowed by the relaxations during startup and
shutdown addressed below. The primary containment must be
inert in MODE 1, since this is the condition with the
highest probability of an event that could produce hydroge

Inerting the primary containment- is an operational problem
because it prevents containment access without an
appropriate breathing apparatus. Therefore, the primary
containment is inerted as late as possible in the plant
startup and de-inerted as soon as possible .in the plant
shutdown. As long as reactor power is < 15% RTP, the
potential for an event that generates significant hydroge
is low and the primary containment need not be inert.
Furthermore, the probability of an event that generates
hydrogen occurring within the first @ hours of a startup,

or within the last {l24) hours before a shutdown, is Jow
enough that these *windows," when the rigary containment is

not inerted, are also justified. The hour time period
- is a reasonable amount of time to allow plant personnel to

perform inerting or de-inerting. :

ACTIONS oAl

If oxygen concentration is > 4.0 v/o at any time while
operating in MODE 1, with the exception of the relaxations
allowed during startup and shutdown, oxygen concentration
must be restored to < 4.0 v/o within 24 hours. The 24 hour
Completion Time is allowed when oxygen concentration is
2 4.0 v/o because of the availability of other hydrogen
mitigating systems (e.g., (RyArogey recombinkrs) and the low ;
probability and long duration of an event that wouTld
generate significant amounts of hydrogen, occurring during
this period.

(continued)
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Primary Containment Oxygen Concentration D

[1]
5]

B 3.6.3
BASES
ACTIONS Bl
(continued) -
If oxygen concentration cannot be restored to within limits
within the required Completion Time, the plant must be
brought to a MODE in which the LCO does not appl Jo
achieve this status, power must be reduced to < 1S@% RTP
within 8 hours. The 8 hour Completion Time is-reasonable,
based on operating experience, to reduce reactor power from
full power conditions in an orderly manner and without
challenging plant systems. ,
;ﬂ_z.uﬁﬁ@
SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS @
The primary containment must be determined to be inert{by

verifying that oxygen coficentration is < 4.0 v/o. The 7 day
Frequency is based on the slow rate at which oxygen

Also, this Frequency has been shown to be acceptable through
operating experience.

< (- Generic Lefer §4-0%, May l@

concentration can change and on other indications of Id
abnormal conditions (which @:ggﬂud to more frequent couw
checking by operators in accordance with plant procedures).

~ (- YE
REFERENCES f (OFSAR, Section @.z.ﬂ n
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION 1
ITS BASES: 3.6.3.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT OXYGEN CONCENTRATION

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

2. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity.

3. Changes have been made (additions, deletions, and/or chémges 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 1



B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

B 3.6.3.4 Cont3inment Atmosphere Djlution (CAD) System

BASES

BACKGROURD The CAD System functions to maiptain combustible gas
concentrations within the: primdry containment-at or bélow
the flasmability 1imits follpwing a postulated loss 4f .
coolapt accident (LOCA) by diluting hydrogen and gXygen with |
nitrggen. To ensure that ¢ combustible gas mixtupé does not
ocgdr, oxygen concentratfon is kept < [5.0] volsme percent
(y/0), or hydrogen congéntration is kept < 4.0 v/o.

The CAD System is mpdually initiated and cofisists of two
/ independent, 100% gapacity subsystems. ch subsystem
includes a liquig nitrogzn supply tank, /ambient vaporizer,
electric heater/ and conhected piping Yo supply the drywel
and suppressigi chamber volumes. The’/nitrogen storage tpfhks
each contain/ [4350] gal, which is/adequate for [7] days of
CAD subsys operation. y

ystem operates in conjinction with emergendy
operatjng procedures that aresused to reduce pri 'y
containment pressure periodically during CAD System
opevation. This combinatiph results in a feed £nd bleed
ach to maintaining hfdrogen and oxygen cphcentrations

ow combustible levely” ///1

To evaluate the ential for hydrogen/and oxygen
accumulation inprimary containment Towing a LOCA,
hydrogen and gxlygen generation is c¥iculated (as_a fuymction
of time follpwing the. initiation the accident).
assumptions/stated in Reference X are used to maxifize the
amount of Aydrogen and oxygen génerated. The calculation

confi hat when the mitigating systems are
accordafice with emergency
oxygen concentration in
{Refs .2).

APPLICABLE

rogen and oxyge

ay accumulate within primary
containment foll

ng a LOCA as a resylt of:

a. A metal

ter reaction between” the zirconium fu,'
claddi

and the reactor cgpihnt; or

! . ; '
k/ ' L \L;‘U
rd L4 4 rd
BWR/4 STS '

B 3.6-92 Rev 1, 04/07/95




(continued)

'\

/

e CAD System satisfies/Criterion 3 of the N
Statement.

LCO Two CAD subsystems must be OPERABLE./ This ensures operatio
of at least ohe CAD subsystem in the event of a worst cas
single actfve failure. Operatiop/of at least one CAD
subsysten is designed to maintain primary containment Jost-
LOt}yxygen concentration < 5/0 v/o for 7 days. S/

d

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1 and 2, the System is required tb maintain the
oxygen concentratiop‘within primary containment below the
/ flamability 1imi}~of 5.0 v/o following a AOCA. This A
; ensures that the/relative leak tightness/of primary #
/ containment is-adequate and prevents damage to safety e
re'lat:d equ nt and instruments located within primary
containme :

In MODE/3, both the hydrogen oxygen production r;{’;s and
the total amounts produced affer a LOCA would be less than
Vg those calculated for the Design Basis Accident LOGA. Thus,

B § & Ehe analysis were to be performed starting w

e

a LOCA in

3, the time to reach a flammable concentration would be

extended beyond the conservatively calcylated for

4 MODES 1 and 2. The éxtended time would al hydrogen

r removal from the primary containment atmosphere by other
means and also ow repair -of an inopepable CAD subsystem,
1f CAD were not”available. Therefore,’the CAD System is not

OPERABLE in MODE 3.

b4 0 g Ty Tt At e 4

' and 5, the probability-and consequences of a LOCA
/ ' are redyced due to the pressure/and temperature limitations

of th MODES. Therefore, thé CAD System is not required
to be“OPERABLE in MODES 4 apd 5.

_/ /
- £ z (continued)
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CAD System
B 3.6.3.4

BASES (continuegi///

ACTIONS

: [::with an”“alternate hydrogen copfrol system acceptable

/zhe hydrogen control ction via alternate capabilities

o

X, .

{ it must be restored t
n this Condition, the
is adequate to perfo.

is reglced-because- a- single failure: in. the-OPERABL
subsystem could result in ¥educed oxygen control
is based on the low

e event for
operator action tp”prevent exceeding this”1imit, and the
availability of fhe OPERABLE CAD subsystem and other
hydrogen mitigating systems.

ion A.1 has’been modiffed by a Note that
‘indicates/that the provisions of /.0 3.0.4 are not
applicapie. As a result, a change is_allowed ugdﬁ one
CAD sybsystem is inoperable. is allowance is proyided
becayse of the low probability of the occurrence gfy: LOCA
thpt would generate hyd n and oxygen in amountS capable
exceeding the f1 lity limit, the Tow ppdbability of
he failure of the OP LE subsystem, the t of time
available after a pgostulated LOCA for operator action to
prevent exceeding the flammability limit, 4£nd the
availability of pther hydrogen mitigati systems.

. g s SO p——~ ot T g TR
g P

Note: This Condition’is only allowed for plafts

techpical staff.
h two CAD subsystems fnoperable, the ability.fo perform

must be verified by aGministrative means witHin 1 hour. The

alternate hydroge provided by the
[Primary Containmént Inerting System or ohe hydrogen

recombiner and one Drywell Cooling System fan]. The 1 hour
Completion Zj‘ allows a reasonablgeuiriod of time to verif
that a 1§;§ of hydrogen control fynttion does not exist.

[Reviewer”s Note: The followingAs to be used if a
non-Techhical Specification altérnate hydrogen contr
function is used to justify tifis Condition: In adgftion,

- (continued)

r 4
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BASES

ACTIONS

gil_gng_ﬁig//?:ontinued)

the algyf;;te hydrogen contrgl system capability
ve:g;jed.once per 12 hours thereafter to ensure

conti¥nued availability.] /[Both] the [initial
[and a1l subsequent vepifications] may be pe ormed as an
inistrative check by examining. logs. or-
o determine the avxilability of the alterhate hydrogen
control system. I3/ does not mean to perform the

Surveillances neéded to demonstrate O ILITY of the
alternate hyd f the ability to }
perform the intained, ; !
cont inued with two CAD subsystems |
even days is a reasonab i
ems to be inoperable begduse
n is maintained and because of

gepérate hydrogen in unts capable of exceedjng the
ammability limit. _ ' )

With two CAD subsystems inoperable, one subsystem must

be restored to OPERABLE status within 7/days. The 7 day A
Compietion T is based on the low probability of the
occurrence 4f a LOCA that would genpfate hydrogen in the

amounts cdpable of exceeding the Flammability limit, the

time available after event for operator a
ent exceeding this 1imjt, and the availability &
hydrogen mitigating syctems.

If any Required
Completion Time
which the LCO does

to a MODE in
this status, the

he plant must be broug
not apply. To achi

plant mist brought to at least 3 within 12 hours. 1
The allowed”Completion Time of 12 holrs is reasonable, based
oh operaring experience, to reac E 3 from full power

conditions in an orderly mannerand without challenging
plant”systems.

/ | /
\\‘\-._J{; £ ’(—-~m_“_~__1continued)

AN ey,
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BASES (conting;é;/

will ensure at lepSt [7] days of
. This minimum vofume of liquid

capablé of perfgrming its intended function when required
The 31 day Fregliency is based on dperating experience, ch
has shown 31 days to be an acceptable period to verify the
1iquid nitrpgen supply and on the availability of oth
igating systems. )

Verifying the correct/alignment for manual, r operated,
aptl automatic valves’ in each of the CAD subsystem flow paths
rovides assurance/that the proper flow paths exist for
system operatio This SR.does not apg}i to valves that a
Tocked, sealed,/or otherwise secured position, since
these valves were verified to be in the correct position
prior to lopking, sealing, or secuping.

O g et L by, —————y

also allowed to be ip”the nonaccident posAtion
it can be aligned to accident positioN within
assumed in the accigent analysis. This
acceptable because the CAD System is manually
This SR does not apply to/valves that cannot
igned, such as check valyes.

sting or valve manjpulation; rather,
on that those valves capable of being
the correct posititn.

mispositioned are

" The 31 day Frequéncy is appropriat cause the valves are
operated under/procedural control, improper valve positi
would only affect a single subsyStem, the probability
event requiring initiation of the system is low, and
. system is,2 manually initiatefl system.

FERENCES 1. / Regulatory Guide
/2. FSAR, Sectio

.7, Revision [2].
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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



XSecondaryX Containment ]

B 3.6.4.1

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
B 3.6.4.1 fSecondaryX Containment

BASES

e T Y

BACKGROUND The function of the ¥secondaryX containment is to contain,
"D dilute, and hold up-fission products:that may leak from

primary containment following a Design Basis Accident (DBA).
In conjunction with operation of the Standby Gas Treatment
(SGT) System and closure of certain valves whose lines
penetrate the XsecondaryX containment, the fsecondary¥k
containment is designed to reduce the activity level of the
fission products prior to release to the environment and to
"isolate and contain fission products that are released
during certain operations that take place inside primary
containment, when primary containment is not required to be
OPERABLE, or that take place outside primary containment.

The gsecondary) containment is ?structure that completely J @
encioses §hé primary containment{ and those components that
may be postuiated to contain primary sys uid} This
structure forms a control volume that serves to hold up and
cluding +he dilute the fission products. It is possible for the
M3V Pooms 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 ¥secondaryk containment to be designed as a
conventional structure, the “¥secondary¥ containment requires
support systems to maintain the control volume pressure at
less than the external pressure. Requirements for these
systems are specified separately in LCO 3.6.4.2, *Secondary
Containment Isolation Valves (SCIVs)," and LCO 3.6.4.3,
. "Standby Gas Treatment (SGT) System.®

APPLICABLE There are two principal accidents for which credit is taken

SAFETY ANALYSES _for gsecondary§ containment OPERABILITY. These are a loss
of coolant accident (LOCA) (Ref. 1) and a fuel handling
accident (RS0 PSECondary] cOntaInmeny (Ref. 2)

response to each of these limiting events; however, its leak
tightness is required to ensure that the release of
radiocactive materials from the primary containment is
restricted to those leakage paths and associated leakage
rates assumed in the accident analysis and that fission

(continued)
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BASES

econdaryX Containment
B K B 3.6.4.1

APPLICABLE
SAFETY ANALYSES
(continued)

products entrapped within the ¥secondary¥ containment

structure will be treated by the SGT System prior to
discharge to the environment.

containment satisfies Criterion 3
-‘Jm -
1 j0¢FR 50.3% ()(D)(iL)

Secondar

Folhcy Frat

Lco

L
An OPERABLE Xsecondaryk containment provides a control
volume into which fission products that bypass or leak from
13

primary containment, or are released from the reactor
coolant pressure boundary components located in Ysecondaryk
containment, can be diluted and processed prior to release
to the environment. For the fsecondary) containment to be
considered OPERABLE, it must have adequate leak tightness to
ensure that the required Aacuum can be established and

maintain

Thrsert LOD

APPLICABILITY

. for which significant releases of radicactive material can

ALTERATIONS, or during movement of irradiated fuel

In MODES 1, 2, and 3, a LOCA could lead to a fission product
release to primary containment that leaks to JXsecondaryy
containment. Therefore, ¥secondary} containment OPERABILITY
is required during the same operating conditions that
require primary containment OPERABILITY.

In MODES 4 and 5, the probability and consequences of the
LOCA are reduced due to the pressure and temperature
limitations in these MODES. Therefore, maintaining
Xsecondary¥ containment OPERABLE is not required in MODE 4
or § to ensure a control volume, except for other situations

be postulated, such as during operations with a potential
for draiping the reactor vessel (OPDRVs), during CORE

assemblies in the gsecondary) containment. —m

ACTIONS

Al

If ¥secondaryX containment is inoperable, it must be J
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

i (continﬁed)
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a Insert LCO
i

» 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



econdary¥ Containment
» W B 3.6.4.]

BASES

ACTIONS A.l (continued)

maintaining fsecondaryl containment during MODES 1, 2,

and 3. This time period also ensures that the probability
of an accident (requiring Jksecondary)} containment
OPERABILITY) occurring during periods where Xsecondary}
containment is inoperable is minima}:- _

B.J and 8.2

If ksecondary} containment cannot be restored to OPERABLE

status within the required Completion Time, the plant must —m
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.

£.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 Esecondaryk
containment. In such cases, the fsecondary) 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
ksecondary) containment is inoperable: -J

Suspension of these activities shall not preciude compieting
an actiop that involves moving a component to a safe ’
position. Also, action must be immediately initiated to
suspend OPDRVs to minimize the probability of a vessel
draindown and subsequent potential for fission product
release. Actions must continue until OPDRVs are suspended.

Required Action C.1 has been modified by a Note stating that
LCO 3.0.3 is not applicable. -If moving irradiated fuel
assemblies while in MODE 4 or 5, LCO 3.0.3 would not specify
any action. If moving irradiated fuel assemblies while in
MODE 1, 2, or 3, the fuel movement is independent of reactor

operations. (herofore, i eithey case,/inabilify to syspend)
(LC.D 3.0.3 s net ap liecable whiTe \n MoDE

since rediated Gl assembly moveme t can ocour "
‘N WIDDE {, 2 or 3y — A - ¢€ont inued)
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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



fSecondary)k Cogt;i gn:nf}——m

. ACTIONS

€1.C2, and C.3 (continued)

movemént of iyradiated fuel assem¥lies woul no
sufficient rdason to Yequire a néactor shyldown.

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

]TSTF’I8|

— —_

This SR ensures that the fsecondary¥ 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 rg‘l ated to
fsecondary} containment vacuum variations during the y
K applicable MODES and the low probability of a DBA occurring
between surveillances. p

;

Furthermore, the 24 hour Frequency is considered adequate in
view of other indications available in the control room,
including alarms, to alert the operator to an abnormal

fsecondary} containment vacuum condition.

n ot

QacLess coen

| D,
--- Verifying thatjksecondary¥/containment (eggfg?%t hﬂcheg and
access doon® @Ef'closed ensures that the infiltration o

&

utside air of such a magnitude as to prevent maintaining

ms) the desired negative pressure does not occur. Verifying

that all such openings are closed provides adequate
assurance that exfiltration from the fseconda containment

will no oceur. . &m'

nust refm "y y Frequency
or these SRs has been shown to be adequate, based on
operating experience, and is considered adequate in view of
the other indications of door status that are

available to the operator.
Insert
[PENARE R

JTSTF- l%,

(continued)
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Insert B 3.6.4.1.2

@’F'/J’J

‘An access open1ng contains one 1nner and one outer door. In some cases -—]
(econdary T T St e P T e AT eI T ia» aAsecondaryX
containment barr1er‘:§Z EZIB multiple inner or multiple outer doors. &£The
intent is to not breach the ¥secondary} containment at any time when
xgecondarygfconta1nment is required. This is achieved by maintaining the
inner or outer portion of the barrier closed at all times. However, all
KsecondaryX containment access doors are normally kept(closed, except when the

access opening is being used for entry and exit or when ma1ntenance is being
performed on an access opening.

S~

an \V\Y\er doors. c(osuﬂ ovr

.C‘
NGEDY [ aiacker. des clced: T

each #Hccess och-\g_ has one

fg] 6} 4aof'<;(°9¢°‘ | }

e ccesd OPem"
I,;a +these coses 'tt”(‘or +he oukr Joor'
Share

ve o PN
+—L‘ cecesS OpPenings ha Cowm

doo( sr snkér 00T

£ lnnef

l.e.)

Inner
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AY a/nnjes are Ean/ess otheriise .'ndc'ca?‘e/

fe s desy ned ‘é lmunfam : |
s:‘;f‘.difr i:.,lz.i::d at O. 28 saches »F va ;:um
water }aausc Sor ] hour at & Lho r« {Secondaryk Cogt;mment}—m

- 4
of < #oeo cfn;/ 6.4.1

BASES
SURVELLLANCE M;ﬁmw Nl
?continued) ~ The S6T Syst exhausts the ¥secondaryX containment

a pressure in the fksecondary¥
containment that is less than the lowest postulated pr

externa'l to the secondaryk containment boundary
ad by degbnstrating bne SG S
. : [seco ary] containglent..to > xo.
' §] _seconds. cannot be

omp | ished if the secondary} containment bbundary is not-
dntact. SR 3.6.4.] @ demonstrates that oné ST subXystep
2 £0.25% inches of vacuum water gauge for
at a flow rate g 14000! cfm. The 1 hour test period
allows {secondary} contaihment to be 1n thermal eui'librwn

at steady state conditions. ese ests are
' - sJqle g ee
not be perforned with each SGT subs stn. The SGT subsysteu
Q@PE Xested on/» SSTAGGERENTERT BASIS, however, to ensure
n ;hat i: addition to the requirements of LCO 3. .6.4.3, either

B pass, the Surveillance
when perforned at the (A%]) month (Frequéncy. Therefore, the
Frequency was/concluded to)be acceptable) from a reliability
standpoint. -

(Gecondary contamment bmmdarg)
REFERENCES  1.,@FSAR, Section §1F.J.39%
; aEED

2. {UFSAR, Section([)5.V.4)]

the pfessufe in the
SeeanAnfy Qon‘i’omme'\+
tan be mam*‘amg,d

U‘S"‘ﬁ ane SGT
Subsys'fem

he e ST Systrn. does na
7(:0:54':”: -/Flerc- o~ vrvedll asmce
relafive -b secondary tontain ment 2PERARILITY,

Mse.d. 'nar 'Hu.;
Surveillanee: |s

F ’fD o e “‘,
f.‘:f.’.’.’:i'h."’ff‘:;:‘%“ S e

56T subs ‘km’bu-z Fected Fonctrons

SR is ﬁ;”;:):-n_ is & arafe L with I fv:://ancg i‘?zummenfs
fuf:z:vu‘ Phe prim “ fOSC. of ensure OPERAGILITY
Sé7T S sfem, "LK /
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1433, REVISION ]
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 1



N

L8
durlh

required 4o be

c’d 1onS

SCIVs
B 3.6.4.2

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
B 3.6.4.2 Secondary Containment Isolation Valves (SCIV;)

BASES

BACKGROUND - The function of the SCIVs, in combination with other
accident mitigation systems, is to limit fission product
postulated Design Basis

release during and following

within the time 1imits specified for those isolation valves
designed to close automatically ensures that fission
products that leak from primary containment following a DBA,
or that are released during certain operations when primary
containment is not required to be OPERABLE or take place
outside primary containment, are maintained within the

secondary containuent'bﬁ’ndany.. :

The OPERABILITY requirements for SCIVs help ensure that an
adequate ksecondary} 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.
r((l.e.., dam%rs) Y m
- Automatic SCIVs\close on a fsecondary} containment isolation '

signal to establish a boundary for untreated radioactive
material within §secondaryk containment following a DBA or
other accidents.

clot .
aﬁ“"‘fAJ/ ' Other penetration;iare isolated by the use of valves in the
closed position or blind flanges.

APPLICABLE The SCIVs must be OPERABLE to ensure the ¥secondary)X
SAFETY ANALYSES containment barrier to fission product releases is
established. The principal accidents for which the

»Xsecondary¥ containment boundary is required are a loss of
polant accident (Ref. 1) and a fuel handling accident
(inglde [sécondaryy contyinment)(Ref. 2). The ¥secondaryX
containment pertorms no active\function in respénse to
either of these limiting events,)) but the boundary

1]

(continued)
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SCIvs

B 3.6.4.2
BASES
APPLICABLE established by SCIVs is required to ensure that leakage from
SAFETY ANALYSES the primary containment is processed by the:Standby Gas
(continued) Treatment (SGT) System before being released to the
envirompent. :
Maintaining SCIVs OPERABLE with isolation times within
limits ensures that fission products will remain trapped
inside ¥secondaryX containment so that they can be treated]'_—@
by the SGT System prior to discharge to the environment.
SCIVs satisfy Criterion 3 of Ehg/ NR(/Policd St nt
IOCFR 50,34 () ()il
LCO SCIVs form a part of the ksecondaryX containment boundary. ——2
=T 4 The SCIV safety function is related to control of offsite
e Tedkwic radiation releases resulting from DBAs.

anved
e

E’ manv 1

sCIVs

The power operated[iso'lation valves are considered OPERABLE

when their isolation times are within limits and the valves
actuate on an automatic isolation signal. The valves -
covered by this LCO, along with their associated stroke {amd blind

times, are listed in{Refdrafice 3. Flanges in

T pla e
The normally closed (solatish ValverorbTiny
considered OPERABLE when mighBial valves are closed(oF
ACCUFIINCE WIMCIANPPARFIItY administrative controls,

UES 2PE 70 1A hese passive
ation valves or devices are listed in Reference 3.

APPLICABILITY

) .ln HODES 1, 2, and 3, a DBA could lead to a fission product

release to the primary containment that leaks to the 3_@
Asecondaryk containment. Therefore, the OPERABILITY of .
SCIVs is required.

In MODES 4 and 5, the probability and consequences of these
events are reduced due to pressure and temperature
limitations in these MODES. Therefore, maintaining SCIVs
OPERABLE is not required in MODE 4 or 5, except for other
situations under which significant radioactive releases can
be postulated, such as during operations with a potential
for draining the reactor vessel (OPDRVs), during CORE "

(conti l;ued)
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BASES

SCIvVs
B 3.6.4.2

APPLICABILITY
{continued)

ALTERATIONS, or during movem
assemblies in the ¥secondary®

Cilibh iy A ety

ACTIONS

The ACTIONS are modified by three Notes. The first Note

allows penetration flow paths to be unisolated

intermittently under administrative controls.

These

controls consist of stationing a dedicated operator, who is

in continuous communication with the control

room, at the

controls of the isolation device. In this way, the
penetration can be rapidly isolated when 2 need for

5

@secondaryp containment isolTation is indicated.

3

The secongq?gggls;ovides’EIarification thag(for the purpose

of this LCO(separate Condition entry is allowed for each
penetration flow path. This is acceptable, .since the
Required Actions for each Condition provide appropriate
compensatory actions for each inoperable SCIV. Complying
with the Required Actions may allow for continued operation,
and subsequent inoperable SCIVs are governed by subsequent
Condition entry and application of associated Required

Actions.

The third Note ensures appropriate remedial actions are
taken, if necessary, if the affected system(s) are rendered

inoperable by an inoperable SCIV.

Al and A2

‘ In the event that there are one or more penetration flow

paths with one SCIV inoperable, the affected penetration
flow path(s) must be isolated. The method of isolation must
include the use of at least one isolation barrier that
cannot be adversely affected by a single active failure.
Isolation barriers that meet this 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

EEnetration should be the closest available device to [:I
econda containment. e Required Action mus

completed within the 8 hour Completion Time.

The specified

time period is reasonable considering the time required to

(continued)

BWR/4 STS

B 3.6-104

Rev 1, 04/07/95



\

SCIVs

B 3.6.4.2

ACTIONS

A.l and A.2 (continued)

isolate the penetration, and the prpbabiIigj 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.l, the affected

penetration must be verified to be isolated on a periodic
basis. This is necessary to ensure that @econdar@ @
containment penetrations required to be isolated following

an accident, but no Tonger capable of being automatically
isolated, will be in the isolation position should an event
occyr.  The Completion 18;0 of once per 3] days is

administrative controls and the probability of thei
misalignment is low. Thfs Required Action does not require
any testing or device manipulation. Rather, it involves

verification that the affected penetration remains isolated.

Required Action A.2 is modified by @Note] €KXt applies to
devices located in high radiation areas and allows them to.
be verified closed by use of administrative controls.
Allowing verification by administrative controls is
considered acceptable, since access to these areas is
ypically VESTricted.), Therefore, the probability of
wisalignment, once they have been verified to be in the
proper position, is low.

Bl

With two SCIVs in one or -ore'penetration flow paths

. inoperable, the affected penetration flow path must be

isolated within 4 hours. The method of isolation must
include the use of at least one isolation barrier that
cannot be adversely affected by a single active failure.
Isolation barriers that meet this criterion are a closed and

" de-activated automatic valve, a closed manual valve, and a

blind flange. The 4 hour Completion Time is reasonable
considering the time required to isolate the penetration and
the probability of a DBA, which requires the SCIVs to close,
occurring during this short time, is very low.

The Condition has been modified by a Note stating that
Condition B is only applicable to penetration flow paths

(continued)
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]Tj“\'Foz(pq 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



BASES

SCIVs
B 3.6.4.2

ACTIONS

B.1l (continued)

with two isolation valves. This clarifies that only
Condition A is entered if one SCIV is inoperable in each o

two penetrations. _ '_
€.l 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.

D1, D.2, and 0.3

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
@secondary®) containment must be immediately suspended.
Suspension of these activities shall not preclude completion
of movement of a component to a safe position. Also, if -
applicable, 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
Trelease. Actions must continue until-OPDRVs are suspended.

equired Action D.1 has been modified by a Note stating that
€0 3.0,3 is not applicable. If moving irradiated fuel

assemblies while in MODE 4 or 5, LCO 3.0.3 would not specify
any action. If moving fuel while in MODE 1, 2, or 3, the
fuel movement is independent of reactor operation

Insert DY,

0.2, and
D.3

LCD 303 s not a?iﬂ\cah)& while wn MODE H ot S,
However, <\nce \tradiated fuel am.nu, movement

2an oecur \ MODE 1,2 o 3, _/

BWR/4 STS
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[:] Insert D.1, D.2, and D.3

Entering LCO 3.0.3 while in MODE 1, 2, or 3 would require the unit to be
shutdown, but would not require immediate suspension of movement of irradiated
fuel assemblies. The Note to the ACTIONS, “LCO 3.0.3 is not applicable,”
ensures that the actions for immediate suspension of irradiated fuel assembly
movement are not postponed due to entry into LCO 3.0.3.
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i B 3.6.4.2

. el 2% ‘ otherwise L7
BASES (continued) secuded and i3

SURVEILLANCE SR _3.6.4.2.1

REQUIREMENTS A s
This SR verifies that each secondary\containment manual
isolation valve and biind flange that is)required to be
closediduring accident conditions is closed. The SR helps
to ensure that post accident leakage of radioactive fluids
or gases outside of the fsecondaryy containment boundary is
within design limits. This SR does not require any testing
or. valve manipulation. Rather, it involves verification

¢ =) that those SCIVs in ksecondaryX containment that are capable
E‘;TF'V{ / of being mispositioned are in the correct position.

Since these SCIVs are readily accessible to personnel during
normal operation and verification of their position is '
relatively easy, the 31 day Freguency was chosen to

provide added assurance that the SCIVs are in the correct

This SR dos e
a”)lq -h; valves

A#ha'l dg':;(“! o positions.

b 2o shoired Two Notes have been added to this SR. The first Note

A o applies to valves and blind flanges located in high

1n the dng W radiation areas and allows them to be verified by use of
Smee Fhese ve'S He administrative controls. Allowing verification by

veri hed b be ™ PR administrative controls is considered acceptable, since

Correet ﬂ"f"“ 4 access to these areas is typically restricted during

lickeing | Sealing ) or MODES 1, 2, and 3 for ALARA reasons. Therefore, the

’ "f)_ probability of misalignment of these SCIVs, once they have

been verified to be in the proper position, is low. :

A second Note has been included to clarify that SCIVs that
are open under administrative controls are not required to
meet the SR during the time the SCIVs are open. ¢

Tnsect SR 3.2

SR_3.6.4.2.2 |
Verifying that the isolation time of each power operatedf@]—@
uired to

automatic SCIV is within limits is req
emonstrate OPERABILITY. The isolation time test ensures
that the SCIV will isolate in‘a time period less than o

S'gwn"’l

{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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© SCIvVs
B 3.6.4.2

BASES

While +his
surveillance
can be

SURVEILLANCE SR_3.64.23
REQUIREMENTS A .
{continued) Verifying that each automatic SCIV closes on a secondary

containment isolation signal is required to prevent leakage
of radioactive material from fsecondary} containment

following a DBA or other accidents. This SR ensures that
each automatic SCIV will actuate to the isolation-position

on a ksecondaryk containment isolation signal. The LOGIC
™\ _SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TEST inﬁm overlaps this SR to
“Secondar Con"'ommcn't 0
TIsolation Tnstrument

srovide complete testing of the safety function. €
ahor month Frequenc baged on thé need Lo perform
pveillante under ditions ply dufing
age aptd the pg for_an unplannes néient A
SurveilYance wené/performed with the reactor at power
rating experience Shown these co ents usually pass
Surveillance when performed at the Bi&Dmonth Frequensy—CO-2L)
Therefore, the Frequency was contluded to be acc
a reliability standpoint. o twhich 15 based on
\ +he rc?u.dms cyele
. 0l
REFERENCES 1.HWFSAR, Section (f15.1.89% (75.¢.
2 Lars, suction R T )

3. WNEMA} Technieal Reﬁm(;mcﬂ-}s (Y\aan____[D.

LCO 3.3.6.2.,
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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



SGT System
B 3.6.4.3

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
B 3.6.4.3 Standby Gas Treatment (SGT) System

CUrshAk, SecFion, 3. 14,

BASES

BACKGROUND

at radioactive materials that
Teak fromythe primary containment into the ksecondary¥
containment following a Design Basis Accident (DBA) are
filtered and adsorbed prior to exhausting to the
environment. .

Fhatl are
shared betueen
Uit | and 2
The SGT System consists of two fully redundant subsystems;
each with its own set of ductwork, dampers, charcoal filfer

train, and controls.

Each charcoal filter train consists of (components.iisted in
order of the direction of the air flow):

a. A denister GF/BoTSHire FETATRIOEY —{1J

b. An electric heater; m

c. Afprefilter; @

d. A high efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filter;

0
e. A charcoal adsorber_; - —
f. A second HEPA filter; and :

g. A centrifugal fan.

The sizing of the SGT System equipment
based on the results of an infiltration analysis, as wellf as
an exfiltration analysis of the Ksecondar
.The internal pressure of the & R AYSUSRC DRUNASFY Fagiy
maintained at a negative pressure of ($0.25F inches water
gauge when thelfystem is in operation, which represents the
ililterm'l pressure required to ensure zero exfil

air from the build DOSed n

Each SET suhsystem ™\ €T¢ : - d1ng: :

is caPab\e, of processing b T I]
}he seconda T{le djster is provided to remove entrained water in the
tontainment ‘volume , | 3ir, while the electric heater reduces the relative humidity

wWwhich includes both
Wnit | and KA+ 2.

(continued)
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SGT System
B 3.6.4.3
BASES
B
BACKGROUND of the airstream to less than x70£ (Ref. 2). The prefilter

(continued) removes large particulate matter, while the HEPA filter
: removes fine particulate matter and protects the charcoal
from fouling. The charcoal adsorber removes gaseous
elemental jodine and organic jodides, and the final HEPA
filter collects any carbon fines exhausted from the charcoal

adsorber.

The SGT System automatically starts and operates in response
to actuation signals indicative of conditions or an accident

that could require ope

APPLICABLE The design basis for the SGT System is to mitigate the
SAFETY ANALYSES,, consequences of a loss of coolant accident and fuel handling
/@ accidents (Refl 3 For all events analyzed, the SET System
34 and 5) 1s_shown to be automatically initiated to reduce, via
— filtration and adsorption, the radioactive material released
» to the environment.

_ gg gGT System satisfies Criterion 3 of thd NR® Polj .
. , 10CFR. 5D.3k (e 2) (L)

LCo Following a DBA, |a minimum [of one SGT subsystem is required
to maintain the {secondaryk containment at a negative
pressure with respect to the environment and to process
gaseous releases. Meeting the LCO requirements for two
OPERABLE subsystems ensures operation of at least one SGT
[

n Vi ‘
ERABILITY oT . Subsystem also rgglufes & a.ssoua:}acl | ]
coolina air’ damper Cema’a OPERARBLE.

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, fhe probability and consequences of. these
events are reduced due to the pressure and temperature
limitations in these MODES. Therefore, maintaining the SGT

(contiﬁued)
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m 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.

Insert Page B 3.6-110
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SGT System
B 3.6.4.3

APPLICABILITY
(continued)

System in OPERABLE status is not required in MODE 4 or 5,

except for other situations under which significant re'!eases

of radioactive material can be postulated, such as during
operations with a potential for draining the reactor vessel
(OPDRVs), during CORE ALTERATIONS, or during movement of :
jrradiated fuel assemblies in the secondaryk contamment

w

ACTIONS

Al

With one SGT subsysts: E;xgtgnble, t::e ;n:perab'l: s::system
must be restored to status in ays. In this
0

JLondition, the remaining OPERABLE SGT subsystem is adequat

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 radicactivity 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
Tow probability of a DBA occurring during this period.

.1 and B.2

If the SBT subsystem cannot be restored to OPERABLE status
within the required Completion Time §n 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.

£1.€.2.1, €22, and €23

During movement of irradiated fuel assemblies, in the
£secondary} containment, during CORE ALTERATIONS, or during
OPDRVs, when Required Action A.1 cannot be completed within
the required Completion Time, the OPERABLE SGT subsystem
should immediately be placed in operation. This action

ensures that the remaining subsystem is OPERABLE, that ng
failures that could prevent automatic actuation (dy®—f»'l!)

(continued)
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SGT System

B 3.6.4.3
BASES
ACTIONS (continued) | . E_{
occur@ and that any other failure would be readily
detected.

An alternative to Required Action C.]l is to immediately .
suspend activities that represent a potential for releasing .
radioactive material to the Ysecondary} containment, thus

placing the plant in a condition that minimizes risk. If
applicable, CORE ALTERATIONS and movement of irradiated fuel
assemblies must immediately be suspended. Suspension of
these activities must not preclude completion of movement of
a component to a safe position. Also, if applicable,
actions must immediately be initiated to suspend OPDRVs in
order to minimize the probability of a vessel draindown and
subsequent potential for fission product release. Actions
must continue until OPDRVs are suspended.

{:e Required Actions of Condition C have been modified by a
te stating that LCO 3.0.3 is not applicable. If moving
irradiated fuel assemblies while in MODE 4 or 5, LCO 3.0.3
would not specify any action. If moving irradiated fuel
assemblies while in MODE 1, 2, or 3, the fuel movement is
independent of reactor operations. {Therefo

Tosect Actiol —13)

If both SGTS subsystems are inoperable in MODE 1, 2, or 3,

the SGT system may not be capable of supporting the required
- radioactivity release control function hept B 0
(ap€ Teqired §6 enter/] y

LLD 3.0.3 is el
a pl-uble while m
Mope 4 o 5. However,
since jrradiated fuel
dssembly Movemev\"‘
tan pgeeur \n MONE
1,2, or 31

TInsect
‘?

When two SGT subsystems are inoperable, if applicable, CORE
ALTERATIONS and movement of irradiated fuel assemblies in
XsecondaryX containment must immediately be suspende
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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E_B___‘ 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.

l;SJ Insert ACTION D

Therefore, one SGT subsystem must be restored to OPERABLE status within 1
hour. The 1 hour Completion Time provides a period of time to correct the
problem that is commensurate with the importance of supporting the required
radioactivity release control function in MODES 1, 2, and 3. This time period
also ensures that the probability of an accident (requiring the SGT System)
occurring during periods where the required radioactivity release control
function may not be maintained is minimal.

Iéz] Insert ACTION E

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.

E.1 and E.2

Insert Page B 3.6-112



[
|

SGT System
3.6.4.3

(continued)

draindown and subsequent potential for fiss.ion product
release. Actions must continue until OPDRVs are suspended. j@

Required Action .1 has been modified by a Note stating that
LCO 3.0.3 is not applicable. If moving irradiated- fuel
assemblies while in MODE 4 or 5, LCO 3.0.3 would not specify -
any action. If moving trradiated fuel assemblies while in
MODE 1, 2, or 3, the fuel movement is independent of reactor

operations. /Therefore ﬁ

-
( om +h teol room “the
SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.4.3.1 (From Jhe gofeel . siteh)

REQUIREMENTS ' _
['Operating each SGT subsystem for > ¥10X continuous hours

ensures that fboth¥ subsystems are OPERABLE and that all
associated controls are functioning properly. It also
ensures that blockage, fan or motor failure, or excessive
vibration can be detected for corrective action. Operation
Ywith the heaters on (automatic heater cycling to maintain
| temperature)¥ for > £10% continuous hours every 31 days
eliminates moisture on the adsorbers and HEPA filters. The
31 day Frequency was developed in consideration of the known
reliability of fan motors and controls and the redundancy
available in the system. _

LLO 3.0.3 1s neT
apph:_ablz_ while
."\ MODE H of 53
kuer, ance
irradieted fuel

MODE |,Z, or 3,

3R_3.6.4.3.2

This SR verifies that the required SGT filter testing is
performed in accordance with the Ventilation Filter Testing
Program (VFTP). The SGT System filter tests are in
accordance with Regulatory Guide 1.52 (Ref.(3). The VFIP
includes testing HEPA filter performance, charcoal adsorber
efficiency, minimum system flow rate, and the physical"
properties of the activated charcoal -(general use and
following specific operations). Specific test frequencies
;nF_tll_Padditiona'l information are discussed in detail in the

(continued)
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Ei} Insert F.1, F.2, and F.3

Entering LCO 3.0.3 while in MODE 1, 2, or 3 would require the unit to be _
shutdown, but would not require immediate suspension of movement of irradiated
fuel assemblies. The Note to the ACTIONS, “LCO 3.0.3 is not applicable,” :
ensures that the actions for immediate suspension of irradiated fuel assembly

movement are not postponed due to entry into LCO 3.0.3.

Insert Page B 3.6-113
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SGT System
B 3.6.4.3

BASES

SURVEILLANCE SR_3.6.4.3.3
REQUIREMENTS .
(continued) This SR verifies that each SGT subsystem starts.on receipt
. of an actual or simulated initiation signal. While this
Surveillance can be performed with the reactor at power, .
operating experience has shown that these components W
pass the-Surveillance when- performed-at the(k}€Xfmont
Frequency. The LOGIC SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL n (5R) 3.:
overlaps this SR to provide complete testing of the safety
function. Therefore, the Frequency was found to be

acceptable from a reliability standpoint. :
Wo»mm‘f ISD‘G'hon
Tastrument ‘.‘I'lpp\l i/

8 » which is baded on the/refueling cyfle.
fore, the Fréquency was foyhd to be p€ceptable f
iability st oint.

REFERENCES 1. (LR 5§, Appendis/A, gC 41) (AFSAE, Seeton 3~'-9“q3
2. (DFSAR, Section X6.¢23 '
Qa0 N5y

Regulatory Guide 1.52, Rev. %2}

3. UFSAR Section '5.6.L1 ‘
4, UFSAZ Sechon 15.6.5 } I

5, UFSAR Section 15.1.2
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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, refereénce, 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/Discussion

( S

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated? :

The proposed change relocates requirements and surveillances for structures, systems,
components or variables that do not meet the criteria for inclusion in Technical
Specifications as identified in the Application of Selection Criteria to the Dresden 2 and
3 Technical Specifications. The affected structures, systems, components or variables
are not assumed to be initiators of analyzed events and are not assumed to mitigate
accident or transient events. The requirements and surveillances for these affected
structures, systems, components or variables will be relocated from the Technical
Specifications to an appropriate administratively controlled document which will be
maintained pursuant to 10 CFR 50.59. In addition, the affected structures, systems,
components or variables are addressed in existing surveillance procedures which are
also controlled by 10 CFR 50.59 and subject to the change control provisions imposed
by plant administrative procedures, which endorse applicable regulations and standards.
Therefore, this change does not involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated. ‘

The proposed change does not involve a physical alteration of the plant (no new or
different type of equipment will be installed) or a change in the methods governing
normal plant operation. The proposed change will not impose or eliminate any
requirements and adequate control of existing requirements will be maintained. Thus,
this change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The proposed change will not reduce a margin of safety because it has no impact on any
safety analysis assumptions. In addition, the relocated requirements and surveillances
for the affected structure, system, component or variable remain the same as the
existing Technical Specification$. Since any future changes to these requirements or
the surveillance procedures will be evaluated per the requirements of 10 CFR 50.59, no
reduction in a margin of safety will be permitted.
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GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: SECTION 3.6 - CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

RELOCATED SPECIFICATIONS
("R.x" Labeled Comments/Discussions

3. (continued)

The existing requirement for NRC review and approval of revisions, in accordance with
10 CFR 50.92, to these details proposed for relocation does not have a specific margin
of safety upon which to evaluate. However, since the proposed change is consistent
with the BWR ISTS, NUREG-1433, Rev. 1, approved by the NRC Staff, revising the
Technical Specifications to reflect the approved level of detail ensures no significant
reduction in the margin of safety.
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GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: SECTION 3.6 - CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

TECHNICAL CHANGES - MORE RESTRICTIVE
("M.x" Labeled Comments/Discussions)

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

The proposed change provides more stringent requirements for operation of the facility.
These more stringent requirements do not result in operation that will increase the
probability of initiating an analyzed event and do not alter assumptions relative to
mitigation of an accident or transient event. The more restrictive requirements continue
to ensure process variables, structures, systems, and components are maintained
consistent with the safety analyses and licensing basis. Therefore, this change does not
involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The proposed change does not involve a physical alteration of the plant (no new or
different type of equipment will be installed) or changes in the methods governing
normal plant operation. The proposed change does impose different requirements.
However, these changes are consistent with the assumptions in the safety analyses and
licensing basis. Thus, this change does not create the possibility of a new or different
kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The imposition of more restrictive requirements either has no impact on or increases
the margin of plant safety. As provided in the discussion of the change, each change in
this category is by definition, providing additional restrictions to enhance plant safety.
The change maintains requirements within the safety analyses and licensing basis.
Therefore, this change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: SECTION 3.6 - CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

"GENERIC" LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES:
RELOCATING DETAILS TO TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION BASES, UFSAR, TRM, OR

OTHER PLANT CONTROLLED DOCUMENTS
("LA.x" Labeled Comments/Discussions)

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

The proposed change relocates certain details from the Technical Specifications to the
Bases, UFSAR, TRM, or other plant controlled documents. The Bases, UFSAR,
TRM, and other plant controlled documents containing the relocated information will
be maintained in accordance with 10 CFR 50.59. In addition to 10 CFR 50.59
provisions, the Technical Specification Bases are subject to the change control
provisions in the Administrative Controls Chapter of the ITS. The UFSAR is subject to
the change control provisions of 10 CFR 50.71(e), and the plant procedures and other
plant controlled documents are subject to controls imposed by plant administrative
procedures, which endorse applicable regulations and standards. Since any changes to
the Bases, UFSAR, TRM, or other plant controlled documents will be evaluated per the
requirements of the Bases Control Program in Chapter 5.0 of the ITS or 10 CFR 50.59,
no increase (significant or insignificant) in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated will be allowed. Therefore, this change does not involve
a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously
evaluated. "

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The proposed change does not involve a physical alteration of the plant (no new or
different type of equipment will be installed) or a change in the methods governing
normal plant operation. The proposed change will not impose or eliminate any
requirements, and adequate control of the information will be maintained. Thus, this
change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?
The proposed change will not reduce a margin of safety because it has no impact on any

safety analysis assumptions. In addition, the details to be transposed from the
Technical Specifications to the Bases, UFSAR, TRM, or other plant controlled
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GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: SECTION 3.6 - CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

"GENERIC" LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES:
RELOCATING DETAILS TO TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION BASES, UFSAR, TRM, OR

OTHER PLANT CONTROLLED DOCUMENTS
("LA.x" Labeled Comments/Discussions)

3. (continued)

documents are the same as the existing Technical Specifications. Since any future
changes to these details in the Bases, UFSAR, TRM, or other plant controlled
documents will be evaluated per the requirements of 10 CFR 50.59, no reduction
(significant or insignificant) in a margin of safety will be allowed. Based on 10 CFR
50.92, the existing requirement for NRC review and approval of revisions, to these
details proposed for relocation, does not have a specific margin of safety upon which to
evaluate. However, since the proposed change is consistent with the BWR ISTS,
NUREG-1433, Rev. 1, approved by the NRC Staff, revising the Technical
Specifications to reflect the approved level of detail ensures no significant reduction in

the margin of safety.
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GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: SECTION 3.6 - CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

"GENERIC" LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES:
EXTENDING SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCIES FROM 18 MONTHS TO 24 MONTHS
FOR SURVEILLANCES OTHER THAN CHANNEL CALIBRATIONS

("LD.x" Labeled Comments/Discussions}

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

s

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 probabxhty or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The proposed change involves a change in the surveillance testing intervals from 18
months to 24 months. The proposed change does not introduce any failure mechanisms
of a different type than those previously evaluated since there are no physical changes
being made to the facility. In addition, the Surveillance Requirements themselves and
the way Surveillances are performed will remain unchanged. Furthermore, an
historical review of surveillance test results indicated no evidence of any failures that
would invalidate the above conclusions. Therefore, the proposed change does not
create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any previously
evaluated.
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GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: SECTION 3.6 - CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

"GENERIC" LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES:
EXTENDING SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCIES FROM 18 MONTHS TO 24 MONTHS

FOR SURVEILLANCES OTHER THAN CHANNEL CALIBRATIONS
("LD.x" Labeled Comments/Discussions) (continued)

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

Although the proposed change will result in an increase in the interval between
surveillance tests, the impact on system availability is minimal based on other, more
frequent testing or redundant systems or equipment, and there is no evidence of any
failures that would impact the availability of the systems. Therefore, the assumptions
in the licensing basis are not impacted, and the proposed change does not involve a
significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT

L.1 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

This change provides an allowed outage time to restore drywell-to-suppression chamber
bypass leakage during operation in MODE 1, 2, or 3. With drywell-to-suppression
chamber bypass leakage outside of limits in MODE 1, 2, or 3, the current Technical
Specifications do not provide any actions. The proposed change provides 1 hour for
restoration of this condition prior to commencing a required shutdown. Drywell-to-
suppression chamber bypass leakage is an attribute of maintaining Primary Containment
Integrity (in ITS terminology, primary containment OPERABILITY) and is not
considered as an initiator of any previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change
does not significantly increase the probability of such accidents. The proposed change
allows temporary operation when the drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass leakage
requirement is not met. However, the consequences of an event that may occur during
the proposed allowed outage time are not any different than during the current allowed
outage time for other loss of primary containment integrity (OPERABILITY) situations.
Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the consequences of any
previously analyzed accident.

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.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The proposed change does not introduce a new mode of plant operation and does not
involve physical modification to the plant. This change deletes a requirement to obtain
NRC concurrence for a leak rate test schedule that is already approved by the NRC.
Therefore, it does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

This change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety since the
increased test schedule is already approved by the NRC and since experience has shown
that the Surveillance normally meets its acceptance criterion when performed at the
normal Frequency.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT

1.3 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
Ak limit assumed in the safety analysis at times other than during the first unit
startup following performance of bypass leakage testing. The change also deletes the
detail of the initial differential pressure to perform the bypass leakage test from the
Technical Specifications. Drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass leakage rate is an
attribute of maintaining Primary Containment Integrity, and consequently, of Primary
Containment OPERABILITY. Drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass leakage and
testing methods are not considered as initiators of any previously analyzed accident,
and therefore, the proposed change does not significantly increase the probability of
such accidents. The proposed change allows continued operation with drywell-to-
suppression chamber leakage that is greater than 2% of the acceptable design value, but
less than or equal to the design leakage limit. The change also deletes the detail

of the initial differential pressure to perform the bypass leakage test from the Technical
Specifications. Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the consequences
of any previously analyzed accident.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities, or to
the operation of the plant. Drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass leakage is assumed
to be less than or equal to the design A/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/Vk limit at all times. Therefore, the change does
not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT

L.4 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

This change eliminates the requirement to perform testing of drywell-to-suppression
chamber bypass leakage at an increased frequency following two consecutive leak test
failures. If two consecutive tests result in a leakage that is greater than the specified
limit, the current Technical Specifications require testing at an increased frequency until
testing results in two consecutive, successful tests. The proposed change would
dispense with this provision. Drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass leakage rate is an
attribute of maintaining Primary Containment Integrity, and consequently of Primary
Containment OPERABILITY. Drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass leakage is not
considered as an initiator of any previously analyzed accident, and therefore, the
proposed change does not significantly increase the probability of such accidents. The
proposed change will not result in operation with leakage in excess of the acceptable
design value. Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the consequences
of any previously analyzed accident.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities, or to
the operation of the plant. Drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass leakage is assumed
to be less than or equal to the design A/Vk limit under the accident conditions. The
change will not result in drywell-to-suppression chamber leakage in excess of this
design limit, or result in any change in the response of the equipment to an accident.
Therefore, the change does not increase the possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any previously analyzed.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

This change only impacts the frequency of drywell-to-suppression chamber leakage
testing in the event that the results of two consecutive tests are not within the specified
limit. The effect of the change is considered minimal considering the history of
consistently successful test results since plant startup, and provisions of the maintenance
rule that would invoke remedial actions, such as increased test frequency, in the event
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT

L.4 CHANGE

3. (continued)

of an adverse trend in bypass leakage rate. Additionally, the methodology and limits of
the accident analyses are not affected by the change, nor is the primary containment
response. Further, the change will not result in an allowable drywell-to-suppression
chamber bypass leakage that is greater than the design A~k limit at any time.
Therefore, the change does not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCK

L.1 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

The proposed change would allow the temporary opening of the remaining OPERABLE
door for the purpose of making repairs to a primary containment air lock. This change
does not affect the air lock design or function, and failure of an air lock is not identified
as the initiator of any event. Therefore, this proposed change does not involve an
increase in the probability of an accident previously evaluated. The change to allow the
temporary opening of the one OPERABLE door for the purpose of making repairs
results in a potential increase in consequences should an accident occur while it is open,
but this increase is minimized through administrative controls and offset by the avoided
potential consequences of an unnecessary transient during shutdown. The potential
consequences resulting from the combination of: 1) the frequency of experiencing an
inoperable air lock door such that temporarily opening the OPERABLE door is
required for access to repair; 2) the brief period the OPERABLE door would be opened
for access (typically on the order of one minute per entry/exit); and 3) the occurrence
of an event of sufficient magnitude to cause an immediate containment pressure increase
such that an air lock door could not be closed; are not considered to be significant.
Additionally, providing the ability to eliminate the potential consequences of extended
operation with only one OPERABLE door closed (not allowing repairs to be made to
restore the second door to OPERABLE status); further minimizes the consequences.
The allowance is proposed to have strict administrative control, which will provide
assurance that any associated potential consequences are minimized. Finally, the
allowed time for both doors to be open is not expected to exceed the currently allowed
time for required action when containment integrity is determined to not be met.
Therefore, these proposed changes do not involve a significant increase in the
consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The proposed change does not involve any design changes, plant modifications, or
changes in plant operation. The primary containment air lock is designed and assumed
to be used for entry and exit. Its operation does not interface with the reactor coolant
or any controls which could impact the reactor coolant pressure boundary or its support
systems. Further, brief periods of loss of containment integrity are acknowledged in
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCK

L.1 CHANGE

2.

(continued)

the existing license; Specification 3.6.1.1 allows 1 hour to restore losses in containment
integrity prior to requiring a plant shutdown.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The design, function, and OPERABILITY requirements for the primary containment
air lock remains unchanged with this proposed revision. Containment leak rate limits
are unaffected. The proposed change to allow the temporary opening of the one
OPERABLE door for the purpose of repairing an inoperable door, is not considered to
be a significant reduction in the margin of safety. The combination of: 1) the
frequency of experiencing an inoperable air lock door such that containment entry is
required for access to repair; 2) the brief period the OPERABLE door would be opened
for access (typically on the order of one minute per entry/exit); and 3) the occurrence
of an event of sufficient magnitude to cause an immediate containment pressure increase
such that the air lock door could not be closed; are not representative of a significant
reduction in the margin of safety. Additionally, providing the ability to eliminate any
reduction in safety resulting from the extended operation with only one OPERABLE
door closed (not allowing repairs to be made to restore the second door to OPERABLE
status); minimizes any reduction in the margin of safety. The allowance is proposed to
have strict administrative control, which will provide assurance that any associated
safety reduction is further minimized. Therefore, these proposed changes do not
involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCK

1.2 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.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The change does not necessitate a physical alteration of the plant (no new or different
type of equipment will be installed) or changes in parameters governing normal plant

operation. Thus, this change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind
of accident from any accident previously evaluated.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

This change allows time to verify an OPERABLE air lock door is closed when a
primary containment air lock is inoperable. This change does not affect the air lock
design or function and one primary containment air lock door per airlock is sufficient to
maintain primary containment integrity during a DBA. Additionally, the air lock doors
are normally closed except for entry and exit and ITS 3.6.1.2 ACTIONS require one
air lock door to be closed within 1 hour. The proposed changes provides a time period
for closing an OPERABLE air lock door that is consistent with respect to the time
period provided for the condition of primary containment inoperable. In addition, the
proposed change provides the benefit of potentially avoiding an unnecessary plant
shutdown by providing time to close an OPERABLE air lock door. As such, no
significant reduction in a margin of safety is involved with this change.
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- NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCK

L.3 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated? ‘ '

This change would allow verification that primary containment air locks are locked
closed to be done by administrative means if the barrier is in a high radiation area or
the access to them is limited due to inerting. Neither an open nor an inoperable airlock
is considered as an initiator of any previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this
change does not significantly increase the probability of such accidents. The proposed
change provides actions with appropriate compensatory measures to maintain a level of
safety equivalent to compliance with this and similar LCOs, such as containment
OPERABILITY. These actions do not result in isolation barrier function different than
assumed in any accident. Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the
consequences of any previously analyzed accident.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities, but
does allow a different method of verification. However, since the change includes
compensatory measures which maintain a level of safety equivalent to the capabilities of
the equipment, the change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any previously analyzed accident.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

This change allows the use of administrative means to provide compensatory actions in
place of actual visual verification. The high radiation area and primary containment
inerted access control and these additional administrative controls continue to provide
adequate containment boundary should an accident occur. Therefore, the change does
not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCK

L.4 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

The proposed change replaces the cumulative time limitation on a yearly basis for
removal of personnel with an inoperable air lock door to a time period of 7 days for
any single entry into the Condition. This change does not affect the air lock design or
function, and failure of an air lock is not identified as the initiator of any event.
Therefore, this proposed change does not involve an increase in the probability of an
accident previously evaluated. The change to allow the temporary opening of the one
OPERABLE door for purposes other than making repairs in excess of current
limitations (1 hour per year) will not increase the consequences should an accident
occur while it is open since the allowance is currently permitted. Since additional
administrative controls are required, the actual time the air lock will be opened will be
minimized thereby reducing the potential of operating outside the design basis.
Additionally, providing the ability to eliminate’ the potential consequences of the
transient of plant shutdown to follow (due to inability to perform preventive or
corrective maintenance) further minimizes the consequences. Finally, the allowed time
for both doors to be open is not expected to exceed the currently allowed time limit.
Therefore, these proposed changes do not involve a significant increase in the
consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated? ’

The proposed change does not involve any design changes, plant modifications, or
changes in plant operation. The primary containment air lock is designed and assumed
to be used for entry and exit. Its operation does not interface with the reactor coolant
or any controls which could impact the reactor coolant pressure boundary or its support
systems. Further, brief periods of loss of containment integrity are acknowledged in
the current Technical Specifications prior to requiring a plant shutdown. Therefore, the
proposed change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any previously evaluated.
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3.

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCK

L.4 CHANGE (continued)

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The design, function, and OPERABILITY requirements for the primary containment
air lock is unchanged with this proposed revision. Containment leak rate limits are
unaffected. The proposed change replaces the cumulative time limitation on a yearly
basis for removal of personnel with an inoperable air lock door to a time period of 7
days for any single entry into the Condition. This is not considered to be a significant
reduction in the margin of safety. The combination of: 1) the frequency of
experiencing an inoperable air lock door such that containment entry is required; 2) the
brief period the OPERABLE door would be opened for access (typically on the order of
one minute per entry/exit); and 3) the occurrence of an event of sufficient magnitude to
cause an immediate containment pressure increase such that the air lock door could not
be closed; are not representative of a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
Additionally, providing the ability to eliminate any reduction in safety resulting from
the transient of plant shutdown to follow (due to inability to perform preventive or
corrective maintenance) minimizes any reduction in the margin of safety. The
allowance is proposed to have strict administrative control which will provide assurance
that any associated safety reduction is further minimized. Therefore, these proposed
changes do not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCK

L.5 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

The primary containment air lock interlock is not assumed to be an initiator of any
analyzed event. The role of the interlock is to ensure the primary containment
boundary is maintained, thereby limiting consequences. Failure of the interlock during
testing could result in a loss of primary containment OPERABILITY. Since the
proposed change reduces the frequency of challenge to the interlock, the probability of
a loss of primary containment OPERABILITY during the MODES when primary
containment is required (LCO 3.6.1.1) is reduced. The OPERABILITY of the
interlock has no effect on the consequences of an accident previously evaluated because
no credit is taken for it in the mitigation of an accident. Therefore, this change does
not involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of a previously
evaluated accident.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The proposed change does not necessitate a physical alteration of the plant (no new or
different type of equipment will be installed) or changes in parameters governing
normal plant operation. The proposed change will still ensure the interlocks remain
OPERABLE when required. Thus, this change does not create the possibility of a new
or different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

This change reduces the challenges to primary containment OPERABILITY during
MODES when primary containment is required to be OPERABLE. Further, proving
the OPERABILITY of the air lock interlock at more frequent intervals serves no useful
purpose since no enhancement to safety is gained by simply testing the interlock. From
the standpoint of primary containment OPERABILITY and a reduction of unnecessary
testing, the proposed change represents an enhancement to safety. As such, no
significant reduction in a margin of safety is involved with this change.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCK

L.6 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

The proposed change deletes the requirement to have one air lock door "locked" closed
at all times when an air lock is being used for entry and exit when the air lock
mechanism is found to be inoperable. This change does not affect the air lock design or
function, and failure of an air lock is not identified as the initiator of any event.
Therefore, this proposed change does not involve an increase in the probability of an
accident previously evaluated. In the proposed Specifications, with an air lock
mechanism inoperable entry into and exit from primary containment is permissible only
under the control of a dedicated individual. The duties of this individual are to perform
the function of the interlock; to ensure both air lock doors are not opened
simultaneously. That is, one door will be closed at all times. The requirement to have
one door "locked" closed is not necessary. As long as one door is closed the
containment integrity function will be maintained, and therefore, the requirement is not
necessary during entry and exit into the containment. Locking .an air lock door does
not allow normal operation of the air lock. More time is required for locking therefore
personnel will spend more time in the air lock instead of performing safety related
activities. When entry and exit is no longer required, the proposed Specifications will
continue to require at least one door to be "locked" closed. With the door locked, the
dedicated individual is no longer required, and entry into the containment is prevented.
The proposed requirements are considered adequate for ensuring primary containment
integrity and at the same time control entry into the primary containment when the air
lock mechanism is found to be inoperable. Therefore, the proposed change does not
involve a significant increase in the consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The proposed change does not involve any design changes, plant modifications, or
change in plant operation. The primary containment air lock is designed and assumed
to function when it is closed vice "locked" closed. Its operation does not interface with
the reactor coolant or any controls which could impact the reactor coolant pressure
boundary or its support systems. Therefore, the proposed change does not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any previously evaluated.
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3.

NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.2 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT AIR LOCK

L.6 CHANGE (continued)

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The design, function, and OPERABILITY requirements for the primary containment
air lock remains unchanged with this proposed revision. Containment leak rate limits
are unaffected. In the proposed Specifications, with an air lock interlock mechanism
inoperable entry into and exit from primary containment is permissible only under the
control of a dedicated individual. The duties of this individual are to perform the
function of the interlock; to ensure both air lock doors are not opened simultaneously.
That is, one door will be closed at all times. The requirement to have one door
"locked" closed is not necessary. As long as one door is closed the containment
integrity function will be maintained during entry and exit into the containment.
Locking an air lock door does not allow normal operation of the air lock. More time is
required for locking, therefore, personnel will spend more time in the air lock instead
of performing safety related activities. When entry and exit is no longer required, the
proposed Specifications will continue to require at least one door to be "locked” closed.
With the door locked, the dedicated individual is no longer required and entry into the
containment is prevented. The proposed requirements are considered adequate for
ensuring primary containment integrity, and at the same time, control entry into the
primary containment when the air lock interlock mechanism is found to be inoperable.
The proposed requirements will ensure the function of the interlock is met. Therefore,
the proposed change does not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

L.1 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

This change relaxes the allowed restoration times to isolate the affected penetration(s) if
one valve is inoperable from 4 hours to 72 hours for PCIVs in penetrations with a
closed system and only one PCIV. The proposed change does not increase the
probability of an accident. The time allowed to isolate the penetration by use of de-
activated automatic valve, blind flange, etc. is not assumed to be an initiator of any
analyzed event. The PCIVs isolate to control leakage from the primary containment
during accidents. Allowing the additional time to isolate the PCIVs will not
significantly increase the consequences of an accident. The consequences will be the
same for the proposed times as for the current time. The additional time, however, will
allow more time to repair the inoperable PCIV and possibly avoid a shutdown.

Shutting down the plant is a transient which puts thermal stress on components which
could increase the chances of challenging safety systems. In addition, the closed system
piping or water seal will ensure primary containment integrity is maintained. This
change will not alter assumptions relative to the mitigation of an accident or transient
event. Therefore, this change will not involve a significant increase in the probability
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

This change will not result in any changes to equipment design or capabilities or the
operation of the plant. The proposed change will still require the PCIVs to be restored
to OPERABLE status. Therefore, this change will not create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

This change relaxes the allowed restoration time for isolating the affected penetration(s)
if one valve is inoperable from 4 hours to 72 hours for PCIVs in penetrations with a
closed system and only one PCIV. The margin of safety is not significantly reduced
because the closed system piping or the water seal acts as a primary containment
isolation barrier. Also, the time allowed to isolate penetrations is not assumed in any
safety analysis and current safety analysis assumptions will be maintained. The added
time also allows more time to isolate the PCIVs.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

L.2 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

Check valves that serve as containment isolation valves are not assumed to be initiators
of any analyzed event. The role of these valves is to isolate containment during
analyzed events, thereby limiting consequences. The change establishes compensatory
measures using a check valve as an isolation barrier which are equivalent to those
already included in Technical Specifications. The proposed actions will not allow
continuous operation such that a single failure could allow a containment release
through an unisolated path. Therefore, this proposed change will not involve a
significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously
evaluated.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

This change does not result in any changes to equipment design or capabilities or the
operation of the plant. The proposed change will still ensure the containment boundary
is maintained. Thus, this change does not create the possibility of a new or different
kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The check valves which would be used for this proposed compensatory measure are
containment isolation valves and leak tested per 10 CFR 50, Appendix J. In addition,
the proposed action established the check valve as an isolation barrier that cannot be
adversely affected by a single active failure. As a result, any reduction in a margin of
safety will be insignificant and offset by the benefit gained by reducing unnecessary
plant shutdown transients when equivalent compensatory measures exist to ensure the
containment boundary is maintained.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

1.3 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated? '

This change would allow additional time to isolate a primary containment penetration if
two or more isolation devices are inoperable. Primary containment isolation is not
considered as an initiator of any previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change
does not significantly increase the probability of such accidents. The proposed change
allows additional temporary operation with less than the required isolation capability.
However, the consequences of an event that may occur during the extended outage time
would not be any different than during the currently allowed outage time for other loss
of containment integrity situations. Therefore, this change does not significantly
increase the consequences of any previously analyzed accident.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities or to
the operation of the plant. Further, since the change impacts only the Required Action
Completion Time for the system and does not result in any change in the response of
the equipment to an accident, the change does not create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any previously analyzed accident.

Does-this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

This change impacts only the Required Action Completion Time for inoperable valves
that provide primary containment isolation. The methodology and limits of the accident
analysis are not affected, nor is the primary containment response. Therefore, the
change does not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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- NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

L.4 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated? '

This change would allow an isolated primary containment penetration to be opened
under administrative controls. Primary containment isolation is not considered as an
initiator of any previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change does not
significantly increase the probability of such accidents. The proposed administrative
controls provide an acceptable compensatory action to assure the penetration is isolated
in the event of an accident. Therefore, the consequences of a previously analyzed event
that may occur during the opening of the isolated line would not be significantly
increased.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

This change provides an additional acceptable compensatory action following failure of
other equipment. The current requirements are based on providing a single active
failure proof boundary to compensate for the loss of one of the two active boundaries.
The proposed change provides an alternative which essentially returns the system to its
original configuration (i.e., configuration which can provide a single active failure
proof boundary.) Therefore, this change does not create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any previously analyzed accident.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The margin of safety considered in determining the required compensatory action is
also based on providing the single active failure proof boundary. Since the proposed
compensatory boundary essentially meets the original criteria and provides leakage
characteristics essentially similar to currently approved compensatory boundaries, the
change does not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

L.5 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated? '

The requirement to verify primary containment isolation valve isolation times are
within limits to verify the restoration of a primary containment isolation valve is not
assumed in the initiation of any analyzed event. This requirement was specified in the
Technical Specifications to ensure the OPERABILITY of a primary containment
isolation valve was positively verified following repair, maintenance, or replacement.
The proposed deletion of this explicit requirement is considered acceptable since

SR 3.0.1 requires the appropriate SRs to be performed to demonstrate OPERABILITY
after restoration of a component that cause the SR to be failed. In this case, SR 3.0.1
would require SR 3.6.1.3.5 (for PCIVs other than MSIVs) and SR 3.6.1.3.6 (for
MSIVs), as applicable, to be performed, which require verification that isolation times
of the affected primary containment isolation valves are within limits. As a result, the
accident consequences are unaffected by this change. Therefore, this change will not
involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated is not created because the proposed change does not introduce a new mode of
plant operation and does not involve physical modification to the plant.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The proposed deletion of the explicit requirement to verify primary containment
isolation valve isolation times are within limits following repair, maintenance, or
replacement is considered acceptable since SR 3.0.1 requires the appropriate SRs to be
performed to demonstrate OPERABILITY after restoration of a component that cause
the SR to be failed. In this case, SR 3.0.1 would require SR 3.6.1.3.5 (for PCIVs
other than MSIVs) and SR 3.6.1.3.6 (for MSIVs), as applicable, to be performed,
which require verification that isolation times of the affected primary containment
isolation valves are within limits. As a result, the existing requirement to verify
primary containment isolation valve isolation times are within limits following repair,
maintenance, or replacement is maintained. Therefore, this change does not involve a
significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

L.6 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

The phrase "actual or," in reference to the isolation test signal, has been added to the
system functional test surveillance test description. This does not impose a requirement
to create an "actual” signal, and does not eliminate any restriction on producing an
"actual" signal. While creating an "actual” signal could increase the probability of an
event, existing procedures and 10 CFR 50.59 control of revisions to them, dictate the
acceptability of generating this signal. The proposed change does not affect the
procedures governing plant operations and the acceptability of creating these signals; it
simply would allow such a signal to be utilized in evaluating the acceptance criteria for
the system functional test requirements. Therefore, the change does not involve a
significant increase in the probability of an accident previously evaluated. Since the
method of initiation will not affect the acceptance criteria of the system functional test,
the change does not involve a significant increase in the consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The proposed change does not introduce a new mode of plant operation and does not
involve physical modification to the plant. Therefore, it does not create the possibility
of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

Use of an actual signal instead of the existing requirement, which limits use to a test
signal, will not affect the performance or acceptance criteria of the Surveillance.
OPERABILITY is adequately demonstrated in either case since the system itself can not
discriminate between "actual" or "test" signals. Therefore, the change does not involve
a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

L.7 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

The proposed change removes the requirement that the EFCVs must check flow and
replaces it with a requirement to isolate to their isolation position. The EFCVs are
designed to automatically go to the isolation position in the event of an instrument line
break during normal reactor operation, or under accident conditions. The EFCVs are
not credited to isolate in the instrument line break accident and are not the initiators of
any accidents. Therefore, the change does not involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of any accident previously evaluated.

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.

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.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

This change does not result in any changes to equipment design or capabilities, but does
allow an extended period of operation with equipment not capable of performing its
safety function. However, the leakage that may occur in the event of an additional
single failure would be less than the previously analyzed leakage, thus, the additional
time provided for isolation of the penetration does not impact the reactor coolant
pressure boundary or its support systems. Therefore, this change does not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any previously analyzed
accident.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The margin of safety considered in determining the allowed outage time is based on
engineering judgement, and the probability of occurrence of an event requiring the
unavailable capabilities. The proposed extension is based on the minimal impact of an
excess flow valve being out of service, and the need to avoid an unnecessary plant
transient caused by the forced shutdown. Therefore, the change does not involve a
significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

1.9 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated? '

The proposed change excludes the position verification of manual valves and blind
flanges when the manual valves and blind flanges are locked, sealed or secured in the
correct position. Primary containment isolation is not considered an initiator of any
previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change will not involve an increase in the
probability of an accident previously evaluated. This change only alters the method of
verifying the position of manual valves and blind flanges that are locked, sealed, or
otherwise secured in the correct position. This allowance is acceptable since the
probability of misalignment of a locked, sealed, or secured manual valve or blind
flange, once it has been verified to be in the proper position, is small. The position
verification of these manual valves and blind flanges is still maintained (the verification
is performed upon locking, sealing, or securing the manual isolation device in
position). As a result, the accident consequences are unaffected by this change.
Therefore, this change will not involve an increase in the consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

This change does not introduce a new mode of plant operation and does not involve
physical modification to the plant. The position verification of these manual valves and
blind flanges is still maintained (the verification is performed upon locking, sealing, or
securing the manual isolation device in position). Therefore, it does not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated. '

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The proposed change excludes the position verification of manual valves and blind
flanges when the manual valves and blind flanges are locked, sealed or secured in the
correct position. This change only alters the method of verifying the position of
manual valves and blind flanges that are locked, sealed, or otherwise secured in the
correct position. This allowance is acceptable since the probability of misalignment of
a locked, sealed, or secured manual valve or blind flange, once it has been verified to
be in the proper position, is small. The position verification of these manual valves
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

L.9 CHANGE

3. (continued)

and blind flanges is still maintained (the verification is performed upon locking,
sealing, or securing the manual isolation device in position). Eliminating the position
verification of these manual valves and blind flanges in radiation areas increases safety
to plant personnel and reduces exposure to plant personnel which is consistent with the
As-Low-As-Reasonably-Achievable (ALARA) concept. Since the position verification
of these manual valves and blind flanges is still maintained and the probability of
misalignment of these manual valves and blind flanges is small due to the affected
manual valves and blind flanges being locked, sealed, or secured in the correct
position, this change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

L.10 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated? '

This change will allow the verification of closure of isolation devices such as valves and
blind flanges located in high radiation areas (whether or not the isolation device is
located inside the containment) or that are locked, sealed, or otherwise secured, to be
performed by the use of administrative means. The entry into high radiation areas is
restricted by plant procedures, therefore, any inadvertent opening of these devices is
very low. If a procedure or maintenance is performed and these valves are opened,
their closure would be required upon completion of the associated procedure or
maintenance. Therefore, adequate measures are in place to ensure these valves remain
closed. The Required Action or Surveillance may be verified by reviewing that no
work was performed in the radiation area since it was closed or if work was performed
in the area that closure was verified upon completion of the work if the valve was
opened. Plant procedures control the operation of locked, sealed, or otherwise secured
isolation devices; thus the potential for inadvertent misalignment of these devices after
locking, sealing, or otherwise securing is low. In addition, the isolation devices were
verified to be in the correct position prior to locking, sealing, or otherwise securing.
This change does not cause a significant increase in the probability or consequences of
any previously analyzed accident since administrative methods are in place to ensure the
penetration is closed when required.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated? ’

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities or to
the operation of the plant. Further, since the change impacts only the method of
verification and does not result in any change in the response of the equipment to an
accident, the change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any previously analyzed accident.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

This change allows the use of administrative means to provide compensatory actions in
place of actual visual verification. The high radiation area access control, locked valve
controls, and these additional administrative controls continue to provide adequate
containment should an accident occur. Therefore, this change does not involve a
significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.4 - DRYWELL PRESSURE

There were no plant specific less restrictive changes identified for this Specification.

Quad Cities 1 and 2 1



NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.5 - DRYWELL AIR TEMPERATURE

There were no plant specific less restrictive changes identified for this Specification.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.1.6 - LOW SET RELIEF VALVES

L.1 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

The requirement to place the reactor mode switch in Shutdown in the event of an open
relief valve is not assumed in the initiation of any analyzed event. The requirement of
Action 1 of CTS 3.6.F was provided to ensure that, in the event of an open relief valve
which could not be closed in a timely manner, the reactor mode switch would be placed
in the Shutdown position in anticipation of exceeding a suppression pool average
temperature of 110°F. However, Required Action D.1 of ITS 3.6.2.1 will still require
that the reactor mode switch be immediately placed in Shutdown if the suppression pool
average temperature is >110°F. As such, the Required Actions of ITS 3.6.2.1 are
adequate to ensure that the reactor mode switch will immediately be placed in the
Shutdown position if the suppression pool average temperature exceeds 110°F. Asa
result, accident consequences are unaffected by the deletion of the requirement to place
the reactor mode switch in the Shutdown position if an open relief valve is unable to be
closed. Therefore, this change will not involve a significant increase in the probability
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

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 >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

1.1 CHANGE

3. (continued)

addition, Emergency Operating Procedures and Special Operating Procedures address
the appropriate actions to take in response to an open relief valve. As a result,
continued assurance is provided that plant operation will be maintained with safety
analysis assumptions. Therefore, this change does not involve a significant reduction in

a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION

ITS: 3.6.1.7 - REACTOR BUILDING-TO-SUPPRESSION CHAMBER VACUUM

BREAKER

L.1 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

This change would allow 1 hour of operation with one or both vacuum breakers in both
lines inoperable for opening. The vacuum breakers are not initiators of any previously
analyzed accident. Therefore, the change does not significantly increase the frequency
of such accidents. The change will not increase the consequences of an accident
previously analyzed since continued operation is not allowed with both lines inoperable,
thus the consequences are the same during the additional 1 hour as it is during the
current shutdown times.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The proposed change does not introduce a new mode of plant operation and does not
involve physical modification to the plant. Therefore, it does not create the possibility
of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The change is acceptable based on the small probability of an event requiring the
vacuum breakers and the desire to minimize plant transients. This 1 hour Completion
Time is also consistent with the allowed 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, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

The reactor building-to-suppression chamber vacuum breaker position indication
instrumentation is not assumed in the initiation of any analyzed event. The
requirements for the vacuum breaker position indication instrumentation do not need to
be explicitly stated in the Technical Specifications. To perform the verifications and
tests required for the Surveillance Requirements of ITS 3.6.1.7, the capability to
determine vacuum breaker position must be available. If the capability to determine
vacuum breaker position is not available, these verifications and tests cannot be
satisfied and the appropriate actions must be taken for inoperable vacuum breakers in
accordance with the ACTIONS of ITS 3.6.1.7. As a result, accident consequences are
unaffected by this change. Therefore, this change will not involve a significant increase
in the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated is not created because the proposed change does not introduce a new mode of
plant operation and does not involve physical modification to the plant.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The proposed deletion of the vacuum breaker position indication instrumentation
requirements from Technical Specifications does not impact any margin of safety. The
requirements for the vacuum breaker position indication instrumentation do not need to
be explicitly stated in the Technical Specifications. To perform the verifications and
tests required for the Surveillance Requirements of ITS 3.6.1.7, the capability to
determine vacuum breaker position must be available. If the capability to determine
vacuum breaker position is not available, these verifications and tests cannot be
satisfied and the appropriate actions must be taken for inoperable vacuum breakers in
accordance with the ACTIONS of ITS 3.6.1.7. As a result, the capability to determine
vacuum breaker position will be maintained to satisfy the associated SRs of ITS 3.6.1.7
without the need for explicit instrumentation requirements in the Technical
Specifications. Therefore, this change does not involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION

ITS: 3.6.1.7 - REACTOR BUILDING-TO-SUPPRESSION CHAMBER VACUUM

BREAKER

L.3 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated? '

This change extends the frequency of vacuum breaker position verification from 7 days
to every 14 days. The vacuum breakers are not assumed to be an initiator of any
previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change does not involve a significant
increase in the probability of an accident previously evaluated. Since the vacuum
breakers are normally closed and indication is provided in the control room of position,
extending the Surveillance Frequency does not involve a significant increase in the
consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The proposed change does not introduce a new mode of plant operation and does not
involve physical modification to the plant. Therefore, this change does not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The change will not result in a reduction in a margin of safety since the vacuum
breakers are still required to be closed. The change extends the frequency to verify the
vacuum breakers are closed. Operational history has shown these vacuum breakers are
normally closed. In addition, the vacuum breakers are single failure proof, in that, two
vacuum breakers are available to ensure the penetration is closed, but only one vacuum
breaker is needed to effect isolation.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION

ITS: 3.6.1.8 - SUPPRESSION CHAMBER-TO-DRYWELL VACUUM BREAKERS

L.1 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated? :

The suppression chamber-to-drywell vacuum breaker position indication
instrumentation is not assumed in the initiation of any analyzed event. The
requirements for the vacuum breaker position indication instrumentation do not need to
be explicitly stated in the Technical Specifications. To perform the verifications and
tests required for the Surveillance Requirements of ITS 3.6.1.8, the capability to
determine vacuum breaker position must be available. If the capability to determine
vacuum breaker position is not available, these verifications and tests cannot be
satisfied and the appropriate actions must be taken for inoperable vacuum breakers in
accordance with the ACTIONS of ITS 3.6.1.8. As a result, accident consequences are
unaffected by this change. Therefore, this change will not involve a significant increase
in the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated is not created because the proposed change does not introduce a new mode of
plant operation and does not involve physical modification to the plant.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The proposed deletion of the vacuum breaker position indication instrumentation
requirements from Technical Specifications does not impact any margin of safety. The
requirements for the vacuum breaker position indication instrumentation do not need to
explicitly stated in the Technical Specifications. To perform the verifications and tests
required for the Surveillance Requirements of ITS 3.6.1.8, the capability to determine
vacuum breaker position must be available. If the capability to determine vacuum
breaker position is not available, these verifications and tests cannot be satisfied and the
appropriate actions must be taken for inoperable vacuum breakers in accordance with
the ACTIONS of ITS 3.6.1.8. As a result, the capability to determine vacuum breaker
position will be maintained to satisfy the associated SRs of ITS 3.6.1.8 without the need
for explicit instrumentation requirements in the Technical Specifications. Therefore,
this change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION

ITS: 3.6.1.8 - SUPPRESSION CHAMBER-TO-DRYWELL VACUUM BREAKERS

L.2 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaludted?

This change extends the frequency of vacuum breaker position verification from 7 days
to every 14 days. The vacuum breakers are not assumed to be an initiator of any
previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change does not involve a significant
increase in the probability of an accident previously evaluated. Since the vacuum
breakers are normally closed and indication is provided in the control room of position,
extending the Surveillance Frequency does not involve a significant increase in the
consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The proposed change does not introduce a new mode of plant operation and does not
involve physical modification to the plant. Therefore, this change does not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The change will not result in a reduction in a margin of safety since the vacuum
breakers are still required to be closed. The change extends the frequency to verify the
vacuum breakers are closed. Operational history has shown these vacuum breakers are
normally closed. In addition, local position indication and redundant control room
alarms are provided for each vacuum breaker to ensure that the vacuum breakers are
maintained closed. '
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION

ITS: 3.6.1.8 - SUPPRESSION CHAMBER-TO-DRYWELL VACUUM BREAKERS

L.3 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated? _ -

This change provides an exception allowing the vacuum breakers to be open when
performing required Surveillances (the exception is to the Surveillance that would
otherwise require the vacuum breakers to be closed at all times). The vacuum breakers
are not assumed to be an initiator of any previously analyzed accident. Therefore, the
change does not involve a significant increase in the probability of an accident
previously evaluated. The Surveillance exception is made only for circumstances where
the vacuum breaker is under the immediate control of an operator (manually opening to
confirm Operability). As such, the vacuum breaker is expected to continue to perform
its intended and assumed safety function, and therefore this change does not
significantly increase the consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The proposed change does not introduce a new mode of plant operation and does not
involve physical modification to the plant. Therefore, it does not create the possibility
of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.

Does the change involve a signiﬁcant reduction in a margin of safety?

This change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety since the
vacuum breakers are still required to be Operable. The exception is made only for
circumstances where the vacuum breaker is under the immediate control of an operator
(manually opening to confirm Operability). As such, the vacuum breaker is expected to
continue to perform its intended and assumed safety function, and therefore this change
does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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. NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.2.1 - SUPPRESSION POOL AVERAGE TEMPERATURE

L.1 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated? '

The change proposes to remove the explicit details of methods for reducing suppression
pool temperature to within limits. The method used to reduce suppression pool
temperature to within limits is not assumed in the initiation of any analyzed event. The
proposed change does not affect the probability of an accident. Also, the consequences
of an accident are not affected by this change since the Required Actions of Condition
D of ITS 3.6.2.1 ensure the unit is placed in a non-applicable MODE if the suppression
pool temperature is not reduced to within limits. With the unit in a non-applicable
MODE, the requirements of ITS LCO 3.0.4 ensure that suppression pool temperature is
reduced to within limits prior to entering an applicable MODE. In addition, methods
for reducing suppression pool temperature to within limits are part of a coordinated
response to an unplanned event governed by plant procedures. Since restoration of
suppression pool temperature will still be required as part of the coordinated response
to the event, consequences of previously analyzed accidents are not impacted by the
removal of the explicit method for reducing suppression pool temperature to within
limits. Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the consequences of any
previously analyzed accident.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The proposed change will not create the possibility of an accident. This change will not
physically alter the plant (no new or different type of equipment will be installed). The
change does not affect methods governing normal plant operation or the planned
response to off-normal conditions. Therefore, this change will not create the possibility
of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

This change proposes to remove the explicit details of methods for reducing
suppression pool temperature to within limits. If the suppression pool temperature is
not reduced to within limits, the Required Actions of Condition D of ITS 3.6.2.1

ensure the unit is placed in a non-applicable MODE. With the unit in a non-applicable
MODE, the requirements of ITS LCO 3.0.4 ensure that suppression pool temperature is
reduced to within limits prior to entering an applicable MODE. In addition, methods
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.2.1 - SUPPRESSION POOL AVERAGE TEMPERATURE

L.1 CHANGE

3. (continued)

for reducing suppression pool temperature to within limits are part of a coordinated
response to an unplanned event governed by plant procedures. The requirements of
ITS 3.6.2.1 are considered to be adequate to ensure the suppression pool temperature is
reduced to within required limits. Since restoration of suppression pool temperature
will still be required by both Technical Specifications and as part of the coordinated
response to the event, the margin of safety is not impacted by this change. Therefore,
this change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.2.1 - SUPPRESSION POOL AVERAGE TEMPERATURE

L.2 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

This change would delete a surveillance frequency increase based on suppression pool
temperature that is within the LCO limits. The suppression pool is not considered an
initiator of any previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change does not
significantly increase the frequency of such accidents. The proposed change in
surveillance frequency does not impact the ability of systems to reduce the temperature
of the suppression pool or the suppression pool capabilities to respond to an accident.
Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the consequences of any
previously analyzed accident.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities, but
simply maintains the acceptable surveillance frequency as long as the LCO is being
met. Therefore, the change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any previously analyzed accident.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The change removes an unnecessary surveillance frequency increase when conditions
do not warrant such an increase. The frequency continues to increase when the LCO is
not being met. Therefore, the change does not involve a significant reduction in the
margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION ‘
ITS: 3.6.2.2 - SUPPRESSION POOL WATER LEVEL

L.1 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

This change would allow an additional hour to restore suppression pool level when it is
found outside the limits. The suppression pool is not considered an initiator of any
previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the
probability of such accidents. The proposed change would allow additional temporary
operation with the required suppression pool level not met. However, since the change
is in the allowed outage time, the consequences of an event that may occur during the
extended outage time would not be any different than during the currently allowed
outage time. Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the consequences of
any previously analyzed accident.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities, but
does allow operation of the plant with equipment not capable of performing its safety
function. However, loss of the pressure suppression function does not impact the
reactor coolant pressure boundary or its support systems, and therefore, does not create
the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any previously analyzed
accident.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The change increases the allowed outage time by one hour. The margin of safety
considered in determining the allowed outage time is based on engineering judgement
and probability of occurrence of an event requiring the unavailable capabilities. An
extension of one hour is based on the minimal impact to the margin of safety and allows
appropriate actions to be taken without undo haste and potentially prevents a shutdown.
Therefore, the change does not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.2.3 - RHR SUPPRESSION POOL COOLING

L.1 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

This change would allow an additional 8 hours to restore one loop when both are found
to be inoperable. Suppression pool cooling is not considered an initiator of any
previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the
frequency of such accidents. The proposed change would allow additional temporary
operation with less than the required suppression pool cooling capability. However,
since the only change is in the allowed outage time, the consequences of an event that
may occur during the extended outage time would not be any different than during the
currently allowed outage time. Therefore, this change does not significantly increase
the consequences of any previously analyzed accident.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities, but
does allow operation of the plant with equipment not capable of performing its safety
function. However, loss of the suppression pool cooling function does not impact the
reactor coolant pressure boundary or its support systems, and therefore, does not create
the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any previously analyzed
accident.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The change increases the allowed outage time. The margin of safety considered in
determining the allowed outage time is based on engineering judgement and probability
of occurrence of an event requiring the unavailable capabilities. The proposed 8 hour
extension is based on similar allowed outage times for the drywell spray system and the
suppression pool spray system. Therefore, the change does not involve a significant
reduction in the margin of safety.

Quad Cities 1 and 2 1



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, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated? '

The drywell-suppression chamber differential pressure instrumentation is not assumed
in the initiation of any analyzed event. The requirements for the drywell-suppression
chamber differential pressure instrumentation do not need to be explicitly stated in the
Technical Specifications. To perform the verifications required for the Surveillance
Requirements of ITS 3.6.2.5, the drywell-suppression chamber differential pressure
instrumentation must be OPERABLE. If the drywell-suppression chamber pressure
instrumentation is inoperable, these verifications cannot be satisfied and the appropriate
actions must be taken for drywell-suppression chamber differential pressure not within
limits in accordance with the ACTIONS of ITS 3.6.2.5. As a result, accident
consequences are unaffected by this change. Therefore, this change will not involve a
significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously
evaluated.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated is not created because the proposed change does not introduce a new mode of
plant operation and does not involve physical modification to the plant.

Does this change involve a significant réduction 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-suppressjon chamber differential pressure
instrumentation do not need to be explicitly stated in the Technical Specifications. To
perform the verifications required for the Surveillance Requirement of ITS 3.6.2.5, the
drywell-suppression chamber differential pressure instrumentation must be
OPERABLE. If the drywell-suppression chamber differential pressure instrumentation
is inoperable, these verifications cannot be satisfied and the appropriate actions must be
taken for drywell-suppression chamber differential pressure not within limits in
accordance with the ACTIONS of ITS 3.6.2.5. As a result, the OPERABILITY of the
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION : »
ITS: 3.6.2.5 - DRYWELL-TO-SUPPRESSION CHAMBER DIFFERENTIAL PRESSURE |

L.1 CHANGE

3. (continued)

drywell-suppression chamber differential pressure instrumentation will be maintained to
satisfy the associated SR of ITS 3.6.2.5 without the need for explicit instrumentation
requirements in the Technical Specifications. Therefore, this change does not involve a

significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.3.1 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT OXYGEN CONCENTRATION

There were no plant specific less restrictive changes identified for this Specification.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.4.1 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT

There were no plant specific less restrictive changes identified for this Specification.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION

ITS: 3.6.4.2 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES (SCIVs)

L.1 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

This change would allow an isolated secondary containment penetration to be opened
under administrative controls similar to most other primary containment penetrations.
Secondary containment isolation is not considered as an initiator of any previously
analyzed accident. Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the
probability of such accidents. The proposed administrative controls provide an
acceptable compensatory action to assure the penetration is isolated in the event of an
accident. Therefore, the consequences of a previously analyzed event that may occur
during the opening of the isolated line would not be significantly increased.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

This change provides an additional acceptable compensatory action following failure of
other equipment. The current requirements are based on providing a single active
failure proof boundary to compensate for the loss of one of the two active boundaries.
The proposed change provides an alternative which essentially returns the system to its
original configuration (i.e., configuration which can provide a single active failure
proof boundary.) Therefore, this change does not create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any previously analyzed accident.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The margin of safety considered in determining the required compensatory action is
also based on providing the single active failure proof boundary. Since the proposed
compensatory boundary essentially meets the original criteria and provides leakage
characteristics essentially similar to currently approved compensatory boundaries, the
change does not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION

ITS: 3.6.4.2 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES (SCIVs)

L.2 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

This change would allow additional time to isolate a secondary containment penetration
if both isolation devices are inoperable. Secondary containment isolation is not
considered as an initiator of any previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change
does not significantly increase the probability of such accidents. The proposed change
allows additional temporary operation with less than the required isolation capability.
However, the consequences of an event that may occur during the extended outage time
would not be any different than during the currently allowed outage time for other loss
of secondary containment integrity situations. Therefore, this change does not
significantly increase the consequences of any previously analyzed accident.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or capabilities or to
the operation of the plant. Further, since the change impacts only the Required Action
Completion Time for the system and does not result in any change in the response of
the equipment to an accident, the change does not create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any previously analyzed accident.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

This change impacts only the Required Action Completion Time for inoperable valves
that provide secondary containment isolation. The methodology and limits of the
accident analysis are not affected, and the secondary containment response in
unaffected. Therefore, the change does not involve a significant reduction in the
margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION

ITS: 3.6.4.2 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES (SCIVS)

L.3 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

The requirement to verify secondary containment isolation valve isolation times are

within limits to verify the restoration of a secondary containment isolation valve is not
assumed in the initiation of any analyzed event. This requirement was specified in the
Technical Specifications to ensure the OPERABILITY of a secondary containment
isolation valve was positively verified following repair, maintenance, or replacement.
The proposed deletion of this explicit requirement is considered acceptable since

SR 3.0.1 requires the appropriate SRs to be performed to demonstrate OPERABILITY
after restoration of a component that caused the SR to be failed. In this case, SR 3.0.1
would require SR 3.6.4.2.2 to be performed, which requires verification that isolation
times of the affected secondary containment isolation valves are within limits. As a
result, the accident consequences are unaffected by this change. Therefore, this change
will not involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated is not created because the proposed change does not introduce a new mode of
plant operation and does not involve physical modification to the plant.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The proposed deletion of the explicit requirement to verify secondary containment
isolation valve isolation times are within limits following repair, maintenance, or
replacement is considered acceptable since SR 3.0.1 requires the appropriate SRs to be
performed to demonstrate OPERABILITY after restoration of a component that cause
the SR to be failed. In this case, SR 3.0.1 would require SR 3.6.4.2.2 to be
performed, which requires verification that isolation times of the affected secondary
containment isolation valves are within limits. As a result, the existing requirement to
verify secondary containment isolation valve isolation times are within limits following
repair, maintenance, or replacement is maintained. Therefore, this change does not
involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION

ITS: 3.6.4.2 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES (SCIVs)

L.4 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

The phrase "actual or," in reference to the isolation test signal, has been added to the
system functional test surveillance test description. This does not impose a requirement
to create an "actual” signal, nor does it eliminate any restriction on producing an
"actual” signal. While creating an "actual” signal could increase the probability of an
event, existing procedures and 10 CFR 50.59 control of revisions to them, dictate the
acceptability of generating this signal. The proposed change does not affect the
procedures governing plant operations and the acceptability of creating these signals; it
simply would allow such a signal to be utilized in evaluating the acceptance criteria for
the system functional test requirements. Therefore, the change does not involve a
significant increase in the probability of an accident previously evaluated. Since the
method of initiation will not affect the acceptance criteria of the system functional test,
the change does not involve a significant increase in the consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The proposed change does not introduce a new mode of plant operation and does not
involve physical modification to the plant. Therefore, it does not create the possibility
of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

Use of an actual signal instead of the existing requirement, which limits use to a test
signal, will not affect the performance or acceptance criteria of the Surveillance.
OPERABILITY is adequately demonstrated in either case since the system itself can not
discriminate between "actual" or "test" signals. Therefore, the change does not involve
a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION

ITS: 3.6.4.2 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES (SCIVs)

L.5 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated?

The proposed change excludes the position verification of manual valves and blind
flanges when the manual valves and blind flanges are locked, sealed or secured in the
correct position. Secondary containment isolation is not considered an initiator of any
previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change will not involve an increase in the
probability of an accident previously evaluated. This change only alters the method of
verifying the position of the manual valves and blind flanges that are locked, sealed or
otherwise secured in the correct position. This allowance is acceptable since the
probability of misalignment of a locked, sealed or secured manual valve or blind flange,
once it has been verified to be in the proper position, is small. The position verification
of these manual valves and blind flanges is still maintained (the verification is
performed upon locking, sealing, or securing the manual isolation device in position).
As a result, the accident consequences are unaffected by this change. Therefore, this
change will not involve an increase in the consequence of an accident previously
evaluated.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The change does not introduce a new mode of plant operation and does not involve
physical modification to the plant. The position verification of these manual valves and
blind flanges is still maintained (the verification is performed upon locking, sealing, or
securing the manual isolation device in position). Therefore, it does not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated. '

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The proposed change excludes the position verification of manual valves and blind
flanges when the manual valves and blind flanges are locked, sealed or secured in the
correct position. This change only alters the method of verifying the position of
manual valves and blind flanges that are locked, sealed, or otherwise secured in the
correct position. This allowance is acceptable since the probability of misalignment of
a locked, sealed, or secured manual valve or blind flange, once it has been verified to
be in the proper position, is small. The position verification of these manual valves and
blind flanges is still maintained (the verification is performed upon locking, sealing
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION ;
ITS: 3.6.4.2 - SECONDARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES (SCIVs)

L.5 CHANGE
3. (continued)

or securing the manual isolation device in position). Eliminating the position
verification of these manual valves and blind flanges in radiation areas increases safety
to plant personnel and reduces exposure to plant personnel which is consistent with the
As-Low-As-Reasonably-Achievable (ALARA) concept. Since the position verification
of these valves and blind flanges is still maintained and the probability of misalignment
of these manual valve and blind flanges is small due to the affected manual valves and
blind flanges being locked, sealed, or secured in the correct position, this change does
not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.

Quad Cities 1 and 2 6



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 fue] assemblies, core alterations, or operations with the
potential for draining the reactor vessel. The alternative is to place the OPERABLE
Standby Gas Treatment (SGT) subsystem in operation and continue to conduct
operations (e.g., OPDRVs). Operation of the SGT System is not considered as an
initiator of a previously analyzed accident. Therefore, the operation does not
significantly increase the probability of an accident previously identified. Since one
subsystem is sufficient to mitigate the consequences of previously evaluated accidents,
the consequences of any previously evaluated accidents are not significantly increased.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

This change provides for continued performance of previously evaluated operations.
Since these operations have been previously considered, their continued performance
does not create the possibility of a new or different kmd of accident from any
previously analyzed accident.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

The margin of safety considered in performance of these operations is maintained by
starting and running the system that would be required to initiate should an accident
occur. Operation of the system significantly reduces the risk that the system may not
perform its intended function initiate when required. Therefore, the change does not
involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
ITS: 3.6.4.3 - STANDBY GAS TREATMENT (SGT) SYSTEM

L.2 CHANGE

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not involve a significant hazards
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.

1.

Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated? :

The phrase "actual or," in reference to the initiation test signal, has been added to the
system functional test surveillance test description. This does not impose a requirement
to create an "actual” signal, nor does it eliminate any restriction on producing an
"actual” signal. Creating an "actual” signal could increase the probability of an event,
existing procedures and 10 CFR 50.59 control of revisions to them, dictate the
acceptability of generating this signal. The proposed change does not affect the
procedures governing plant operations and the acceptability of creating these signals; it
simply would allow such a signal to be utilized in evaluating the acceptance criteria for
the system functional test requirements. Therefore, the change does not involve a
significant increase in the probability of an accident previously evaluated. Since the
method of initiation will not affect the acceptance criteria of the system functional test,
the change does not involve a significant increase in the consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated is not created because the proposed change does not introduce a new mode of
plant operation and does not involve physical modification to the plant.

Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety?

Use of an actual signal instead of the existing requirement, which limits use to a test
signal, will not affect the performance or acceptance criteria of the Surveillance test.
OPERABILITY is adequately demonstrated in either case since the system itself can not
discriminate between "actual” or "test" signals. Therefore, the change does not involve
a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
ITS: SECTION 3.6 - CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.21, ComEd has evaluated this proposed
Technical Specification change for identification of licensing and regulatory actions requiring
environmental assessment, determined it meets the criteria for a categorical exclusion set forth
in 10 CFR 51.22(c)(9) and as such, has determined that no irreversible consequences exist in
accordance with 10 CFR 50.92(b). This determination is based on the fact that this change is
being proposed as an amendment to a license issued pursuant to 10 CFR which changes a
requirement with respect to installation or use of a facility component located within the
restricted area, as defined in 10 CFR 20, or which changes an mspecuon ora survelllance

requirement, and the amendment meets the following specific criteria:

1.

The amendment involves no significant hazards consideration.

As demonstrated in the No Significant Hazards Consideration, this proposed
amendment does not involve any significant hazards consideration.

There is no significant change in the type or significant increase in the amounts of any
effluents that may be released offsite.

The proposed change will not result in changes in the operation or configuration of the
facility. There will be no change in the level of controls or methodology used for
processing of radioactive effluents or handling of solid radioactive waste, nor will the
proposal result in any change in the normal radiation levels within the plant.

Therefore, there will be no change in the types or significant increase in the amounts of
any effluents released offsite resulting from this change.

There is no significant increase in individual or cumulative occupational radiation
exposure.

The proposed change will not result in changes in the operation or configuration of the
facility which impact radiation exposure. There will be no change in the level of
controls or methodology used for processing of radioactive effluents or handling of
solid radioactive waste, nor will the proposal result in any change in the normal
radiation levels within the plant. Therefore, there will be no increase in individual or
cumulative occupational radiation exposure resulting from this change.

Therefore, based upon the above evaluation, ComEd has concluded that no irreversible
consequences exist with the proposed change.

Quad Cities 1 and 2 1



