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Document Control Desk 
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Ladies/Gentlemen: 

DOCKETS 50-266 AND 50-301 
SUPPLEMENT 3 TO APPLICATION FOR AMENDMENT TO 
FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE APPENDIX A: 
TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 
RESPONSE TO RAI ON ITS SECTION 3.6 
POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT. UNITS 1 AND 2 

On November 15. 1999, Wisconsin Electric Pow\er Company (WE), licensee for the Point Beach 
Nuclear Plant (PBNP). submitted an application to amend Appendix A, Technical Specifications, 
for Facility Operating Licenses DPR-24 and DPR-27 for Point Beach Nuclear Power Plant, Units 
I and 2. respectively (reference letter NPL 99-0669). The application proposed to convert the 
Point Beach Current Technical Specifications (CTS) to the Point Beach Improved Technical 
Specifications (ITS). That application contained documentation for ITS Chapters 1.0 and 2.0 and 
Sections 3.0 through 3.9.  
Documentation for ITS Chapters 4.0 and 5.0 was enclosed with Supplement I to the PBNP ITS 
submittal dated March 15, 2000 (reference letter NPL 2000-0142).  

In a letter dated April 19, 2000, the NRC issued a Request for Additional Information (RAI) to 
WE on ITS section 3.6.  

Attachment I of this letter includes our response to the Staff's questions in the above referenced 
RAI. In some instances, the response includes changes that are required to the original 
submittal, including changes to the Current Technical Specification (CTS) markups. Descriptions 
of Change (DOC), NUREG markups. proposed ITS and associated Bases, Justifications for 
Deviation (JFD), and No Significant Hazard Considerations (NSHC). These changes are 
discussed in the response to each question and are included in the attachment. Pages containing 
the changes required to the DOC. JFD, and NSHC are identified by "Re\. B." 
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The changes required to the CTS, NUREG, and ITS markups are identified as follows (example): 

RAI 3 6 4-2 

The revision bar identifies the section that has been revised; the B in the triangle identifies 
revision B: and the RAI number identifies which RAI question the revision relates to. The old 
markup pages in the original submittal should also be replaced with the new pages enclosed with 
this letter, following the instructions of attachment 2 

Additional changes to the conversion package for the subject ITS Sections have been identified 
as a result of ITS reviews by WE staff that have occurred after the original ITS submittal. These 
additional changes have been included (where necessary) in response to each RAI question for 
completeness. These additional changes include correction of typographical errors. such as 
spelling, font style, and pagination. These types of typographical corrections appear on the clean 
copy of the ITS only.  

Wisconsin Electric has determined that this supplement does not involve a significant hazards 
consideration, authorize a significant change in the types or total amounts of effluent release, or 
result in any significant increase in individual or cumulative occupational radiation exposure.  
Therefore, Wisconsin Electric concludes that the proposed supplement meets the categorical 
exclusion requirements of 10 CFR 51.22(c)(9) and that an environmental impact appraisal need 
not be prepared.  

Wisconsin Electric is notifying the State of Wisconsin of this supplement by transmitting a copy 
of this letter, and its attachments, to the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin.  

Other supplements to the PBNP ITS submittal, in response to previous RAIs, are listed for 
reference: 

* Supplement 2 dated June 15, 2000 (ITS section 2.0, 3.1, 3.2, 3.5; reference letter NPL 
2000-0260).  

To the best of my knowledge and belief. the statements contained in this document are true and 
correct. In some respects, these statements are not based entirely on my personal know\ ledge, but 
on information furnished by cognizant Wisconsin Electric employees, contractor employees, 
and/or consultants. Such information has been reviewed in accordance with company practice, 
and I believe it to be reliable.
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Should you have any' questions on this submittal or require additional information, please contact 
me.  

Sincerely.  

S Mark Reddemann 
Site Vice President 
Point Beach Nuclear Plant 

Subscribed to and sworn before me 
on this 4 _daof June, -2000 

Netary ?ui,1ic, State of Wisconsin-/" 4Apy ,11e/,

My Cormmis;sion expires on /1 /1 D�

Enclosure

cc: NRC Regional Administrator 
NRC Resident Inspector

NRC Project Manager 
PSCW
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DOCKETS 50-266 AND 50-301 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SECTION 3.6 
POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT UNITS 1 AND 2 

The following information is provided in response to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission staffs 
requests for additional information dated April 19, 2000.  

Each question is restated on the following pages with Wisconsin Electric's response following.  

NRC Question 3.6.1-1: 

3.6.1-1 DOC A.1 
DOC A.3 
DOC A.4 
JFD 8 
CTS 1..D 
ITS 3.6.1 and Associated Bases 
ITS 3.6.2 
ITS 3.6.3 

CTS 1..D defines CONTAINMENT INTEGRITY. A markup of CTS 1..D shows that the 
requirements of CTS 1.D. 1, i.D.3 and a portion of 1.D.4 are relocated to ITS 3.6.2 and 3.6.3 by 
DOCs A. 1. and A.4. The rest of CTS 1.D is incorporated into ITS LCO 3.6.1 and SR 3.6. 1.1, 
and is covered by DOCs A.3 and A.4. While these changes are acceptable with regards to the 
Administrative changes made to CTS 1.D, the changes made to CTS 1.D are incomplete. The 
definition is relocated in its entirety to ITS B3.6.1 Bases BACKGROUND which makes this 
portion of the change a Less Restrictive (LA) change. See Comment Number 3.6.1.-2.  
Comment: Revise the CTS markup of CTS 1.D and provide a discussion and justification for this 
Less Restrictive (LA) change.  

WE Response: 

The entire CTS definition of CONTAINMENT INTEGRITY has been properly accounted for, as 
follows: 

D. Containment Integrity* 

Containment integrity is defined to exist when: 

This title, footnote, and statement information are introductory and convey no requirements.  
Therefore, the title and statement information are covered by the A. 1 DOCs in sections 3.6.2 and
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3.6.3 and DOC A.3 of Section 3.6.1 of the submittal. The footnote is covered under the A.2 
DOC in section 3.6.1.  

1) Penetrations required to be isolated during accident conditions are either: 
a. Capable of being closed by an operable automatic containment isolation 

valve, 
OR 

b. Closed by an operable containment isolation valve, 
OR 

c. Closed in accordance with Specifications 15.3.6.A.1.b and 15.3.6.A.l.c.  

These requirements are properly covered by DOCs A. 1 and A.2 in section 3.6.3.  
2) The equipment hatch is properly closed.  

This requirement is properly covered by DOC A.4 in section 3.6.1 and DOC A.2 in section 3.6.3.  

3) At least one door in each personnel air lock is properly closed.  

This requirement is properly covered by DOC A.2 in section 3.6.2.  

4) The overall uncontrolled containment leakage is less than La.** 

This requirement is properly covered by DOC A.4 in section 3.6.1.  

Therefore, the entire definition has been appropriately covered by the applicable DOCs and the 
associated requirements are contained in the ITS. There is no less restrictive (LA) change 
involved. The reviewer is correct that this definition information is also contained in the basis, 
however, this is similar to other administrative changes where the requirements are maintained 
in the ITS, and Bases information expounds on the associated requirements.  

During evaluation of this Staff comment, an administrative error was identified on page 1 of 9 of 
the CTS markup for ITS 3.6.2. The shaded block encompassing CTS 1.D. 1 and 1.D.2 should 
refer to ITS LCO 3.6.3 vice LCO 3.6. 1. A corrected page is provided.
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NRC Question 3.6.1-2: 

3.6.1-2 DOC A.4 
DOC A.2 (Section 3.6.3) 
JFD 7 
JFD 8 
CTS 1.D.2 
ITS SR 3.6.1.1 
ITS B3.6.1 Bases - BACKGROUND 
ITS LCO 3.6.2 and Associated Bases 
ITS SR3.6.3.3 and Associated Bases 

CTS l.D defines CONTAINMENT INTEGRITY. A markup of CTS 1.D.2 shows that this 
requirement is incorporated into ITS SR 3.6.1.1, but does not show that it has been relocated to 
ITS B3.6.1 Bases - BACKGROUND (See Comment Number 3.6.1- 1). In addition CTS 1.D.2 
states that the equipment hatch is properly closed. ITS B3.6.1 Bases -BACKGROUND states the 
following: "To maintain this leak tight barrier: c. The equipment hatch is installed". The CTS 
markup does not provide a justification for this change - "properly closed" to "installed". DOC 
A.4 states that proper closure/installation is assured by ITS SR 3.6. I. 1 while JFD 8 states that 
this is covered by ITS LCO 3.6.2. JFD 8 also states that Point Beach only has "a single 
containment equipment hatch which incorporates an airlock as well." Furthermore, the markup 
of CTS 1.D.2 in Section 3.6.3 shows that this requirement is covered by ITS SR 3.6.3.3. and 
justified by DOC A.2 in Section 3.6.3. The staff cannot determine based on the DOCs and JFDs 
whether this change "properly closed" to "installed" is an acceptable change and whether the 
change is an Administrative, More Restrictive or Less Restrictive (L) change. It is also unclear if 
the equipment hatch is an airlock, a small airlock within the overall larger equipment hatch, or a 
manual valve/blind flange. In addition, it is unclear which specification applies ITS SR 3.6. 1. 1, 
SR 3.6.2.1, or SR3.6.3.3 since except for the discussion in ITS B3.6.1. Bases - BACKGROUND, 
there is no mention of the equipment hatch in the Bases discussions associated with ITS 3.6.2 
and 3.6.3. Typically the equipment hatch is covered under ITS SR3.6. 1. 1. Also "installed" does 
not connote or imply "properly closed;" the hatch could be installed but not properly closed or 
sealed. See Comment Number 3.6.1-3.  
Comment: Revise the CTS and ITS markups as appropriate to correct this discrepancy and 
provide additional discussion and justification for this change based on the current licensing 

basis. See Comment Numbers 3.6.1-1 and 3.6.1-3.  

WE Response: 

The equipment hatch is a flange with a double O-ring, resilient seal. As stated in DOC A.02 in 
section 3.6.3. this penetration is classified as Type B. The leakage testing performed in 
accordance with proposed SR 3.6.1.1 assures proper closure of this penetration by verification of 
leakage within limits. DOC A.02 in section 3.6.3 also properly describes the disposition of this 
CTS requirement within that section because SR 3.6.3.3 is the periodic visual verification that the
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equipment hatch flange is in the required installed/closed position. The use of "installed" and 
"properly closed" are equivalent and interchangeable for a flange. A flange, by definition, is 

"properly closed" when it is installed. SR 3.6.1.1 and SR 3.6.3.3 both apply to the equipment 
hatch and provide assurance that it is properly closed. Therefore, there is no discrepancy 
associated with this comment.  

NRC Question 3.6.1-3: 

3.6.1-3 DOC A.4 
DOC A.2 (Specification 3.6.3) 
JFD 7 
JFD 8 
CTS 1.D.2 
STS B 3.6.1 Bases - BACKGROUND and LCO 
ITS B 3.6.1 Bases - BACKGROUND and LCO 

CTS 1.D.2 states that "Containment Integrity is defined to exist when: 2) The equipment hatch is 
properly closed." STS B 3.6.1 Bases - BACKGROUND and ITS B 3.6.1 Bases 
BACKGROUND states that "To maintain this leak tight barrier: c. The equipment hatch is" 
closed/installed. See Comment Number 3.6.1-2 for concern on "closed" versus" "installed".  
STS B 3.6.1 Bases - LCO states that "Compliance with this LCO will ensure a containment 
configuration including equipment hatches that is .... ITS B 3.6.1 Bases - LCO deletes the 
phrase "including equipment hatches" and justifies the deletion by JFD 7. Based on the 
discussion in Comment Number 3.6.1-2 it is unclear if the equipment hatch is an airlock, a small 
airlock that is part of the larger equipment hatch or a manual valve/blind flange. If it is the first 
item then the deletion is acceptable; however, if it is the latter items then the deletion is 
unacceptable. The LCO Bases discussion defines or describes what constitutes an OPERABLE 
system, component or structure. In the latter case, the equipment hatch is a large opening in 
containment which is not covered by any other STS/ITS 3.6. LCO. Thus it needs to be specified 
in the LCO Bases as part of what constitutes or is included in containment OPERABILITY.  
Comment: Based on the resolution of Comment Number 3.6.1-2 revise the ITS markup 
accordingly.  

WE Response: 

As stated in the response to comment 3.6.1-2, the equipment hatch is a double O-ring flange, 
therefore, the phrase has been restored. JFD 7 has been modified to state that PBNP only has one 
equipment hatch per containment, thus the hatch reference has been converted to singular.
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NRC Question 3.6.1-4: 

3.6.1-4 DOC A.9 
CTS 3.6 OBJECTIVE 
CTS 4.4 OBJECTIVE 
ITS B3.6.1 Bases 

CTS 3.6 OBJECTIVE and CTS 4.4 OBJECTIVE provide an introductory statement of the 
purpose of these Technical Specifications Sections. DOC A.9 states that this information is 
contained in the Bases section of ITS 3.6. Based on this statement the change is a Less 
Restrictive (LA) change - relocation to a licensee controlled document, not an Administrative 
change.  
Comment: Revise the CTS markup and DOC A.9 to show the change as a Less Restrictive (LA) 
change.  

WE Response: 

DOC A.9 states that the information contained in the CTS "Objective" does not establish any 
regulatory requirements. The LCO requirements in the PBNP Technical Specifications LCO 
section begin after the word Specification. The Applicability and Objective in the PBNP 
Technical Specifications are equivalent to basis material. Therefore, this change is 
administrative.  

NRC Question 3.6.1-5: 

3.6.1-5 JFD 3 
CTS 1.D.4 
CTS 3.6.E 
CTS 4.4.1 
STS SR 3.6. 1.1 and Associated Bases 
ITS SR 3.6.1.1 and Associated Bases 

CTS IDDA, 3.6.E and 4.4.1 require leak rate testing in accordance with the Containment Leak Rate 
Testing Program which is based on the requirements of 10 CFR 50 Appendix J, Option B. STS 
SR 3.6.1.1 requires the visual examination and leakage rate testing be performed in accordance 
with 10 CFR 50 Appendix J as modified by approved exemptions. ITS SR 3.6.1.1 modifies STS 
SR 3.6.1.1 to conform to CTS I.D.4, 3.6.E and 4.4.1 as modified in the CTS markup. The STS is 
based on Appendix J, Option A while the CTS and ITS are based on Appendix J, Option B.  
Changes to the STS with regards to Option A versus Option B are covered by a letter from Mr.  
Christopher I. Grimes to Mr. David J. Modeen, NEI, dated 11/2/95 and TSTF - 52, as modified 
by staff comments of 10/96. 12/98, and 1/2000. The changes to ITS 3.6.1., 3.6.2, and their 
associated Bases are not in conformance with the letter and TSTF-52 as modified by staff 
comments. See Comment Numbers 3.6.1-6, 3.6.1-7, 3.6.2-1, and 3.6.2-2.
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Comment: Licensee should revise its submittal to conform to the 11/2/95 letter and TSTF-52 
modified by the staff. See Comment Numbers 3.6.1-6, 3.6.1-7, 3.6.2-1 and 3.6.2-2.  

WE Response: 

In response to this comment, we have reviewed the latest version of TSTF-52, Revision 3, dated 
March 8, 2000. Based on this evaluation of the latest revision, it has been concluded that the 
proposed ITS appropriately modifies the STS to incorporate TSTF-52. Revision 3.  

In support of this conclusion, it should be noted that the current licensing basis for PBNP is based 
on a definition of Pa that differs from 10 CFR 50 Appendix J. Appendix J defines Pa as the 
calculated peak containment internal pressure. The PBNP current licensing basis defines Pa as 
the containment design pressure. Therefore, Pa is conservatively established at 60 psig for PBNP, 
which is about 7 psig greater than the approximately 53 psig peak pressure shown in the PBNP 
FSAR in section 14.3.4.  

Our response to Comment Number 3.6.1-6 contains additional relevant information.  

NRC Question 3.6.1-6: 

3.6.1-6 JFD 3 
CTS Bases for 3.6.A. 1 and 4.4 
STS B 3.6.1 Bases - BACKGROUND, APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES 

AND APPLICABILITY 
ITS B 3.6.1 Bases -BACKGROUND, APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES 

AND APPLICABILITY 
ITS B 3.6.2 Bases - BACKGROUND Insert B 3.6.2-1 

ITS B 3.6.1 Bases - BACKGROUND, APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES and 
APPLICABILITY changes the STS B 3.6.1 Bases - BACKGROUND, APPLICABLE SAFETY 
ANALYSES and APPLICABILITY references and discussions to "Design Basis Accident 
(DBA)" and "DBA" to "Design Basis Loss of Coolant Accident." While some of these changes 
are acceptable based on TSTF-52 (See Comment Number 3.6.1-5) and the CTS Bases 
discussions in 3.6.A. 1 and 4.4, some of the other changes do not conform to TSTF-52 or the 
discussions in the CTS Bases for 4.4 and ITS B3.6.2 Bases - BACKGROUND Insert B3.6.2- 1.  
The Bases discussions for CTS 3.6.A. 1 states that the safety design basis for the containment is 
the Design Basis Loss of Coolant Accident. However, the Bases discussion for CTS 4.4 and ITS 
B 3.6.2 Bases - BACKGROUND Insert B 3.6.2-1 talks about and implies that the design basis 
for containment is based not only on a Design Basis Loss of Coolant Accident but other DBAs.  
Comment: Provide a discussion and justification delineating these other DBAs. and why they are 
not required to be included in the ITS 3.6 Bases discussion as specified in the TSTF-52 changes.  
See Comment Number 3.6.1-5.



NPL 2000-0271 
June 19, 2000 
Attachment 1 - WE RAI Response to ITS 3.6 
Page 7 of 33 

WE Response: 

Draft TSTF-52, Revision 3, provides the edited bases pages that provide clarification of the 
reference to DBA. In cases where this clarification is made, the DBA is further identified as the 
design basis Loss of Coolant Accident (LOCA). In one instance, (Draft TSTF-52, Revision 3, 
WOG STS, page B 3.6-6) the LOCA is not specifically identified. In that instance, the basis is 
specifically referring to the structural integrity of the containment. In the other cases where the 
term DBA is used in conjunction with the requirement to contain radioactive material that may 
be released from the reactor core, the clarification is made that this requirement is specifically for 
LOCA. Therefore, the design requirements for containment include limiting leakage to the 
environment after a LOCA and structural integrity after any accident.  

This is consistent with the PBNP design basis requirements as described in PBNP General 
Design Criteria (GDC) 10 and 49. GDC 10 pertains to structural integrity. GDC 49 pertains to 
limiting leakage from containment. These requirements are specifically stated as follows: 

Criterion: The containment structure shall be designed (a) to sustain, without undue risk to the 
health and safety of the public, the initial effects of gross equipment failures, such as 
large reactor coolant pipe break, without loss of required integrity, and (b) together 
with other engineered safety features as may be necessary, to retain for as long as the 
situation requires. the functional capability of the containment to the extent necessary 
to avoid undue risk to the health and safety of the public. (GDC 10) 

Criterion: The reactor containment structure, including openings and penetrations, and any 
necessary containment heat removal systems, shall be designed so that the leakage of 
radioactive materials from the containment structure under conditions of pressure and 
temperature resulting from the largest credible energy release following a loss-of
coolant accident, including calculated energy from metal-water or other chemical 
reactions that could occur as a consequence of failure of any single active component 
in the emergency core cooling system, will not result in undue risk to the health and 
safety of the public. (GDC 49) 

The proposed ITS basis was reviewed based on the above information and Draft TSTF-52 and it 
was determined that on page B 3.6.1-1, in the fourth paragraph, the basis was inappropriately 
changed to imply that containment structural integrity is based only on the LOCA. We propose 
to modify this to restore the general "DBA" reference and not include the LOCA in this 
paragraph as originally proposed.  

Additional, specific DBA references are not necessary and there are no specific DBAs other than 
LOCA contained in the edited STS bases in draft TSTF-52, Revision 3.
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NRC Question 3.6.1-7: 

3.6.1-7 JFD 3 
STS B3.6.1 Bases - LCO and SR 3.6.1.1 
ITS B 3.6.1 Bases - LCO and SR 3.6.1.1 

ITS B 3.6.1 Bases - LCO and SR 3.6.1.1 modifies the STS B3.6.1 Bases - LCO and SR 3.6.1.1 
wording by adding two new phrases. The phrase "limiting minimum pathway leakage" is added 
to the first sentence of ITS B 3.6.1 Bases - LCO and the phrase "combined Type B and C 
maximum pathway leakage" is added to ITS B 3.6.1 Bases - SR 3.6. 1. 1. These phrases are not 
part of the overall TSTF-52 changes (See Comment Number 3.6.1-5), are not contained in 10 
CFR 50 Appendix J Option A or Option B, cannot be found in the CTS specifications (LCO, 
surveillances or Bases), and are not contained in the Safety Evaluation associated with 
Amendments 169 and 173 to Point Beach Units 1 and 2, respectively which approved 10 CFR 50 
Appendix J Option B for the plant. No justification is provided for the addition of these phrases 
and the changes could have a potential generic implication.  
Comment: Delete these generic changes. See Comment Number 3.6.1-5.  

WE Response: 

The proposed phrases have been removed.  

Additionally, the following changes have been made to Section 3.6. 1: 

1. Following submittal of ITS Section 5.0, it was determined that SR 3.6.1.2 was no longer 
required. This determination came as the result of not retaining the Containment Tendon 
Surveillance Program in ITS Section 5.0. A discussion and justification for not retaining 
SR 3.6.1.2 are provided in JFD 2 and DOC LB.1.  

2. During a review of the proposed ITS 3.6.1 Bases, an error was identified in the last 
sentence of the second paragraph of the "Applicable Safety Analysis" Section. The 
proposed ITS Bases incorrectly states, "La is assumed to be .04% per day..." This has 
been corrected to, " La is assumed to be 0.4% per day...", as indicated in the marked up 
STS Bases for LCO 3.6.1.
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NRC Question 3.6.2- 1: 

3.6.2-1 JFD 4 
JFD 9 
JFD 10 
CTS 1.D.4 
CTS 4.4.1 
STS SR 3.6.2.1 and Associated Bases 
ITS SR 3.6.2.1 and Associated Bases 

See Comment Number 3.6.1-5.  
Comment: See Comment Number 3.6.1-5.  

WE Response 

TSTF-52, Revision 3, has been reviewed. It has been concluded that the proposed ITS 
appropriately modifies the STS to incorporate TSTF-52, Revision 3. See response to Comment 
Numbers 3.6.1-5 and 3.6.1-6.  

NRC Question 3.6.2-2: 

3.6.2-2 JFD 4 
JFD 10 
CTS Bases for 3.6.A. 1 and 4.4 
STS B3.6.2 Bases - BACKGROUND, APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES 

AND APPLICABILITY 
ITS B3.6.2 Bases - BACKGROUND, APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES and 

APPLICABILITY 

See Comment Number 3.6.1-5 and 3.6.1-6.  
Comment: See Comment Number 3.6.1-5 and 3.6.1-6.  

WE Response: 

TSTF-52, Revision 3, has been reviewed. It has been concluded that the proposed ITS 
appropriately modifies the STS to incorporate TSTF-52, Revision 3.  

The specific reference to the Rod Ejection Accident in the applicable safety analysis section has 
been deleted, because the component of radiological consequences for Rod Ejection Accident 
that occur through the containment pathway are based on the Rod Ejection causing a LOCA 
inside the containment. Therefore, maintaining just the LOCA reference is adequate.
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NRC Question 3.6.2-3: 

3.6.2-3 JFD 11 
CTS 3.6.A. .d and Associated Bases 
STS 3.6.2 ACTION Note 1 and Associated Bases 
ITS 3.6.2 ACTION Note 1 and Associated Bases 

ITS B3.6.2 Bases - ACTIONS has modified the STS discussion of ACTION Note 1 by the 
addition of the following words to the second to last sentence of the first paragraph: "but is not 
required to be locked while repairs are being performed on the inoperable bulkhead." While the 
STS wording implies that while working on an inoperable airlock door, entry and exit is 
permissible without requiring the locking of the OPERABLE door while the personnel are 
actively working on the inoperable door. The ITS modification would also allow this, however, 
the proposed modification has generic implications. It would also allow the OPERABLE door to 
remain unlocked indefinitely as long as the air lock is considered under repair even though no 
work is being done. This was not the intent of the Note or the specification. In addition, the 
CTS Bases for CTS 3.6.A. 1.d which has the same Note does not include this change. Comment: 
Delete this generic change.  

WE Response: 

The proposed phrase has been modified to, ... but is not required to be locked while repairs are 
actively being performed on the inoperable bulkhead." The addition of these words to the STS 
Bases will prevent future misinterpretation of the "implied" allowance to enter and exit the 
containment without requiring the locking of the OPERABLE door while personnel are actively 
working on the inoperable airlock door.  

NRC Question 3.6.3-1: 

3.6.3-1 DOC A.2 
CTS 1.D.2 
ITS SR 3.6.3.3 and Associated Bases 

See Comment Numbers 3.6.1-2 and 3.6.1-3.  
Comment: See Comment Numbers 3.6.1-2 and 3.6.1-3.  

WE Response: 

As stated in the response to comment 3.6.1-2, the surveillance requirements for the equipment 
hatch, which is a double O-ring flange penetration, are properly covered under SR 3.6. 1.1 for the 
leakage and SR 3.6.3.3 for the visual verification.
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NRC Question 3.6.3-2: 

3.6.3-2 DOC A.2 
DOC M. 1 
JFD 8 
JFD 16 
CTS I.D. I 
CTS 4.2.B.3 
CTS Table 15.4.1-2 Item 13 
STS SR 3.6.3.5, SR 3.6.3.8 and Associated Bases 
ITS SR 3.6.3.4 and Associated Bases 

The CTS markup of CTS 1.D. I and Table 15.4.1-2 item 13 shows that these two requirements 
are covered by ITS SR 3.6.3.4. The CTS markup of CTS 4.2.B.3 does not show to which ITS SR 
this CTS requirement corresponds. See Comment Number 3.6.3-3 for additional concerns with 
regards to this CTS requirement. DOC A.2 states that the OPERABILITY of the automatic 
containment isolation valves is addressed by ITS SRs 3.6.3.4 and 3.6.3.5. Based on the 
discussion in DOC A.2, ITS SR 3.6.3.4 corresponds to STS 3.6.3.5 and ITS SR 3.6.3.5 
corresponds to STS SR 3.6.3.8. The ITS markup shows that STS 3.6.3.5 is deleted by JFDs 8 
and 16, while STS 3.6.3.8 is labeled ITS 3.6.3.4. There is an inconsistency between the CTS 
markup, ITS markup, DOCs and JFDs.  
Comment: Correct this discrepancy. See Comment Number 3.6.3-3.  

WE Response: 

The STS SR 3.6.3.5 is being proposed to be retained as SR 3.6.3.4, see response to comment 
3.6.3-3.  

NRC Question 3.6.3-3: 

3.6.3-3 DOC A.2 
JFD 8 
JFD 16 
CTS 1.D. 1 
CTS 4.2.B.3 
CTS Table 15.4.1-2 Item 13 
STS SR 3.6.3.5 and Associated Bases 

The CTS markup of CTS 4.2.B.3 shows the portion associated with pumps and snubbers as being 
relocated to ITS Section 5.0. This is acceptable. However, the aspects of CTS 4.2.B.3 relating to 
containment isolation valves is shown to be retained in ITS 3.6.3, however, no ITS SR is 
associated with this requirement. DOC A.2 states that the ITS will contain a SR to verify 
isolation stroke time testing. See Comment Number 3.6.3-2 for concern on markup/justification
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discrepancies. JFD 16 states that "The isolation time of each automatic power operated 
containment isolation [valve] is fulfilled by performance of ASME Section XI stroke time 
testing .... " JFD 16 deletes STS SR 3.6.3.5 (containment isolation valve isolation time testing) 
from the ITS, based on a number of justifications. The staff has reviewed these justifications and 
finds they are unacceptable. The staff finds that the CTS currently requires a containment 
isolation valve stroke/isolation time testing through CTS I.D. 1 (penetrations capable of being 
closed by an OPERABLE automatic containment isolation valve which means it will close 
within its design closure time), CTS Table 15.4.1-2, Item 13 (a functioning test of containment 
isolation trip which implies a response time type of test to assure closure) and CTS 4.2.B.3 (The 
stroke time testing required by ASME Section XI). Therefore, STS SR 3.6.3.5 as modified by 
TSTF-46 or a modification based on the CTS requirements above needs to be included in the 
ITS. In addition the various ITS B3.6.3 Bases Sections that were deleted or modified to reflect 
the deletion of the isolation time requirement, need to be retained or modified in light of the 
retention of STS SR 3.6.3.5.  
Comment: Revise the ITS markup to include STS SR 3.6.3.5 as modified by TSTF-46 or a 
modification thereof, and the associates Bases, and provide any appropriate discussions and 
justifications. See Comment Number 3.6.3-2.  

WE Response: 

As stated in JFD 16, ASME Section XI acceptance criteria are used for containment isolation 
valves. Therefore, STS SR 3.6.3.5 is now being proposed to be retained as ITS SR 3.6.3.4.  

NRC Question 3.6.3-4: 

3.6.3-4 JFD 13 
CTS 3.6.A. L.c 
STS B3.6.3 Bases - APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES 
ITS SR 3.6.3.1 and Associated Bases 

The second paragraph of STS B3.6.3 Bases - APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES states the 
following: "This ensures that the potential paths to the environment through the containment 
isolation valves (including containment purge valves) are minimized. The safety analyses...  
closed at event initiation." ITS B3.6.3 modifies these statements by deleting "(including 
containment purge valves)" and the entire last sentence. The justification for this deletion JFD 
13 states that the purge valves are not rated to close under DBA conditions and the accident 
analysis does not explicitly assume the purge valves are closed. Based on CTS 3.6.A. .c and ITS 
SR 3.6.3.1 and its associated Bases, it would seem that the current licensing basis and thus the 
accident analysis associated with it requires or assumes that the purge valves are locked closed at 
event initiation. Therefore, these STS statements would apply to Point Beach. Comment: Revise 
the ITS markup to retain these STS statements or modify them to reflect the plant's current 
licensing basis.
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WE Response: 

The statements have been restored and modified in accordance with JFD 15 for PBNP 
terminology.  

NRC Question 3.6.3-5: 

3.6.3-5 JFD 16 
JFD 17 
ITS B3.6.3 Bases 

There are a number of statements in the various ITS B3.6.3 Bases Sections which describe and 
discuss "non-essential penetrations" and the containment isolation valves associated with them.  
The implication of these statements is that ITS 3.6.3 only applies to non-essential penetrations.  
The CTS Bases also uses this terminology and implies that it only applies to non-essential 
penetrations. No mention is made in the CTS Bases or in ITS B3.6.3 Bases on essential 
penetrations. There is also the implication, based on ITS B3.3.3 Bases - SR 3.6.3.4 that all non
essential penetrations contain automatic valves, which may or may not be true. The CTS and the 
ITS do not differentiate the penetrations except in the Bases write-ups. The staff does not 
differentiate essential versus non-essential penetrations in the STS. All containment penetrations 
are required to have isolation valves whether the valves are required to be closed during accident 
conditions depends on the accident, and the valve OPERABILITY as defined by the SRs and 
ACTION statements. Some containment isolation valves may be required to be closed under 
certain accident conditions while required to be open under other accident conditions. Based on 
the CTS, the proposed ITS, the structure and wording of the STS, and other similar plant TS, the 
staff concludes that the CTS, and thus the ITS apply to all penetrations both essential and non
essential.  
Comment: Revise the ITS Bases to remove the terminology or implication that the specification 
only applies to "non-essential penetrations".  

WE Response: 

The references to "non-essential" penetrations have been deleted.  

NRC Question 3.6.3-6: 

3.6.3-6 JFD 17 
STS B3.6.3 Bases - SR 3.6.3.8 
ITS B3.6.3 Bases - SR 3.6.3.4 

The third sentence in STS B3.6.3 Bases - SR 3.6.3.8 states the following: "This surveillance is 
not required for valves.., secured in the required position under administrative controls." ITS 
B3.6.3 Bases - SR 3.6.3.4 modifies this sentence by changing "secured in the required position"
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to "secured in the closed position". The STS does not differentiate on whether the valve is 
secured open or closed as long as it is locked, sealed or secured in its required position (open or 
closed) it does not have to be tested in accordance with the SR. By specifying the closed position 
in the ITS, then all valves secured in the open position would be required to be tested in 
accordance with the SR. This would require unlocking, unsealing or un-securing the valve, 
verifying it closes on an isolation signal. opening the valve, verifying it closes on an isolation 
signal, opening the valve and then locking, sealing or securing it in this position. This was not 
the intent of the Staff or the OGs in developing the STS.  
Comment: Delete this change.  

WE Response: 

JFD 17 has been deleted and the STS wording has been restored.  

NRC Question 3.6.3-7: 

3.6.3-7 JFD 19 
ITS B3.6.3 Bases - LCO 

The third paragraph of ITS B3.6.3 Bases - LCO is modified by Insert B3.6.3-7. The insert states 
that position verification for normally closed isolation valves "when necessary in accordance 
with the required actions, is still required for these valves." This sentence is incomplete, position 
verification is required not only by the required ACTIONS, but by the appropriate SRs.  
Comment: Revise the ITS insert to cover SRs as well as ACTIONS.  

WE Response: 

JFD 19 and the associated insert has been revised to include SRs.  

NRC Question 3.6.3-8: 

3.6.3-8 JFD 20 
STS B3.6.3 Bases - LCO 
ITS B3.6.3 Bases - LCO 

The fifth paragraph in STS B3.6.3 Bases - LCO states the following: "This LCO provides 
assurance that the containment isolation valves and purge valves will perform...." ITS B3.6.3 
Bases - LCO modifies the STS words by deleting "and purge valves" on the basis that purge 
valves are containment isolation valves and the words do not add any value or clarification to the 
statement. While the staff agrees that the purge valves are containment isolation valves, it does 
not agree that with the deletion justification that the words do not add any value or clarification.  
Based on the discussions of purge valves in the other sections of the STS and ITS and the 
specific Notes, SRs and ACTIONS associated with purge valves in the STS and ITS, Staff
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believes that the purge valves are somewhat unique from the ordinary containment isolation 
valve and that in this instance the words do provide an added value and clarification to the 
statement.  
Comment: Revise the ITS markup to include these words.  

WE Response: 

The wording has been restored in the proposed ITS and the associated JFD 20 has been deleted.  

NRC Question 3.6.3-9: 

3.6.3-9 CTS 3.0.B 
CTS 3.6.A. 1.c 
ITS 3.6.3 ACTION A, and SR 3.6.3.1 

CTS 3.6.A. 1.c requires that the purge supply and exhaust valves be locked closed and may not be 
opened unless the reactor is in the cold shutdown or refueling shutdown condition. The 
corresponding ITS requirement is ITS SR 3.6.3.1. The only action associated with this CTS 
requirement is if leakage exceeds the overall containment leakage rate the actions of CTS 
3.6.A. 1.a apply. If the purge and exhaust valves are not locked closed or are open above cold 
shutdown and the leakage does not exceed the overall containment leakage rate then the CTS 
requires an immediate shutdown in accordance with CTS 3.0.B. In the ITS failure to meet ITS 
SR 3.6.3.1 for the same conditions would require entry in ITS 3.6.3 ACTION A which has a 4 
hour Completion Time to isolate the penetration prior to commencement of shutdown. This is a 
Less Restrictive (L) change which has not been justified.  
Comment: Revise the CTS markup and provide a discussion and justification for this Less 
Restrictive (L) change.  

WE Response: 

The proposed Condition A and associated ACTIONS notes for LCO 3.6.3 are less restrictive than 
the CTS requirements for purge supply and exhaust valve inoperability. A new DOC (L.04) has 
been generated to describe and justify the differences between the CTS and the proposed ITS for 
proposed Condition A and Condition B and associated ACTIONS Notes 2 and 3.  

NRC Question 3.6.3-10: 

3.6.3-10 CTS 3.6.A.l.b 
CTS 3.6.A. L.c 
ITS 3.6.3 ACTIONS Note 2 and 3 and Associated Bases 

CTS 3.6.A. .b already contains the exceptions allowed by ITS 3.6.3 ACTIONS Notes 2 and 3.  
However, CTS 3.6.A. 1.b does not apply to purge supply and exhaust valves. CTS 3.6.A. 1.c does
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not contain the exceptions allowed by ITS 3.6.3 ACTIONS Notes 2 and 3, but the ITS Notes do 
apply to the purge supply and exhaust valves. The CTS markup does not show the addition or 
applicability of these Action Notes to CTS 3.6.A. 1.c. The addition of these Notes to CTS 
3.6.A. .c would be a Less Restrictive (L) change to the CTS.  
Comment: Revise the CTS markup to add these Notes to CTS 3.6.A. L.c and provide a discussion 
and justification for this Less Restrictive (L) change.  

WE Response: 

As stated in the response to comment 3.6.3-9, a new DOC has been generated to describe and 
justify these changes.  

NRC Question 3.6.3-11: 

3.6.3-11 CTS 3.6.A.l.c.(2) 
ITS 3.6.3 ACTIONS Note 4 and Associated Bases 

CTS 3.6.A. 1.c.(2) states that if containment purge penetration leakage results in exceeding the 
overall containment leakage rate acceptance criteria, one enters CTS 3.6.A. 1.a. The CTS markup 
of 3.6.A. I.c.(2) shows this requirement as part of ITS 3.6.1. This is incorrect. This CTS 
requirement in this case is ITS 3.6.3 ACTION Note 4 with regards to purge valves. Thus the 
change is an Administrative change.  
Comment: Revise the CTS markup and provide the necessary discussion and justification for this 
Administrative change.  

WE Response: 

ITS 3.6.1 DOC A.8 has been deleted. The conversion of CTS 15.3.6.A.l.c(2) to ITS 3.6.3 
ACTIONS Note 4 can be adequately described utilizing ITS 3.6.3 DOC A. 1.  

NRC Question 3.6.3-12: 

3.6.3-12 CTS 3.6.A. 1.b.(2) 
STS 3.6.3 ACTION C and Associated Bases 
ITS 3.6.3 ACTION C and Associated Bases 

STS 3.6.3 ACTION C specifies the required ACTIONS to be taken for an inoperable 
containment isolation valve in a penetration flow path with only one containment isolation valve 
and a closed system. STS 3.6.3 ACTION C has been modified by TSTF 30 Rev.2 to extend the 
Completion Time from 4 hours to 72 hours. This modification in the CTS and ITS is in 
accordance with TSTF 30 which is acceptable. However, the Bases changes are not in 
accordance with TSTF-30 Rev.2.
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Comment: Licensee to update submittal to be in accordance with TSTF - 30 Rev.2 or provide 
additional justification for the deviations.  

WE Response: 

PBNP's licensing and design does not allow it to fully adopt the specifications of TSTF-30, 
Rev. 2. PBNP is a pre-SRP plant and does not conform to all requirements NUREG-0800, 
Standard Review Plan, Section 6.2.4 for containment isolation. Specifically, PBNP was not 
designed and built to General Design Criterion (GDC) 57. Additionally, the service water system 
is classified as Class 3 in accordance with Regulatory Guide 1.26, Article C.2.b, as a closed 
system inside containment, and not Class 2 as specified in NUREG-0800.  

Routine surveillance of the service water system, as required by the Pressure Test Program, 
specifies a 40-month pressure test to perform a visual walk down of system components in 
containment to note any leakage. Since required surveillance verifies closed system integrity, the 
level of assurance of service water pipe integrity is commensurate with that which would be 

provided by a Class 2 designation. To summarize, although the closed systems do not meet all 
the requirements of the Standard Review Plan, the manner in which they are surveilled provides 
a commensurate level of assurance of safety. Therefore, a completion time of 72 hours for ITS 
3.6.3 ACTION C is justified.  

NRC Question 3.6.3-13: 

3.6.3-13 CTS 3.6.A.l.b.(2) 
STS 3.6.3 ACTIONS A, C and Associated Bases 
ITS 3.6.3 ACTIONS A, C, and Associated Bases 

STS 3.6.3 ACTIONS A and C specifies the required ACTIONS to be taken for an inoperable 
containment isolation valve. STS 3.6.3 ACTIONS A and C have been modified by TSTF 269 
Rev 2 to allow verification of isolation devices that are locked, sealed, or otherwise secured to be 
by administrative means. This modification in the ITS and associated Bases is in accordance 
with TSTF 269, Rev 2 except for one minor item. The change to Require Action C.2 Notes 
should be "NOTES" not "Note".  
Comment: Correct this minor error.  

WE Response: 

The error has been corrected in the NUREG-1431 mark-up and the proposed ITS.
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NRC Question 3.6.4- 1: 

3.6.4-1 DOC A.2 
DOC A.5 
CTS 3.6 APPLICABILITY 
CTS 3.6 OBJECTIVE 
CTS 3.6.A. 1 
CTS 3.6.B.2 
CTS Table 15.4.1-1 Item 27 
ITS 3.6.4 APPLICABILITY 

The CTS markup of CTS 3.6.B.2 is modified to add the ITS 3.6.4 APPLICABILITY of MODES 
1,2,3 and 4. This change is justified by DOC A.2 on the basis that the actions of CTS 3.6.B.2.b 
require the plant to be placed in COLD SHUTDOWN if the containment pressure cannot be 
maintained. If this were the only factor (Action statement) to take into consideration for this 
change, the justification probably would have been considered acceptable. However, the 
APPLICABILITY for containment pressure is controlled in the CTS by CTS 3.6 
APPLICABILITY, 3.6 OBJECTIVE, 3.6.A. I and Table 15.4.1-1 Item 27. The combination of 
CTS 3.6 APPLICABILITY, 3.6 OBJECTIVE and 3.6.A. 1 would imply that the 
APPLICABILITY for internal pressure would be all plant conditions except the COLD 
SHUTDOWN and REFUELING SHUTDOWN conditions. However, CTS Table 15.4.1-1 Item 
27 requires that the internal pressure requirement is applicable in "ALL" conditions. The change 
associated with the applicability change to CTS Table 15.4.1-1 (DOC A.5) uses the DOC A.2 
justification as its basis. It should be noted that there are a number of specifications in the old 
and new STS which require a shutdown to COLD SHUTDOWN, but whose APPLICABILITY 
extends beyond COLD SHUTDOWN, e.g., Control Room Emergency Ventilation System.  
Based on the above discussion and the CTS, the Staff concludes that the CTS APPLICABILITY 
for containment pressure is all MODES/Conditions. Thus the changes (DOC A.2 and A.5) to the 
ITS APPLICABILITY are More Restrictive changes rather than Administrative changes.  
Comment: Revise the CTS markup and provide a discussion and justification for these More 
Restrictive changes.  

WE Response: 

In the PBNP Custom Technical Specifications, the APPLICABILITY of LCO requirements is 
always determined from the LCO section (i.e. 15.3). As stated in DOC A.05 of Section 3.6.4, 
CTS 15.4.0.1 states that surveillance requirements shall be met when the system or component is 
required to be operable. The APPLICABILITY of the containment pressure SR in the CTS, for 
operability of the associated ESF actuation functions is properly described in Section 3.3.2 of the 
PBNP ITS submittal. The CTS does not contain a Surveillance Requirement for containment 
pressure to be within the limits contained in Section 15.3.6 of the CTS, other than the channel 
check SR for the containment pressure instrumentation. As stated in DOC A.02 of Section 3.6.4.  
The APPLICABILITY of the containment pressure SR in the CTS for verification that
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containment pressure is within limits, is based on the requirements of CTS 15.3.6, which 
ultimately requires the unit to be placed in cold shutdown if the LCO requirements for 
containment pressure are not met. Therefore, these changes are administrative, as currently 
described and justified.  

NRC Question 3.6.4-2: 

3.6.4-2 JFD 2 
JFD 6 
CTS 3.6 Basis for Specification 15.3.6.A. L.a 
CTS 4.4 Basis 
CTS 6.12 
ITS 5.5.X Containment Leakage Rate Testing Program 
ITS B3.6.4 Bases - BACKGROUND, APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES and 

APPLICABILITY 

CTS 3.6 Basis for Specification 15.3.6.A. 1.a and CTS 4.4 Basis states that the peak calculated 
containment internal pressure (Pa) is 60 psig, while CTS 6. 12, and ITS B3.6.4 Bases state that P, 
is 53 psig. It is assumed that ITS 5.5.X Containment Leakage Rate Testing Program will 
conform to CTS 6.12 and state that P., is 53 psig.  
Comment: Correct this discrepancy.  

WE Response: 

As described in the response to comment 3.6.1-5, PBNP conservatively defines P, as the 
containment peak design pressure of 60 psig.  

NRC Question 3.6.4-3: 

3.6.4-3 CTS 3.6 APPLICABILITY 
CTS 3.6 OBJECTIVE 
CTS 3.6.B 

The CTS markup for Containment Pressure, CTS 3.6.B is incomplete. CTS 3.6.B is part of CTS 
3.6, therefore, CTS 3.6 APPLICABILITY and 3.6 OBJECTIVE need to be included as part of the 
markup for containment pressure. The markup can be either like the CTS markup for those 
sections provided for LCO 3.6.1 or LCO 3.6.2 and LCO 3.6.3.  
Comment: Revise the CTS markup and provide any discussions and justification as necessary.  

WE Response: 

The CTS mark-up has been included. The DOCs associated with these changes (A.05 and A.09) 
are provided in Section 3.6.1.
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NRC Question 3.6.5-1: 

3.6.5-1 DOC A. 1 
DOC M. I 
JFD 2 
CTS 4.4 Basis 
ITS LCO 3.6.5 and Associated Bases 

ITS LCO 3.6.5 states that the "Containment average air temperature shall be < 120°F." ITS 
B3.6.5 Bases - APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES states that with the initial containment 
average air temperature being 120'F the resulting maximum containment air temperature due to a 
LOCA is 280'F. It also states that the design temperature is 286°F. This does not correlate to 
the Basis statements in CTS 4.4 which state that with an initial air temperature condition of 
105'F the peak accident pressure and temperature is 60 psig and 286°F. The LCO is based on 
the limiting DBA. No explanation is provided in the JFDs to account for this discrepancy in 
initial conditions. The staff concludes that the LCO temperature limit should be < 105lF and 
that the proposed 1 20°F limit is a change in current licensing basis which is a beyond scope of 
review item for this conversion.  
Comment: Revise the ITS to reflect the 105lF limit.  

WE Response: 

The 120°F limit is documented in revised analyses associated with submittals provided in 
support of Unit I Amendment 174 and Unit 2 Amendment 178, approved by the NRC in an SER 
dated July 9, 1997. Therefore, the 120'F limit is correct. This basis information was 
inadvertently omitted from that License Amendment request and will be corrected via the 
conversion to ITS.  

NRC Question 3.6.5-2: 

3.6.5-2 DOC A. I 
DOC M. I 
JFD 3 
JFD 5 
STS B3.6.5 Bases -APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES 
ITS B3.6.5 Bases - APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES 

JFD 5 states the following: "Containment temp does exceed design temp for DBA for a short 
period of time as acknowledged in Amendment 174/178 of the CTS. Peak temperature will 
exceed design temperature for approximately 7.5 seconds. The Bases has been revised to 
acknowledge that peak temperature exceeds design for a very short period of time and provides 
reference to NRC review of this limitation." The ITS markup does not show a change associated
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with JFD 5. However, the STS does have a paragraph that addresses the subject in JFD 5. The 
paragraph is the fourth paragraph of STS B3.6.5 Bases - APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES.  
The ITS deletes this paragraph using JFD 3.  
Comment: Revise the ITS markup of ITS B3.6.5 Bases - APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES 
to retain the fourth paragraph as modified by the discussion in JFD 5.  

WE Response: 

The fourth paragraph has been retained in the NUREG-1431 mark-up and the proposed ITS. JFD 
5 has been deleted. Additionally, the value for peak containment temperature has been revised 
from 280'F to 291 'F, consistent with the results of the analysis that was performed for 
Amendments 174/178.  

NRC Question 3.6.6-1: 

3.6.6-1 DOC A.3 
CTS 3.3 OBJECTIVE 
CTS 4.5 OBJECTIVE 
ITS B3.6.6 Bases 

CTS 3.3 OBJECTIVE and CTS 4.5 OBJECTIVE provide an introductory statement of the 
purpose of these Technical Specifications Sections. DOC A.3 states that this information is 
contained in the Bases section of ITS 3.6.6. Based on this statement, the change is a Less 
Restrictive (LA) change - relocation to a licensee controlled document, not an Administrative 
change.  
Comment: Revise the CTS markup and DOC A.3 to show the change as a Less Restrictive (LA) 
change.  

WE Response: 

DOC A.3 also states that the information contained in the CTS "Objective" does not establish 
any regulatory requirements. The LCO requirements in the PBNP Technical Specifications LCO 
section begin after the word Specification. The Applicability and Objective in the PBNP 
Technical Specifications are equivalent to basis material. Therefore, this change is 
administrative.
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NRC Question 3.6.6-2: 

3.6.6-2 DOC A.9 
JFD 6 
JFD 22 
CTS 3.3.B.2.c 
ITS 3.6.3 ACTION D and Associated Bases 

The markup of CTS 3.3.B.2.c specifies the remedial actions to be taken for inoperable 
containment spray and containment cooler valves. The corresponding ACTION in the ITS for 
the containment cooler valves is ITS 3.6.3 ACTION D. The ITS markup shows the addition of 
ITS 3.6.3 ACTION D as justified by two JFDs - JFD 6 and JFD 22. JFD 22 provides a 
justification for the addition of ACTION D, while JFD 6 only discusses the deletion of the 
General Design Criteria from ITS B3.6.3 Bases - BACKGROUND and has nothing to do with 
ACTION D. The JFD 6 labeling for ACTION D is associated with Insert 3.6.6-01.  
Comment: Correct this discrepancy.  

WE Response: 

The NUREG- 1431 mark-up has been corrected.  

NRC Question 3.6.6-3: 

3.6.6-3 DOC A.9 
JFD 22 
CTS 3.3.B.2.c 
ITS 3.6.3 ACTION D and Associated Bases 
ITS SR 3.6.6.5 and Associated Bases 

The markup of CTS 3.3.B.2.c specifies the remedial actions to be taken for inoperable 
containment spray and containment cooler valves. The corresponding action in the ITS for 
containment cooler valves is ITS 3.6.3 ACTION D. The addition of ITS 3.6.3 ACTION D is 
justified in the ITS by JFD 22. While the staff finds the addition of ITS 3.6.3 ACTION D 
acceptable, statements made in both the justification - JFD 22 and ITS B3.6.3 Bases - ACTION 
D are unacceptable. ITS B3.6.3 Bases - ACTION D states the following: 

"If the inoperable valve is capable of passing 100% of the assumed cooling water flow, 
but is inoperable due to loss of its ability to reposition within its assumed response time 
(e.g., loss of auto open capability, degraded stoke time, inoperable motor operator, etc:).  
SR 3.6.6.4 allows the inoperable valve to be secured in its required position (open).  
thereby eliminating the need for the valve to reposition upon receipt of an actuation 
signal. Securing the inoperable valve in its open position will result in exiting Condition 
D.-
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JFD 22 has similar wording. To start with the wrong ITS SR is referenced in the statements. ITS 
SR 3.6.6.4 deals with containment spray pumps, the correct SR would be ITS SR 3.6.6.5 which 
deals with containment spray valves and containment fan cooler service water outlet valves 
automatic operation. The intent of this SR is that it applies to those valves that during normal 
operating conditions are locked, sealed or otherwise secured in their normal operating position.  
Therefore the above Bases statement which states that SR 3.6.6.5 would allow the inoperable 
valve to be secured open is incorrect and not in accordance with the intent of the specification.  
Furthermore, locking the valve open does not restore the valve to OPERABLE status per the 
ACTION statement. The valve may be able to perform its safety function (pass water) but it is 
still considered inoperable, it cannot actuate when it receives an actuation signal. Thus, the 
statements are incorrect and do not meet the intent of the specifications.  
Comment: Delete these sentences from the justification JFD 22 and ITS B3.6.6 Bases - ACTION 
D.  

WE Response: 

The sentences pertaining to restoration of operability of these valves have been deleted from JFD 
22 and the proposed ITS Bases for SR 3.6.6.5.  

NRC Question 3.6.6-4: 

3.6.6-4 DOC M.5 
JFD 24 
CTS 4.5.I.B 
STS SR 3.6.6A.3 and Associated Bases 
ITS SR 3.6.6.3 and Associated Bases 

CTS 4.5.1.B is modified by the addition of ITS SR 3.6.6.3 which verifies the cooling water flow 
rate through the containment fan coolers. ITS SR 3.6.6.3 differs from the corresponding STS SR 
3.6.6.3 in that the ITS does not specify the design or accident flow rate, it just verifies that the 
flow rate is within limits. The limits would be specified in some other document. DOC M.5 and 
JFD 24 state that the safety analyses assumes a specific flow rate for the accident condition. This 
is the value that should be specified in ITS SR 3.6.6.3. How this value is verified or 
demonstrated is left up to the licensee, and thus is not specified in the SR or its associated Bases.  
The Staff recognizes that this value can be verified in any number of ways depending on system 

configuration. For example, the system could be aligned in the accident alignment assumed in 
the safety analyses, thus the flow rate would have to equal the specified SR limit. The system 
could also be aligned in any other alignment. In these cases the licensee would have to show or 
have documented by calculation or other means that the measured flow rate is at least equivalent 
to, if not greater than the design/accident flow rate. What the SR is verifying is that the system 
will operate properly under accident conditions and that the accident flow rate will be achieved.
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The proposed SR may not accomplish that or show that the other limits have a Bases associated 
with the accident condition.  
Comment: Revise the CTS/ITS markups of SR 3.6.6.3 to specify the specific design/accident 
flow rate contained in the safety analyses. Provide additional discussion and justification, as 
necessary.  

WE Response: 

The proposed SR 3.6.6.3 has been modified to include the word "design" to describe the flow 
rate limits. As described in DOC M.05 for Section 3.6.6, the CTS does not contain this SR. The 
proposed SR is sufficiently specific to verify that the flow rate through the fan cooler units is 
within the required limits. No further specificity is deemed necessary, consistent with current 
licensing basis (CLB) requirements. Furthermore, these flow rate limits must be maintained 
under licensee control to allow temporary or short-term adjustment as necessary if new analyses 
are performed that require these limits to be changed, consistent with the CLB.  

NRC Question 3.6.6-5: 

3.6.6-5 DOC LA. 1 
CTS 4.5.1.B. 1 
CTS 4.5.1.B.2 
ITS SR 3.6.6.5 

CTS 4.5.1.B. 1 specifies that the Containment Spray System test shall be performed with the 
isolation valves in the supply lines at the containment blocked closed. CTS 4.5.1.B.2 specifies 
that the Containment Spray System tests will be considered satisfactory if visual observations 
indicate all components have operated satisfactorily. The CTS markup shows both of these 
requirements as being relocated to 10 CFR 50.59 controlled documents, and indicates the change 
as a Less Restrictive (LA) change. DOC LA. 1 only provides a discussion for the deletion of 
these CTS requirements. Since this is a deletion of a requirement (relocation to a non 10 CFR 
50.59 controlled document), these changes are considered to be Less Restrictive (L) changes.  
See Comment Numbers 3.6.6-6 and 3.6.6-7 for additional concerns with regards to CTS 
4.5.1.B. 1.  
Comment: Revise the CTS markup and provide a discussion and justification for these Less 
Restrictive (L) changes. See Comment Numbers 3.6.6-6 and 3.6.6.-7.  

WE Response:

A new DOC (L.04) has been created to describe and justify this change.
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NRC Question 3.6.6-6: 

3.6.6-6 DOC LA. I 
CTS 4.5.1.B. 1 
ITS SR 3.6.6.5. SR 3.6.6.6, and Associated Bases 

CTS 4.5.1.B. 1 specifies that the Containment Spray System test shall be performed with the 
isolation valves in the supply lines at the containment blocked closed. The ITS breaks this CTS 
surveillance into two surveillances - ITS SR 3.6.6.5 and SR 3.6.6.6. ITS SR 3.6.6.5 verifies that 
each automatic containment spray valve that is not locked, sealed or otherwise secured in 
position actuates to its correct position on an actuation signal. (See Comment Number 3.6.6-6 for 
additional concerns with regards to actuation signal). It is unclear from the CTS, CTS Basis and 
ITS SR 3.6.6.5 and its associated Bases if the isolation valves that are blocked closed for the test 
are manual or automatic valves. If they are manual valves then there is no problem. However, if 
these valves are automatic, then there is the concern as to when these valves will be tested per 
ITS SR 3.6.6.5. since the locked, sealed, and secured exception in the SR could result in the 
valves never being tested for this SR. The exception from testing of locked, sealed or otherwise 
secured valves was only intended to apply to those valves that during normal operating 
conditions are locked, sealed, or otherwise secured in position.  
Comment: Specify whether the isolation valve is manual or automatic. If automatic, discuss 
when and how this valve will be tested in accordance with ITS SR 3.6.6.5. See Comment 
Number 3.6.6-6.  

WE Response: 

The valves that are blocked closed for the test are manual valves.  

NRC Question 3.6.6-7: 

3.6.6-7 DOC LA. I 
CTS 4.5.1.B. 1 
ITS SR 3.6.6.5, SR 3.6.6.6 and Associated Bases 

CTS 4.5.1.B. 1 requires a system test of the Containment Spray System and specifies that 
"Operation of the system is initiated by tripping the normal actuation instrumentation." The ITS 
breaks this CTS surveillance up into two surveillances - ITS SR 3.6.6.5 and SR 3.6.6.6. however 
the ITS tests may be initiated by either an actual or simulated actuation signal. The CTS markup 
does not show this change "normal actuation" to "actual or simulated actuation" but it does show 
that the statement is relocated (DOC LA. 1). This is incorrect. "Tripping the normal actuation" 
connotes only a simulated actuation. By adding the words "actual actuation" the change becomes 
a Less Restrictive (L) change.  
Comment: Revise the CTS markup and provide a discussion and justification for this Less 
Restrictive (L) change.
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WE Response: 

In this case, tripping the normal actuation instrumentation would be considered the equivalent of 
the NUREG- 1431 actual actuation signal. The introduction of a signal other than the normal 
actuation circuitry would be considered a simulated actuation. Therefore, we agree that a less 
restrictive change has been introduced, but it is specifically the allowance to use a "simulated" 
actuation signal. L.05 has been created to describe and justify this change.  

NRC Question 3.6.6-8: 

3.6.6-8 DOC LA. 1 
JFD 27 
CTS 4.5.1.C.2 
ITS SR 3.6.6.2 and Associated Bases 

CTS 4.5.1.C.2 specifies that the containment fan cooler accident fans shall be tested monthly to 
verify OPERABILITY. It also specifies that the performance shall be acceptable if the fan starts 
and the running current is verified. The CTS markup shows this requirement as being relocated 
to a 10 CFR 50.59 controlled document (DOC LA. 1). However, DOC LA. 1 only discusses 
relocating requirements to non-10 CFR 50.59 controlled documents which would be a Less 
Restrictive (L) change, not an LA change. The acceptance criteria is actually relocated to the 
Bases discussion of ITS B3.6.6 Bases - SR 3.6.6.2 in Insert B3.6.6-14. See Comment Number 
3.6.6-9.  
Comment: Provide a discussion and justification for this Less Restrictive (LA) change. See 
Comment Number 3.6.6-9.  

WE Response: 

The DOC LA.01 has been changed to specifically describe the placement of these CTS 
requirements into the proposed ITS basis.  

NRC Question 3.6.6-9: 

3.6.6-9 DOC LA. I 
JFD 27 
CTS 4.5.1.C.2 
STS B3.6.6 Bases - SR 3.6.6A.2 
ITS B3.6.6 Bases - SR 3.6.6.2 

CTS 4.5.1.C.2 specifies that the containment fan cooler accident fans shall be tested monthly to 
verify OPERABILITY. It also specifies that the performance shall be acceptable if the fan starts 
and the running current is verified. The CTS/ITS markups show this requirement as being
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relocated to the Bases as Insert B3.6.6-14. See Comment Number 3.6.6-8 for concerns with 
regards to justifying the relocation. STS B3.6.6 Bases - SR 3.6.6A.2 states that the purpose of 
the SR is to ensure that all associated controls are functioning properly and that blockage, fan or 
motor failure or excessive vibration can be detected for corrective action. ITS B3.6.6 Bases - SR 
3.6.6.2 deletes all mention of associated controls and the items to be detected for corrective 
action. The justification (JFD 27) for this deletion states that the containment fan coolers do not 
have any associated controls nor does it have any installed vibration monitoring equipment.  
With regards to the deletion of the associated controls aspect, the Insert states explicitly what the 
associated controls are - fan run indication, motor running amps, and low flow alarms. Thus the 
deletion of the words associated with the "controls" should not be deleted. With regards to 
detection of excessive vibration, the STS does not specify or require that vibration monitors be 
installed. The vibration monitors could be portable, it could be done through visual observation, 
or through other means.  
Comment: Revise the ITS markup to retain the STS wording, or provide additional discussion 
and justification for its deletion. See Comment Number 3.6.6-8.  

WE Response: 

The ITS basis for SR 3.6.6.2, as proposed, is appropriate for the design of the PBNP fan coolers.  
Specifically, the use of the term "controls" in the NUREG-1431 Bases for this SR implies that 

there is some form of automatic control features. Furthermore, the fan run indication, motor 
running amps, and low flow alarms, only provide indication of fan cooler status. These indicators 
do not have any control function over the fan coolers. Therefore, this terminology is not being 
adopted.  

The PBNP CTS does not currently require vibration monitoring. Therefore, the proposed ITS 
Bases are consistent with the current licensing basis for the PBNP system.  

NRC Question 3.6.6-10: 

3.6.6-10 DOC LA.I 
CTS 4.5.1l.A.2 
ITS SR 3.6.6.4 and Associated Bases 

CTS 4.5.1l.A.2 specifies the containment spray pump acceptance criteria that each pump starts, 
reaches the required developed head and operates for at least 15 minutes. ITS SR 3.6.6.4 
maintains these requirements except that the criterion to operate the pump for at least 15 minutes 
is deleted. The CTS markup show this as a Less Restrictive (LA) change (DOC LA. 1), 
relocation to a 10 CFR 50.59 controlled document. However, DOC LA. 1 only discuss deletion 
of the requirement. Since this is a deletion of a requirement (relocation to a non-IOCFR 50.59 
controlled document), this change is considered to be a Less Restrictive (L) change.  
Comment: Revise the CTS markup and provide a discussion and justification for this Less 
Restrictive (L) change.
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WE Response: 

The deletion of this requirement is now described in L.04 of Section 3.6.6 (see response to RAI 
3.6.6-5). This requirement was in the original TS for PBNP. There is no known fundamental 
safety basis for this limit. The limit is considered arbitrary. Pump testing is performed in 
accordance with ASME Section XI requirements. A specific time limit to run the pump is not 
necessary.  

NRC Question 3.6.6-11: 

3.6.6-11 JFD 8 
STS B3.6.6A Bases - BACKGROUND 
ITS B3.6.6 BACKGROUND 

STS B3.6.6.A Bases - BACKGROUND makes a number of statements with regards to operation 
of the Containment Spray System in the re-circulation mode of operation. The STS statements 
are general in nature and explains how re-circulation flow is accomplished and when re
circulation flow is necessary or desired. The ITS deletes these words using justification JFD 8.  
JFD 8 does state that the system can be aligned in a re-circulation flow mode of operation, but 
the accident analysis does not assume it. Even though the re-circulation mode of operation is not 
assumed in the safety analysis, it is a mode of system operation that can be used and may be 
specified in plant operating or emergency procedures. Therefore, the Staff believes that the STS 
words or a modification of these words to reflect plant operation should be in ITS B3.6.6 Bases 
BACKGROUND to fully describe the system and its operating modes.  
Comment: Revise ITS B3.6.6 Bases - BACKGROUND to describe the containment spray 
system re-circulation mode of operation.  

WE Response: 

Analyses for the ECCS and Containment Spray systems for PBNP show that insufficient NPSH 
and/or runout on some pumps could occur if the containment spray system is run in the 
recirculation phase of a LOCA under certain conditions. Inclusion of this information in the 
BACKGROUND could cause confusion that operation of the Containment Spray system during 
recirculation is discretionary. Therefore, the ITS basis, as proposed, properly describes the 
current PBNP design.
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NRC Question 3.6.6-12: 

3.6.6-12 JFD 18 
JFD 19 
STS B3.6.6A Bases - LCO 
ITS B3.6.6 Bases - LCO 

STS B3.6.6A Bases - LCO states the following: "Additionally, one containment spray train...  
safety analysis." The ITS markup deletes this sentence and replaces it with Insert B3.6.6-09: this 
change is justified by JFD 19. However, Insert B3.6.6-09 indicates that JFD 18 applies. JFD 18 
deals with reference renumbering.  
Comment: Correct this discrepancy.  

WE Response: 

The JFD reference has been corrected.  

NRC Question 3.6.6-13: 

3.6.6-13 JFD 18 
ITS B3.6.6 Bases - SR 3.6.6.4 and REFERENCES 

ITS B3.6.6 Bases - SR 3.6.6.4 states the following: "Flow and pressure differential... required by 
Section Xl of the ASME Code (Ref.3)." ITS B3.6.6 Bases - REFERENCES shows that reference 
3 IS "FSAR Section 14" while the ASME Code, Section XI is reference 4.  
Comment: Correct this discrepancy.  

WE Response: 

The reference has been changed.  

NRC Question 3.6.7-1: 

3.6.7-1 DOC A.3 
CTS 3.3 
CTS 4.5 OBJECTIVE 
ITS B3.6.7 Bases 

CTS 3.3 OBJECTIVE and CTS 4.5 OBJECTIVE provides an introductory statement of the 
purpose of these Technical Specification Sections. DOC A.3 states that this information is 
contained in the Bases section of ITS 3.6.7. Based on this statement, the change is a Less 
Restrictive (LA) change - relocation to a licensee controlled document, not an Administrative 
change.
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Comment: Revise the CTS markup and DOC A.3 to show the change as a Less Restrictive (LA) 
change.  

WE Response: 

DOC A.3 also states that the information contained in the CTS "Objective" does not establish 
any regulatory requirements. The LCO requirements in the PBNP Technical Specifications LCO 
section begin after the word Specification. The Applicability and Objective in the PBNP 
Technical Specifications are equivalent to basis material. Therefore, this change is 
administrative.  

NRC Question 3.6.7-2: 

3.6.7-2 DOC A.5 
CTS 3.3.B. 1.d 
ITS B3.6.7 Bases - LCO 

CTS 3.3.B. .d states that "All valves and piping associated with the above components and 
required to function during accident conditions, are operable." The CTS markup shows this 
requirement as being deleted by DOC A.5. DOC A.5 justifies the deletion based on definition of 
OPERABILITY. This is incorrect. This statement is not deleted, but has been relocated to ITS 
B3.6.7 Bases - LCO and is part of the discussion in this ITS Section describing what constitutes 
an OPERABLE Spray Additive System. Therefore, the change is a Less Restrictive (LA) change 
rather than an Administrative change.  
Comment: Revise the CTS markup and provide additional discussion and justification for this 
Less Restrictive (LA) change.  

WE Response: 

The reviewer is correct in noting that CTS 3.3.B. 1.d has been relocated to ITS rather than 
deleted. However, this CTS requirement has actually been relocated to ITS LCO 3.6.7. The 
CTS states, "All valves and piping, associated with the above components and required to 
function during accident conditions, are operable. This is equivalent to the proposed ITS LCO 
statement, "The Spray Additive System shall be OPERABLE." These components (valves and 
piping) are parts of the system and hence covered by the LCO statement. Therefore, this change 
is administrative. DOC A.5 and the associated CTS markup have been modified to correct this 
issue.
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NRC Question 3.6.7-3: 

3.6.7-3 DOC LA. I 
CTS 4.5.1.B. 1 
CTS 4.5.B.2 
ITS SR 3.6.7.4 

CTS 4.5.1.B. 1 specifies that the Spray Additive System test shall be performed with the isolation 
valves in the supply lines at the containment blocked closed. CTS 4.5.1.B.2 specifies that the 
Spray Additive System tests will be considered satisfactory if visual observations indicate all 
components have operated satisfactorily. The CTS markup shows both of these requirements as 
being relocated to 10 CFR 50.59 controlled document and indicates the change as a Less 
Restrictive (LA) change. DOC LA. 1 only provides a discussion for the deletion of these CTS 
requirements. Since this is a deletion of a requirement (relocation to a non 10 CFR 50.59 
controlled document), these changes are considered to be Less Restrictive (L) changes. See 
Comment Numbers 3.6.7-4 and 3.6.7-5 for additional concerns with regards to CTS 4.5.1.B. 1.  
Comment: Revise the CTS markup and provide a discussion and justification for these Less 
Restrictive (L) changes. See Comment Numbers 3.6.7-4 and 3.6.7-5.  

WE Response: 

A new DOC (L.04) has been created to describe and justify this change.  

NRC Question 3.6.7-4: 

3.6.7-4 DOC LA. I 
CTS 4.5.1.B. I 
ITS SR 3.6.7.4 and Associated Bases 

CTS 4.5.1.B. 1 specifies that the Spray Additive System test shall be performed with the isolation 
valves in the supply lines at the containment blocked closed. The corresponding ITS SR is ITS 
SR 3.6.7.4. ITS SR 3.6.7.4 verifies that each automatic spray additive valve that is not locked, 
sealed or otherwise secured in position actuates to its correct position on an actuation signal.  
(See Comment Number 3.6.7-5 for additional concerns with regards to actuation signal). It is 
unclear from the CTS, CTS Basis and ITS SR 3.6.7.4 and its associated Bases if the isolation 
valves that are blocked closed for the test are manual or automatic valves. If they are manual 
valves then there is no problem. However, if these valves are automatic then there is the 
concern as to when these valves will be tested per ITS SR 3.6.7.4 since the locked, sealed, and 
secured exception in the SR could result in the valves never being tested per this SR. The 
exception from testing of locked, sealed or otherwise secured valves was only intended to apply 
to those valves that during normal operating conditions are locked, sealed, or otherwise secured 
in position.
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Comment: Specify whether the isolation valve is manual or automatic. If automatic, discuss 
when and how this valve will be tested in accordance with ITS SR 3.6.7.4. See Comment 
Number 3.6.7-5.  

WE Response: 

The valves that are blocked closed for the test are manual valves.  

NRC Question 3.6.7-5: 

3.6.7-5 DOC LA. 1 
CTS 4.5.1.B. I 
ITS SR 3.6.7.4 and Associated Bases 

CTS 4.5.1.B. 1 requires a system test of the Spray Additive System and specifies that "Operation 
of the system is initiated by tripping the normal actuation instrumentation." The corresponding 
ITS SR is ITS SR 3.6.7.4, however the ITS tests may be initiated by either an actual or simulated 
actuation signal. The CTS markup does not show this change "normal actuation" to "actual or 
simulated actuation" but it does show that the statement is relocated (DOC LA. 1). This is 
incorrect. "Tripping the normal actuation" connotes only a simulated actuation. By adding the 
words "actual actuation" the change becomes a Less Restrictive (L) change. Comment: Revise 
the CTS markup and provide a discussion and justification for this Less Restrictive (L) change.  

WE Response: 

In this case, tripping the normal actuation instrumentation would be considered the equivalent of 
the NUREG-1431 actual actuation signal. The introduction of a signal other than the normal 
actuation circuitry would be considered a simulated actuation. Therefore, we agree that a less 
restrictive change has been introduced, but it is specifically the allowance to use a "simulated" 
actuation signal. L.05 has been created to describe and justify this change.  

NRC Question 3.6.7-6: 

3.6.7-6 DOC L. I 
CTS 3.0.B 
CTS 3.3.B.l.a 
CTS 3.3.B.2.c 
ITS 3.6.7 ACTION A 

ITS 3.6.7 ACTION A is added to the CTS markup of CTS 3.3.B.2.c. This addition is justified by 
DOC L. 1. The Staff agrees that the addition of ITS 3.6.7 ACTION A is a Less Restrictive (L) 
change, however DOC L. 1 does not provide sufficient discussion and justification for this 
change. The following CTS items have not been addressed by the addition of ACTION A:
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1. CTS 3.3.B. 1.a specifies the spray additive tank level and NaOH concentration in the 
tank. If either of these limits are not met, the CTS requires an immediate shutdown per 
CTS 3.0.B. ITS 3.6.7 ACTION A would allow 72 hours to restore level or concentration 
before shutdown commences. The CTS markup does not show any relation between 
violation of the requirements of CTS 3.3.B. 1.a and ITS 3.6.7 ACTION A. The CTS 
markup only shows ITS 3.6.7 ACTION A as applying to inoperable spray additive valves 
(CTS 3.3.B.2.c). Thus DOC L. I does not provide any discussion or justification as to 
why this change is acceptable.  

2. The Spray Additive System consists of one spray additive tank and two flow paths 
from the tank to the containment spray pumps. CTS 3.3.B. .c only allows one of these 
flow paths to be inoperable for 72 hours before a shutdown is required as implied by the 
"Prior to initiating repairs..." statement. If both flow paths are inoperable, an immediate 
shutdown per CTS 3.0.B is required. The ITS would allow 72 hours to restore both flow 
paths before requiring a shutdown. DOC L. 1 does not provide any discussion or 
justification as to why this change is acceptable.  

Comment: Revise the CTS markup to address item 1 above and provide additional discussion 
and justification for this Less Restrictive (L) change.  

WE Response: 

ITS 3.6.7 has been modified to more closely reflect the requirements of CTS 15.3.3.B. Condition 
A will allow 72 hours to restore an inoperable Spray Additive System flowpath. Condition B 
applies to all other system inoperabilities and allows 1 hour to restore at least one flowpath to an 
operable status. If the Required Action and Completion Time of Condition A or B are not met, 
Condition C requires the unit to be in MODE 3 in 6 hours and MODE 5 in 84 hours. The 
additional time to reach MODE 5 is justified in DOC L.2. Additionally, statements in DOC L. 1 
and JFDs 5 and 7 have been modified to reflect current licensing basis for the addition of NaOH 
to containment spray, to aid in the absorption of iodine from the containment atmosphere. The 
changes made to ITS SR 3.6.7.2, per JFD 8, have been removed to enable the insertion of a spray 
additive tank volume requirement, consistent with CTS 15.3.3.B. 1.a. Lastly. JFDs 1 and 3 were 
modified to clarify a subjective statement and an imprecise statement that could potentially be 
misinterpreted.
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ATTACHMENT 2 
DISCARD AND INSERTION INSTRUCTIONS

VOLUME 7 

SECTION 3.6.1

DISCARD INSERT 

DOC pages 1 of 6 through 6 of 6 DOC pages 1 of 5 through 5 of 5 

CTS markup pages 3 of 10 and 5 of 10 CTS markup pages 3 of 10 and 5 of 10 

JFD pages 1 of 4 through 4 of 4 JFD pages 1 of 4 through 4 of 4 

ISTS markup page 3.6-2 ISTS markup page 3.6-2 

ISTS Bases markup pages B 3.6.1-1, B 3.6.1-3, ISTS Bases markup pages B 3.6.1-1, B 3.6.1-3, 
B 3.6.1-4 and B 3.6.1-5 B 3.6.1-4 and B 3.6.1-5 

NSHC pages 1 of 3 through 3 of 3 NSHC pages 1 of 4 through 4 of 4 

ITS page 3.6-1 ITS page 3.6.1-1 

ITS Bases pages B 3.6.1-1 through B 3.6.1-5 ITS Bases pages B 3.6.1-1 through B 3.6.1-4 

SECTION 3.6.2 

DISCARD INSERT 

CTS markup page I of 9 CTS markup page 1 of 9 

JFD pages 1 of 5 through 5 of 5 JFD pages 1 of 5 through 5 of 5 

ISTS Bases markup page B 3.6.2-3 ISTS Bases markup page B 3.6.2-3 

ITS Bases pages B 3.6.2-1 through B 3.6.2-9 ITS Bases pages B 3.6.2-1 through B 3.6.2-7 

SECTION 3.6.3 

DISCARD INSERT 

DOC pages 1 of 9 through 9 of 9 DOC pages 1 of 7 through 7 of 7 

CTS markup pages 1 of 15, 6 of 15, 12 of 15 CTS markup pages 1 of 15, 6 of 15, 12 of 15 
and 15 of 15 and 15 of 15 

JFD pages 1 of 9 through 9 of 9 JFD pages 1 of 8 through 8 of 8 

ISTS markup pages 3.6-10, 3.6-13 and 3.6-14 ISTS markup pages 3.6-10, 3.6-13 and 3.6-14 

ISTS Bases markup pages B 3.6.3-3, B 3.6.3-4, ISTS Bases markup pages B 3.6.3-3, B 3.6.3-4, 
B 3.6.3-13 and B 3.6.3-14 B 3.6.3-13 and B 3.6.3-14
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ATTACHMENT 2 
DISCARD AND INSERTION INSTRUCTIONS

SECTION 3.6.3 (continued)

DISCARD INSERT 

ISTS Bases markup inserts ISTS Bases markup inserts 

NSHC pages 1 of 5 through 5 of 5 NSHC pages 1 of 6 through 6 of 6 

ITS pages 3.6-9 and 3.6-11 ITS pages 3.6.3-3 and 3.6.3-5 

ITS Bases pages 3.6.3-1 through 3.6.3-11 ITS Bases pages B 3.6.3-1 through B 3.6.3-9 

SECTION 3.6.4 
DISCARD INSERT 

CTS markup pages I of 4 through 4 of 4 CTS mark-up pages I of 5 through 5 of 5 

SECTION 3.6.5 

DISCARD INSERT 

JFD page 2 of 3 JFD page 2 of 3 

ISTS Bases markup page B 3.6.5A-2 ISTS Bases markup page B 3.6.5A-2 

ITS Bases pages B 3.6.5-1 through B 3.6.5-4 ITS Bases pages B 3.6.5-1 through B 3.6.5-3 

SECTION 3.6.6 

DISCARD INSERT 

DOC pages 1 of 9 through 9 of 9 DOC pages 1 of 8 through 8 of 8 

CTS markup pages 6 of 8 and 7 of 8 CTS markup pages 6 of 8 and 7 of 8 

JFD page 10 of 13 JFD page 10 of 13 

ISTS markup pages 3.6-25 and 3.6-26 ISTS markup pages 3.6-25 and 3.6-26 

ISTS Bases markup pages B 3.6.6A-4 and ISTS Bases markup pages B 3.6.6A-4 and 
B 3.6.6A-9 B 3.6.6A-9 

ISTS Bases markup insert pages ISTS Bases markup insert pages 

NSHC pages 1 of 6 through 6 of 6 NSHC pages 1 of 8 through 8 of 8 
ITS page 3.6-16 ITS page 3.6.6-3 

ITS Bases pages B 3.6.6-1 through B 3.6.6-11 ITS Bases pages B 3.6.6-1 through B 3.6.6-9
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ATTACHMENT 2 
DISCARD AND INSERTION INSTRUCTIONS

SECTION 3.6.7 

DISCARD INSERT 

DOC pages 1 of 7 through 7 of 7 DOC pages 1 of 7 through 7 of 7 

CTS markup pages 2 of 8 and 6 of 8 CTS markup pages 2 of 8 and 6 of 8 

JFD pages 1 of 3 through 3 of 3 JFD pages 1 of 3 through 3 of 3 

ISTS markup pages 3.6-38 and 3.6-39 ISTS markup pages 3.6-38 and 3.6-39 

ISTS Bases markup pages B 3.6.7-1, B 3.6.7-3, ISTS Bases markup pages B 3.6.7-1, B 3.6.7-3, 
B 3.6.7-4 and inserts B 3.6.7-4 and inserts 

NSHC pages 1 of 8 through 8 of 8 NSHC pages 1 of 8 through 8 of 8 

ITS pages 3.6.7-1 and 3.6.7-2 ITS pages 3.6.7-1 and 3.6.7-2 

ITS Bases pages B 3.6.7-1 through B 3.6.7-4 ITS Bases pages B 3.6.7-1 through B 3.6.7-4



ENCLOSURE



Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.01 

17-May-00 

DOC Number DOC Text 

A.01 In the conversion of Point Beach current Technical Specifications (CTS) to the proposed plant 
Rev. A specific Improved Technical Specifications (ITS), certain wording preferences or conventions are 

adopted which do not result in technical changes (either actual or interpretational). Editorial 
changes, reformatting, and revised numbering are adopted to make the ITS consistent with the 
Standard Technical Specifications, Westinghouse Plants, NUREG-1431, Revision 1 (i.e., 
Improved Standard Technical Specifications (ISTS)).  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.06.A LCO 3.06.01 
15.03.06.A.01 .A DELETED 
15.03.06.A.01.A.01 LCO 3.06.01 COND A 

LCO 3.06.01 COND A RA.1 
15.03.06.A.01.A.02 LCO 3.06.01 COND B 
15.03.06.A.01.A.02.A LCO 3.06.01 COND B RA B.1 
15.03.06.A.01.A.02.B LCO 3.06.01 COND B RA B.2 
15.03.06.E LCO 3.06.01 

SR 3.06.01.01 
15.04.02.B.02 SR 3.06.01.01 
15.04.04.1 SR 3.06.01.01 
15.04.04.11 SR 3.06.01.01 

A.02 The CTS contains a footnote which provides reference to the section in the FSAR which 
Rev. A discusses containment isolation valves. Reference to the FSAR in this fashion does not 

establish any regulatory requirements, as it is merely a reference. It is unnecessary to provide 
references in the Technical Specifications, references when necessary are provided in the Bases 
of the Improved Technical Specifications. Based on the reference not establishing any 
regulatory requirement, deletion of this reference from the Technical Specification is 
administrative in nature.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.01.D * DELETED 

A.03 The definition of Containment Integrity has been moved from the Definitions Section of the 
Rev. A Current Technical Specifications to proposed ITS LCO 3.6.1, Containment; LCO 3.6.2, 

Containment Air Locks; and LCO 3.6.3, Containment Isolation Valves. This change is 
administrative in that all of the CTS requirements continue to be addressed within the 
aforementioned LCOs. This change eliminates confusion associated with meeting the definition 
of CONTAINMENT INTEGRITY when required equipment/components are inoperable. This 
change is administrative in nature.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.01.D LCO 3.06.01 

Page 1 of 5



Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.01 

17-May-00 

DOC Number DOC Text 

A.04 The CTS Definition of Containment integrity states that the overall uncontrolled containment 
Rev. A leakage shall be maintained less than La. The CTS definition and the Containment Leakage 

Rate Testing Program establishes the as found and as left leakage limits at 1.0 La, and 0.6 La 
for combined Type B and C tests and 0.75 La for Type A tests. In the proposed ITS, the 
requirement to maintain Type A, B, and C leakage less than La is contained in LCO 3.6.1. The 
proposed ITS Containment Leakage Rate Testing Program contains the as found and as left 
containment leakage limits consistent with the CTS limits.  

CTS item 15.1 .D.2, requires the equipment hatch to be properly closed. The equipment hatch is 
a Type B penetration. Proper installation is concluded through performance of an acceptable 
Type B leakage test as required by proposed ITS SR 3.6.1.1. Proposed SR 3.6.3.3 requires 
isolation valves and blind flanges located inside the containment to be verified closed prior to 
entry into Mode 4 from Mode 5 if not performed in the previous 92 days. The combination of 
these two SRs provides assurance that the equipment hatch is properly closed, thereby 
incorporating CTS item 15.1.D.2 into LCO 3.6.1 and 3.6.3.  

These changes are administrative. All of the CTS requirements continue to be addressed within 
the aforementioned LCOs and Surveillance Requirements. These changes eliminate confusion 
associated with meeting the definition of containment integrity when required 
equipment/components are inoperable.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.01.D.02 SR 3.06.01.01 
15.01 .D.04 SR 3.06.01.01 
15.01.D.04 SR 3.06.01.01 

A.05 The CTS provides an introductory statement (Applicability) which simply states which 
Rev. A systems/components are addressed within a given section. This same information while worded 

differently is contained within the title of each ITS LCO. Accordingly, this change is a change in 
format with no change in technical requirement.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.06 APPL LCO 3.06.01 
15.04.04 APPL LCO 3.06.01 

Page 2 of 5



Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.01 

17-May-00 

DOC Number DOC Text 

A.06 The Bases of the current Technical Specifications for this section have been completely replaced 
Rev. A by revised Bases that reflect the format and applicable content of PBNP ITS, consistent with the 

Standard Technical Specifications for Westinghouse Plants, NUREG-1431. The revised Bases 
are as shown in the PBNP ITS Bases.  

CTS: ITS: 
BASES B 3.06.01 

B 3.06.01 

B 3.06.01 

B 3.06.01 
B 3.06.01 
B 3.06.01 

A.07 CTS 15.3.6.A.1 requires containment integrity whenever a nuclear core is installed in the reactor, 
Rev. A unless the reactor is in the cold shutdown condition. Proposed ITS LCO 3.6.1 require the 

containment to be operable in Modes 1, 2, 3, and 4. The ITS definition of Mode requires there to 
be fuel in the reactor to be in a defined Mode of Applicability (e.g. Mode 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, or 6) making 
the CTS and ITS equivalent regarding the presence of fuel. The CTS definition of Cold 
Shutdown requires the reactor to have a shutdown margin of at least 1% with RCS temperature 
less than or equal to 200 degrees. The ITS definition of Cold Shutdown (ITS Table 1.1-1 - Mode 
5), is defined as Keff less than 0.99 with RCS temperature of less than or equal to 200 degrees 
making the CTS and ITS equivalent relative to temperature and reactivity. Based on the above, 
this change is administrative.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.06.A.01 LCO 3.06.01 

A.08 Not used.  

Rev. B 

CTS: ITS: 
N/A N/A 

A.09 The CTS provides an introductory statement (Objective) at the beginning of this Section of the 
Rev. A Technical Specifications which provide a brief summary of the purpose for this Section. This 

information is contained in the Bases Section of the ITS. This information does not establish any 
regulatory requirements for the systems and components addressed within this Section.  
Accordingly, deletion of this information does not alter any requirement set forth in the Technical 
Specifications. This change is administrative and consistent with the format and presentation for 
the ITS as provided in NUREG 1431.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.06 OBJ DELETED 
15.04.04 OBJ DELETED 

Page 3 of 5



Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.01 

17-May-00 

DOC Number DOC Text 

L.01 The CTS requires containment integrity under a number of conditions to include: 
Rev. A 

1) Whenever a nuclear core is installed in the reactor and the reactor is not in the cold shutdown 
condition; 
2) When the reactor vessel head is removed unless the reactor is in the refueling shutdown 
condition; 
3) Whenever positive reactivity changes are made by rod drive motion, except when testing one 
bank of rods at a time, rod disconnecting, and rod reconnecting provided the reactor is initially 
subcritical by at least 5% delta k/k; and 
4) Whenever making positive reactivity changes by boron dilution unless the RCS boron 
concentration is maintained> 2100 ppm.  

The ITS will require containment integrity to be maintained in Modes 1, 2, 3, and 4 (whenever the 
reactor is not in cold shutdown). All other conditions and limitations have been deleted from the 
Technical Specifications. There are no shutdown accidents (RCS temperature less than or 
equal to 200 degrees) in the Point Beach current licensing basis which credits containment 
integrity for accident mitigation. Specifically; inadvertent RCS dilution in cold shutdown and 
refueling is terminated by operator action before the reactor reaches a Keff of 1.0, inadvertent 
rod withdrawal is terminated by the reactor protection system before fuel damage occurs, and 
accidental release of liquid and gaseous wastes are independent of containment status. This 
relaxation is consistent with analysis assumptions for Point Beach. Accordingly, these 
requirements may be deleted from the Technical Specifications as they are not required to 
provide adequate protection of public health and safety.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.06.A.01 LCO 3.06.01 
15.03.06.C DELETED 
15.03.06.D DELETED 
15.03.06.D * DELETED 
BASES DELETED 

LB.01 The Tendon Surveillance Program of CTS 15.4.4.11 is not being retained in the ITS. 10 CFR 
Rev. B 50.55.a requires facilities to adopt the ASME Section XI, Subsection IWE and IWL programs by 

September 2001. Point Beach will adopt these Section XI programs prior to ITS 
implementation. Therefore, the Tendon Surveillance Program will be duplicative of the 
requirements specified by ASME Section XI, as endorsed and required under 10 CFR 50.55a.  
Inclusion of these requirements via reference into 10 CFR 50.55a makes these requirement 
applicable to Point Beach without the need to duplicate these requirements in the Technical 
Specifications.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.06.E N/A 

Page 4 of 5



Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.01 

17-May-00 

DOC Number DOC Text 

M.01 CTS 15.3.10.E.1 and 2 contain remedial actions for single and multiple containment tendon 
Rev. A failures. Dependent upon the level of degradation incurred, either 15 days or 72 hours is allowed 

to restore the tendon(s) to operable status before requiring the unit to be placed into Hot 
Shutdown within 6 hours and Cold Shutdown within the following 30 hours.  

The Point Beach containment structure is constructed with sufficient margin to allow up to three 
adjacent tendons to be detensioned (inoperable) without a detrimental effect on containment 
integrity. The proposed ITS does not contain an explicit condition for tendon inoperabilities; 
however, upon discovery of a degraded condition, an assessment must be made relative to 
containment integrity. If the assessment concludes that containment integrity cannot be 
maintained, the proposed ITS will allow 1 hour to restore the containment to operable status 
before requiring the unit to be placed into Mode 3 within 6 hours and Mode 5 within 36 hours.  
Accordingly, deletion of the CTS provision which could allow containment integrity to be impaired 
for up to 72 hours before requiring the unit to be shutdown is a more restrictive change 

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.06.E.01 DELETED 
15.03.06.E.02 DELETED

Page 5 of 5



Spec 3.6.1 
Page 3 of 10 

<See LCO 3.6.3 >

c. Containment Purge Supply and Exhaust Valves 

The containment purge supply and exhaust valves shall be locked closed 
and may not be opened unless the reactor is in the cold shutdown or 
refueling shutdown condition.  

(1) One of the redundant valves in the purge supply and exhaust lines 
may be opened to perform the repairs required to conform with the 
Containment Leakage Rate Testing Program.  

(2) If containment purge supply and exhaust penetration leakage 
results in exceeding the overall containment leakage rate 
acceptance criteria (L,), enter 15.3.6.A. l.a.

Unit 1 - Amendment 169 

Unit 2) - Amendment 173

15.3.6-4 October 9. 1996

/B\ 
RAI 3 6 3-11



LCO 3.6.1 

E. CONTAINMENT STRUCTURAL INTEGRITY

Spec 3.6.1 I 
Page 5 of 10

SR 3.6.1.1 7
The structural integrity of the reactor containment shall be maintained in accordance with 
the surveillance criteria specified in the Containment Leakage Rate Testing Program and IFE ,_ * :

RAr 3 6 1-7

1. If more than one tendon is observed with a prestressing force beteijhý predicted lower limit (PLL) and 90% of the PLL oegn is observed wvith 
prestressing force less than90 the tendon(s) shiall be restored to the 
required ley rity within !5 days or the reactor shall be in hot standby 

li h ext six hours and in cold shutdown within tile following 30 hours[I--if 

engineering evaluation of the situation shall be conducted and a special report 
submitted in accordance with Specification 15.4.4.I.D within 30 days.

2. With anl abnormal degradation of the containment structural intert,'I So that specified in 15.3.6.E.1, and at a leve blo tlý ncriteria of 
Specification 15.4.41,rsr k nl• n tutrlitgity, to the required 

ownwitinthe following 30 hours. Fertorm anF engineering evaluation of 
the containment structural integrity and p rovide a special report in accordance 
with Specification 15.4.4.1I.D within 30 days, [_

< See Section 5.0. >

Unit 1 - Amendment 169 

Unit 2 - Amendment 173

15.3 .6-8 October 9, 1996



Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.01 

17-May-00 

JFD Number JFD Text 

01 The Bases for LCO 3.6.1 of NUREG 1431 was developed to address four groups of 
Rev. A containment Designs; Ice Condensers, Sub-Atmospheric, Dual, and Atmospheric. Point Beach 

containment is an atmospheric design, as such the Bases for the Ice Condenser, Dual, and Sub
Atmospheric designs have not been incorporated. The Titles for LCO 3.6.1 and it associated 
Bases have been shortened to simply state "Containment". Inclusion of the type of design (e.g.  
Ice Condenser, Dual, Atmospheric, or Sub-Atmospheric) is a detail only relevant in 
distinguishing the NUREG variations.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.01 B 3.06.01 

LCO 3.06.01 LCO 3.06.01

The Pre-Stressed Concrete Containment Tendon Surveillance Program, is not being retained in 
ITS. 10 CFR 50.55.a requires facilities to adopt the ASME Section Xl, Subsection IWE and IWL 
programs by September 2001. Point Beach will adopt these Section XI programs prior to ITS 
implementation. Therefore, the Pre-Stressed Concrete Containment Tendon Surveillance 
Program will be duplicative of the requirements specified by ASME Section XI, as endorsed and 
required under 10 CFR 50.55a. Inclusion of these requirements via reference into 10 CFR 
50.55a makes these requirement applicable to Point Beach without the need to duplicate these 
requirements in the Technical Specifications.  

ITS: NUREG:

B 3.06.01 B 3.06.01

N/A SR 3.06.01.02

Page 1 of 4

02 
Rev. B



Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.01 

17-May-00 

JFD Number JFD Text 

03 LCO 3.6.1 and its associated Bases have been modified to incorporate Option B to 10 CFR 50 
Rev. A Appendix J. These modifications include: 

1) Revision of SR 3.6.1.1 to reference the Containment Leakage Rate Testing Program for 
containment inspections and leakage testing requirements, frequencies and acceptance 
criteria. Moving the details associated with containment leakage rate testing to a program 
facilitates the presentation of details necessary to implement Option B in accordance with 10 
CFR 50 Appendix J. This presentation is also consistent with the implementation of Option B in 
the Current Technical Specification. The Frequency Note stating that the provisions of SR 3.0.2 
are not applicable, was similarly moved to the CLRTP to facilitate usage.  

2) The Bases of LCO 3.6.1 states that the containment is designed to contain radioactive 
material following a design basis accident. This statement was revised to state that the 
containment is designed to contain radioactive material following a design basis "loss of coolant 
accident". As re-enforced by the positions established in Appendix J, Option B of 10 CFR 50 
and its implementing documents, radioactive release from the containment as the result of a 
design basis accident is assumed to occur from primary system loss of coolant accidents. This 
change is consistent with the CTS Bases wording approved in amendment 169/173 on October 
9, 1996 for the implementation of Option B. This change results in defining DBA as an acronym 
for Design Basis Accident in a later paragraph in this Bases section.  

3) Various references to 10 CFR 50 Appendix J have been revised to 10 CFR 50 Appendix J 
Option B to provide for proper and complete reference to Appendix J.  

4) Bases discussions regarding test acceptance criteria and actions associated with exceeding 
leakage limits have been revised to reference the limit contained in the Containment Leakage 
Rate Testing Program. These changes are consistent with the Point Beach current licensing 
basis as approved in Amendment 169/173 on October 9, 1996.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.01 B 3.06.01 

SR 3.06.01.01 SR 3.06.01.01 

SR 3.06.01.01 

04 The Bases for NUREG 1431 LCO 3.6.1 lists the pressurized sealing mechanism as an attribute 
Rev. A associated with the containment penetration boundaries as a bracketed (design specific) 

discussion. Point Beach does not have a penetration pressurization system, therefore, 
reference to this bracketed attribute has been omitted.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.01 B 3.06.01

Page 2 of 4



Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.01 

17-May-00 

JFD Number JFD Text 

05 The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information has been provided.  
Rev. A 

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.01 B 3.06.01 

06 NUREG 1431 contains the Surveillance Requirements and Actions for containment purge valves 
Rev. A with resilient seals in LCO 3.6.3. This presentation establishes surveillance frequencies and 

Actions for containment purge valves which differ from those contained in LCO 3.6.1 for other 
containment isolation valves. Surveillance frequencies and Actions above and beyond those 
established in LCO 3.6.1 and through the Containment Leakage Rate Testing Program (SR 
3.6.1.1) are not necessary for Point Beach. The CTS prior to October 9, 1996 (Technical 
Specification Amendment 169/173) required testing of the containment purge valves every 6 
months based on the findings of generic issue B-20 "Containment Leakage Due to Seal 
Degradation". Amendment 169/173 eliminated the requirement for increased testing of the 
containment purge valves. As cited in the SER for amendments 169/173, the containment 
purge valve can be tested in accordance with the Regulatory Guide 1.163 "Performance-Based 
Containment Leak-Testing Program". The basis of this conclusion was that there has not been 
observable degradation supportive of increased testing frequencies which were established as 
part of Generic issue B-20. Since 1992 there had been no leakage rate failures in excess of the 
previous Technical Specification or Appendix J acceptance criteria, nor were there failures in 
excess of the administrative leakage limit of 2000 standard cubic centimeters per minute.  

Accordingly, the bracketed information contained in the Bases of SR 3.6.1.1, referring to LCO 

3.6.3 for purge valve leakage limitations was not adopted.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.01 B 3.06.01 

07 PBNP only has one equipment hatch for each containment, therefore the word "hatches" has 

Rev. B been changed to singular form to reflect this.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.01 B 3.06.01 

08 The Bases of NUREG 1431 LCO 3.6.1 describes the containment penetrations that form the 
Rev. A containment leakage barrier. Contained within the listing is a statement that "all equipment 

hatches are closed". The Point Beach containment has only a single containment equipment 
hatch which incorporates an airlock as well. As such, the ITS Bases has been changed 
requiring "the equipment hatch to be installed". The requirement for the airlock, which is 
incorporated into the equipment hatch to be closed and sealed is addressed as part of the 
previous Bases statement requiring each airlock to be operable. This deviation from the 
NUREG is necessary to reflect the Point Beach design.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.01 B 3.06.01 

Page 3 of 4



Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.01 

17-May-00 

JFD Number JFD Text

NUREG 1431 LCO 3.9.2, "Unborated Water Source Isolation Valves", is not applicable to Point 
Beach as described in Justification for Deviation 01 of LCO 3.9.2. Corresponding reference 
changes have been made as necessary to maintain proper reference.

ITS: 

B 3.06.01

NUREG: 

B 3.06.01

Page 4 of 4
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Containment (Atmospner c) 
B 3.6.1

B 3.6 CONTAI NME NT SYSTEMS 

B 3.6- ronrainment Atm-ospheri 

BASES 

BACKGROUND The containment consists of the concrete r eactor building, 
its steel liner, and the penetrations through this 
structure. The structure is designed to cortair radioactive 
material that may be released from the reactor core 

design basis following a 4;4 4 Additiorally, this 
Loss of Coolant sruuture Trovides shielding from the fission products that 
Accident may be present in the containment atmosphere following 

accident conditions.  

The containment is a reinforced concrete structure with a 
cylindrical wall, a flat foundation mat, and a shallow dome 

2 roof. The inside surface of the containment is lined with a 
carbon steel liner to ensure a nigh degree of leak tightness 

euring oprating and accident cond-tions.  
Theh

I-or conta P C,;A ith. u 4 n t tendersrn;, tho cylincer wall 
is prestressed with a oost tensioning system in the vertical 
and horizontal directions and the dome roof is prestressed 
utilizing a three way post tensioning system.  

The concrete reactor buildrng is required for structural 
integrity of tne containment under [4]conditions. The 
steel 7iner and its -net.rations etabhish tne leakage 
limiting boundary of the containment. Maintaining the 
containment OPERABLE limits the leakage of fission product 
radioactivity from the containment to the environment. SR 
3.6.11 leakage rate requirements comply with 10 CFR 50.  
Appendix J iRef. I). as modified by approved exemptions.

A3 
RA13 61-6

The isolation devices for the penetrations in the 
containment boundary are a part of the containment leak 
tight barrier To ma'ntair this leak tight barrier: 

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

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

�Ou S B 3 6.1 1 R�v 1, fl4 i K' or

y 
Design Basis 
Accident (DBA)

WOG S- B 3 6. 1- 1 Rev 1, 04/07/095



Containmerl (Ateospheric)]• 
B 3. 6.  

APPLICABLE SAFEETY ANALYSES (Continued) 

The containment satisfies Criterion 3 of the NRC Policy 
Statement.  

RAI 

361-7 
LCC Containmert OPERABILILY is rraintainet c by limiting leakage to 

< 1.0 L,. except prior to the first startup after performing 
Containment a requi r 0 ; F, 5,3. AppenCix leakage test. At this 
Leakage Rate e WII• tu'1;," 1'' f' ' 'ý• !u L ~ . , 
Testing Prog ram :1 'p 4h includil theA7 =b C f n • n 7 

equipment hatch 

[the leakage limits /Compliance with this LO will ensure a containment RAI 
contained in the configuration. jincluding equipment hatches, t- at is 3613 
Containment Leakage structurally sound and thaý will limit leakage to those l Rate Testing Program 

must be met . leakage rates assumed in the safety analysis.  [ ..... ...... • ' i ,Option B 

Individual leakage rates specified for the co ainment air 
.. ...." i lock (LCO 3.6.2) [ n p rg va v s w t ,S•qli n e s 

3 k . re no: specifically par f the accptance 
CFR 50 Appendix J. Therefore, leakage rates 

exceeding these inn vidual limits only result in the 
containment being ironerable when the leakage results in 
exceeding the acceptance criteria ispeified in the 

Containment Leakage 

overall Rate Testing Program 

----------------------------------------------------------------- ----------------------------------------------APPLu-CABILITY In MODES 1. 2, 3. an(! 4,aoud.a..  

radioactive nateýa ýontainment. In MODES 5 and 6, 

design basis t th" ýband consequences of these events are reduced 
o the pressure and temperature limitations of these LAccident o MODES Therefore, containment is not required to be 

OPERABLE in MODE 5 to prevent leakage of radioactive 
Smaterial from contanment The requirements for containment 
during MODE 6 are addressed in LCC 3.9. "Containment 
Penetrations."

ACTIONS A.1 

In the event contairnment is inoperable, containment must be 
restored to OPERABLE status within I hour- The 1 hour 
Completion Time provides a period of time to correct the 
problem commensurate witn the importance of maintaining 
containment during MODES I, 2, 3, and 4. This time perioc

WC'G STS B 3 6 -3 Rev 1, C4/07/'95



Conainrmer1 (Atmospheric,, 
B 3.6.1

ACTIONS C'Ccrtnued) 

also ensures that the probability of ad accident (reqjiring 
conta nment OPERABILITY), occurring during periods when 
containment is inoperable is minimal.  

B.1 and B.2 

If containment cannot be restored to OPERABLE status within 
the required Completion Time, the plant must be brought to a 
MODE in whicn the rOg does not apply. To achieve this 
status, the plant Fust be brought to a- least MODE 3 within 
6 nours and to MODE 5 withrn 36 hours. The allowed 
Completion Times are reasonable, based on operating 
experience, to reach the required plant conditions from ful1 
power conditions in an orderly manner and without 
challenging plant systems.

SURVEILLANCE 
REQ! IRE-MENTS 

3

following an 
outage or 
shutdown that 
included a 
Type A test

SR 3. 6.1 Icontainment 6 

Mlaintai nin tne conta-nment OPERAB r•equ-res compl iance 
wi-ý the v sual examlrai, rs and eakage rate test requirements Of ll r m lk m A~ppf-q-4 ; A 4 D J (• R@•q 44 

-•byappovedeA@ptPo4.I; FFailure to meet air lock l,";ii -g o I

LCO 3.05.2 !ýi4ý9ý.AFfs not invalidate the 

acceptability of these overa] leakage ceterminations unless 
their contribution to overall Ty-.e A. B. and C leakage 3 
causes that to exceed lim'ts. As left leal'age prior t e 
first startup after performing a requirec < 

-G• . ea~dg test is requi red to be L for 
comrrined Type B and C leakace, and T L for overall 
Type A leakage. A all other ines between required leakage 

e acceptance crit ria is based or an overall 
Type A leakage limit of _< 1.0 L-. At :< 1.0 L, the offsite 
dose consequences are bounded by the assumptions of the 
safety analysis. SR Frequencies . re as requirec by

L 1 -� r�ijrw, J'Ju.. ru� �
These periodic testing requirements verify that toe 

containment leakage ra-e coes rot exc ee the leakage rate 
assumed in toe safety anayris. following an 

outage or 

shutdown that 
included Type B 
and C testing 
only

AC'& tF B 3.6.1 4 P�v 1, rd'n- ne

RAI 3 6 17

I
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Containmen <-Atmes-peric) 
B 3.6.1

BA."

St ,PV'ILLAkCE REQUIREMENTS (continued)

AB 
RAI 3 61-7

1. 10 CFR 50, Appendix J. [ OonB 3 

2. FSAR, Chapter 15] 14 

3. FSAR, Section 6.2] 5.1

BA 
RAI 3 6 1 -

B 3. 61 -5

2EY

REFERENCES

[ SR 3 .6.1.2 

For ungrouted, post tensioned tendons, R ensures that 
the structural integrity of the ainment will be 
maintained in accordanc the provisions of the 
Containment Ten urveillance Program. Testing and 
Frequene e consistent with the recommendations of 

atory Gui de 1. 35 (Ref. 4).]

'1. Rcgu� atnry �irlr� 1.3�, P�vi�i�-�n El] I
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No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.01 

17-May-00 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

A In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Rev. A 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 and rewording of the current Technical 
Specifications. The reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to 
existing requirements. 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 increase the probability or consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not require 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 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 significantly reduce the margin of safety because it has no 
impact on any safety analysis assumptions. This change is administrative. As such, there is 
no technical change to the requirements and, therefore, there is no reduction in the margin of 
safety.

Page 1 of 4



No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.01 

17-May-00 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

L.01 In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Rev. A 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? 

Containment integrity is not an initial condition of, or event precursor in any analyzed 
shutdown event (less than or equal to 200 degrees). Fuel handling events do not credit 
containment integrity nor filtration; dilution and rod withdrawal events are not impacted by 
containment status and are terminated prior to any release taking place; and liquid and 
gaseous release events are not impacted by containment status as the containment is not the 
assumed source of release for these events. Accordingly, the probability for analyzed event 
is not significantly increased as a result of this change. As previously stated, containment 
integrity is not assumed for any shutdown event, therefore, the consequences of an analyzed 
event is not significantly increased as a result of this change.  

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 require a physical alteration of the plant (no new or different 
type of equipment will be installed) or changes in parameters governing normal plant 
operation. This proposed change makes the Mode of Applicability for the Containment 
consistent with the accident analyses which assume containment integrity. 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 change in applicability for containment integrity is consistent with the assumptions made 
in the various Point Beach accident analyses. Containment integrity will continue to be 
maintained in the various Operational Modes and Conditions for which containment integrity 
was assumed to be met. Therefore, the margin of safety is not significantly reduced as a 
result of this change

Page 2 of 4



No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.01 

17-May-00 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

LB In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Rev. B 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 involves deletion of a Specifications/information which is duplicative of 
information contained in the Code of Federal Regulations (CFRs). This information is more 
appropriately addressed by the CFRs and serves no purpose in the Technical Specifications.  
Deletion of this information will not result in an increase in the probability of an accident.  
Regulatory requirements do not alter plant design or configuration; therefore, this does not 
alter any event precursor. Accordingly, there will be no effect on the consequences of any 
accident.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not require 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 deletes materials from the Technical Specifications which 
are adequately addressed in the CFRs. 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 deletes materials from the Technical Specifications which are 
duplicative of requirements contained in the CFRs. These items are not an input to any 
accident analysis and, therefore, have no impact on margin of safety.
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No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.01 

17-May-00 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

M In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Rev. A 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 restrictive 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 the assumptions relative to the mitigation of an 
accident or transient event. These more restrictive requirements continue to ensure process 
variables, structures, systems and components are maintained consistent with the safety 
analyses. Therefore, this change does not increase the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not require 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 does impose different requirements. However, these 
changes are consistent with assumptions made in the safety analysis. 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 affect on or increases the 
margin of safety. Each change is providing additional restrictions to enhance plant safety.  
These changes are consistent with the safety analysis. Therefore, this change does not 
involve a reduction in a margin of safety.

Page 4 of 4



Containment 
3.6.1

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.1 Containment

LCO 3.6.1 Containment shall be OPERABLE.

APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, 3, and 4.

ACTIONS 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. Containment inoperable. A.1 Restore containment to 1 hour 
OPERABLE status.  

B. Required Action and B.1 Be in MODE 3. 6 hours 
associated Completion 
Time not met. AND 

B.2 Be in MODE 5. 36 hours 

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.6.1.1 Perform required visual examinations and In accordance 
containment leakage rate testing in accordance with the 
with the Containment Leakage Rate Testing Containment 
Program. Leakage Rate 

Testing Program

BA 
RAI 3.6.1-7

POINT BEACH 3.6.1-1 DRAFT REV. B



Containment 
B 3.6.1 

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

B 3.6.1 Containment 

BASES 

BACKGROUND The containment consists of the concrete reactor building, its steel liner, 
and the penetrations through this structure. The structure is designed 
to contain radioactive material that may be released from the reactor 
core following a design basis Loss of Coolant Accident. Additionally, 
this structure provides shielding from the fission products that may be 
present in the containment atmosphere following accident conditions.  

The containment is a reinforced concrete structure with a cylindrical 
wall, a flat foundation mat, and a shallow dome roof. The inside surface 
of the containment is lined with a carbon steel liner to ensure a high 
degree of leak tightness during operating and accident conditions.  

The cylinder wall is prestressed with a post tensioning system in the 
vertical and horizontal directions, and the dome roof is prestressed 
utilizing a three way post tensioning system.  

The concrete reactor building is required for structural integrity of the 
containment under Design Basis Accident (DBA) conditions. The steel B 
liner and its penetrations establish the leakage limiting boundary of the RAI 361 

containment. Maintaining the containment OPERABLE limits the 
leakage of fission product radioactivity from the containment to the 
environment. SR 3.6.1.1 leakage rate requirements comply with 
10 CFR 50, Appendix J, Option B (Ref. 1), as modified by approved 
exemptions.  

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

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

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

2. closed by manual valves, blind flanges, or de-activated 
automatic valves secured in their closed positions, except as 
provided in LCO 3.6.3, "Containment Isolation Valves"; 

b. Each air lock is OPERABLE, except as provided in LCO 3.6.2, 

"Containment Air Locks"; and 

c. The equipment hatch is installed.

POINT BEACH B 3.6.1 -1 DRAFT REV. B



Containment 
B 3.6.1 

BASES 

APPLICABLE The safety design basis for the containment is that the containment 
SAFETY ANALYSES must withstand the pressures and temperatures of the limiting design 

basis Loss of Coolant Accident without exceeding the design leakage 
rate.  

For the design basis Loss of Coolant Accident analyses, it is assumed 
that the containment is OPERABLE such that, the release of fission 
product radioactivity, release to the environment is controlled by the 
rate of containment leakage. The containment was designed with an 
allowable leakage rate of 0.4% of containment air weight per day 
(Ref. 3). This leakage rate, used to evaluate offsite doses resulting 
from accidents, is defined in 10 CFR 50, Appendix J, Option B (Ref. 1), 
as La: the maximum allowable containment leakage rate at the 
calculated peak containment internal pressure (Pa) resulting from the 
limiting design basis LOCA. The allowable leakage rate represented by 
La forms the basis for the acceptance criteria imposed on all A 
containment leakage rate testing. La is assumed to be 0.4% per day in A 
the safety analysis at Pa = 60 psig (Ref. 3). RAI3l6-7 

Satisfactory leakage rate test results are a requirement for the 
establishment of containment OPERABILITY.  

The containment satisfies Criterion 3 of the NRC Policy Statement.  

LCO Containment OPERABILITY is maintained by limiting leakage to ýAB 
< 1.0 La, except prior to the first startup after performing a required RAI 361-7 

Containment Leakage Rate Testing Program leakage test. At this time, 
the leakage limits contained in the Containment Leakage Rate Testing 
Program must be met.  

Compliance with this LCO will ensure a containment configuration, B 
including the equipment hatch, that is structurally sound and that will RA, 36 -3 

limit leakage to those leakage rates assumed in the safety analysis.  

Individual leakage rates specified for the containment air lock 
(LCO 3.6.2) are not specifically part of the acceptance criteria of 
10 CFR 50, Appendix J, Option B. Therefore, leakage rates exceeding 
these individual limits only result in the containment being inoperable 
when the leakage results in exceeding the overall acceptance criteria 
specified in the Containment Leakage Rate Testing Program.

POINT BEACH B 3.6.1-2 DRAFT REV. B
POINT BEACH B 3.6.1-2 DRAFT REV. B



Containment 
B 3.6.1 

BASES 

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, 3, and 4, a design basis Loss of Coolant Accident 
could cause a release of radioactive material into containment. In 
MODES 5 and 6, the probability and consequences of these events are 
reduced due to the pressure and temperature limitations of these 
MODES. Therefore, containment is not required to be OPERABLE in 
MODE 5 to prevent leakage of radioactive material from containment.  
The requirements for containment during MODE 6 are addressed in 
LCO 3.9.3, "Containment Penetrations." 

ACTIONS A.1 

In the event containment is inoperable, containment must be restored to 
OPERABLE status within 1 hour. The 1 hour Completion Time 
provides a period of time to correct the problem commensurate with the 
importance of maintaining containment during MODES 1, 2, 3, and 4.  
This time period also ensures that the probability of an accident 
(requiring containment OPERABILITY) occurring during periods when 
containment is inoperable is minimal.  

B.1 and B.2 

If 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 6 hours and to MODE 5 within 
36 hours. The allowed Completion Times are reasonable, based on 
operating experience, to reach the required plant conditions from full 
power conditions in an orderly manner and without challenging plant 
systems.  

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.1.1 
REQUIREMENTS 

Maintaining the containment OPERABLE requires compliance with the 
visual examinations and containment leakage rate test requirements of 
the Containment Leakage Rate Testing Program. Failure to meet air 
lock leakage limits specified in LCO 3.6.2 does not invalidate the 
acceptability of these overall leakage determinations unless their 
contribution to overall Type A, B, and C leakage causes that to exceed 
limits. As left leakage prior to the first startup after performing a 
required Containment Leakage Rate Testing Program, leakage test is 
required to be < 0.6 La for combined Type B and C leakage following an IA17 

outage or shutdown that included Type B and C testing only, and < 0.75 
La for overall Type A leakage following an outage or shutdown that 
included a Type A test. At all other times between required leakage

POINT BEACH B 3.6.1-3 DRAFT REV. B



Containment 
B 3.6.1

BASES

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS 
(continued)

REFERENCES

rate tests, the acceptance criteria is based on an overall Type A 
leakage limit of < 1.0 La. At < 1.0 La the offsite dose consequences are 
bounded by the assumptions of the safety analysis. SR Frequencies 
are as required by the Containment Leakage Rate Testing Program.  
These periodic testing requirements verify that the containment leakage 
rate does not exceed the leakage rate assumed in the safety analysis.

1. 10 CFR 50, Appendix J, Option B.

2. FSAR, Chapter 14.  

3. FSAR, Section 5.1.

DRAFT REV. B

BA 
RAI 3 6 1-7

IAB 
RAI 2 -

B 3.6.1-4POINT BEACH



JSpec 3. 6.*2 S[Page 1 of 9 

D. Containment Integritvf) -< See LCO 3.6.1 > 

Containment integrity is defined to exist when:-< See LCO 3.6.3> ] 

1) Penetrations required to be isolated during accident conditions are either: 
a. Capable of being closed by an operable automatic containment isolation 

valve, 
OR 

A.2b. Closed by an operable containment isolation valve, 
OR 

c. Closed in accordance with Specifications 15.3.6.A.l.b and 15.3.6.A .l.c.  
2) The equipment hatch is properly closed.  
3) At least one door in each personnel air lock is properly closed. B 

1 4) The overall uncontrolled containment leakage is less than La. * .__< <See LCO 3.6. 1 > 

E. Protective Instrumentation Logic 
I) Analog Channel 

An analog channel is an arrangement of components and modules as required to 
generate a single protective action signal when required by a plant condition. An 
analog channel loses its identity where single action signals are combined.  A 

<See Section 1.0 

<See LCO 3.6.1> 

*• Containment isolation valves are discussed in FSAR Section 5.2.  
* * Prior to the first startup after performing a required Containment Leakage Rate Testing 

Program leakage test, the applicable leakage limits specified in TS 15.6.12.D.2 must be 
met.  

Unit 1 - Amendment No. 169 15.1-2 October 9, 1996

Unit 2 - Amendment No. 173



Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.02 

17-May-00 

JFD Number JFD Text 

01 The Titles for LCO 3.6.2 and it associated Bases have been shortened to simply state 
Rev. A "Containment Airlocks". Inclusion of the type of design (e.g. Ice Condenser, Dual, Atmospheric, 

or Sub-Atmospheric) is a detail relevant only in distinguishing which variation of NUREG 1431 is 
to be used.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.02 B 3.06.02 

LCO 3.06.02 LCO 3.06.02 

02 The containment for Point Beach has two airlocks. Accordingly, the bracketed statement 

Rev. A applicable to designs with two airlock are retained in the proposed Point Beach ITS.  

ITS: NUREG: 

LCO 3.06.02 COND A RA A.1 NOTE 2 LCO 3.06.02 COND A RA A.1 NOTE 2 

SR 3.06.02.02 SR 3.06.02.02 

03 NUREG 1431 Condition C Required Action C.3 allows 24 hours to restore an inoperable air lock 
Rev. A to operable status as long as the overall containment Type A, B, and C leakage limits are met.  

CTS 15.3.6.A.1.D.3 allows 36 hours to restore an inoperable containment to operable status 
when the overall containment Type A, B, and C leakage limits are met. The proposed ITS for 
Point Beach retains the CTS 36 hour restoration period based on unique plant design 
considerations. The Point Beach airlocks are exposed to ambient temperature conditions which 
make the 24 hour restoration period allowed in NUREG 1431 insufficient. Additional time is 
necessary to perform the return to service leakage rate testing based on an increase in leakage 
rate temperature stabilization time. The 36 hour return to service period was accepted in 
Amendment 160/169 of the Point Beach CTS, approved on January 18, 1995.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.02 B 3.06.02 

LCO 3.06.02 COND C RA C.3 LCO 3.06.02 COND C RA C.3 

Page 1 of 5



Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.02 

17-May-00 

JFD Number JFD Text 

04 LCO 3.6.2 and its associated Bases have been modified to incorporate Option B to 10 CFR 50 
Rev. A Appendix J. These modifications include: 

1) Revision of SR 3.6.2.1 to reference the Containment Leakage Rate Testing Program 
(CLRTP) for containment airlock leakage testing requirements, frequencies and acceptance 
criteria. Moving the details associated with containment airlock leakage rate testing to a 
program facilitates the presentation of details necessary to implement Option B. This 
presentation is consistent with the implementation of Option B relative to containment leakage 
rate testing in the Current Technical Specification. The Frequency Note stating that the 
provisions of SR 3.0.2 are not applicable, was similarly moved to the CLRTP to facilitate usage.  

2) The Bases of LCO 3.6.2 provides reference to 10 CFR 50 Appendix J and its associated 
definition of peak containment pressure. This statement was revised to provide reference to 10 
CFR 50, Appendix J, Option B and its revised definition of peak containment pressure (Pa) for 
design basis "loss of coolant accident" conditions. This change is consistent with the CTS 
Bases wording approved in amendment 169/173 on October 9, 1996 for the implementation of 
Option B.  

3) Various references to 10 CFR 50 Appendix J have been revised to 10 CFR 50 Appendix J 
Option B to provide for proper and complete reference to Appendix J.  

4) Bases discussions regarding surveillance test acceptance criteria have been revised to 
reference the limit contained in the Containment Leakage Rate Testing Program. These 
changes are consistent with the Point Beach current licensing basis as approved in Amendment 
169/173 on October 9, 1996.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.02 B 3.06.02 

SR 3.06.02.01 SR 3.06.02.01 

05 SR 3.6.2.1 contains a Note which requires containment air lock leakage test result to be utilized 
Rev. A in the determination of Type B and C containment leakage. The Bases for this SR states that it 

is used for determining overall leakage. The Bases has been clarified to reference the 
combined Type B and C leakage limits as stated in 10 CFR 50 Appendix J and required by the 
Containment Leakage Rate Testing Program.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.02 B 3.06.02 

06 The Bases for LCO 3.6.2 provides a description of the containment airlocks which includes the 
Rev. A diameter of the airlock. The diameter referenced is 10 feet, while the diameter of the Point 

Beach air locks is approximately nine feet 2 inches. Accordingly, this statement has been 
revised to contain the diameter of Point Beach's air locks.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.02 B 3.06.02 

Page 2 of 5



Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.02 

17-May-00 

JFD Number JFD Text 

07 The Bases of LCO 3.6.2 has been modified to reflect the alarms/indications associated with the 
Rev. A air lock doors. The Bases makes reference to an alarm in the control room that alerts operators 

when the containment air lock interlock mechanism is defeated. This alarm does not exist in the 
Point Beach design. This statement has been omitted from the proposed ITS for Point Beach.  
In addition, an indication of door position is provided via limit switches on each door's latch.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.02 B 3.06.02 

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

Rev. A 

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.02 B 3.06.02 

09 The Bases for SR 3.6.2.1 states that the acceptance criteria for airlock leakage is based upon 
Rev. A data obtained during initial airlock and containment operability testing. The air lock leakage 

limits for Point Beach were not established using initial testing data, but are rather based on a 
small percentage of the overall acceptable Type B and C leakage limit. The Bases has been 
revised to reflect this as the basis for the leakage limit.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.02 B 3.06.02 

Page 3 of 5



Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.02 

17-May-00 

JFD Number JFD Text

10 
Rev. A

ITS: 

B 3.06.02

NUREG: 

B 3.06.02

LCO 3.06.02 COND A 

LCO 3.06.02 COND A RA A.1 

LCO 3.06.02 COND A RA A.1 NOTE 1 

LCO 3.06.02 COND A RA A.2 

LCO 3.06.02 COND A RA A.3 

LCO 3.06.02 COND A RA A.3 NOTE 

LCO 3.06.02 COND B RA B.1 

LCO 3.06.02 COND B RA B.1 NOTE 1 

LCO 3.06.02 COND B RA B.2 

LCO 3.06.02 COND B RA B.3

LCO 3.06.02 COND A 

LCO 3.06.02 COND A RA A.1 

LCO 3.06.02 COND A RA A.1 NOTE 1 

LCO 3.06.02 COND A RA A.2 

LCO 3.06.02 COND A RA A.3 

LCO 3.06.02 COND A RA A.3 NOTE 

LCO 3.06.02 COND B RA B.1 

LCO 3.06.02 COND B RA B.1 NOTE 1 

LCO 3.06.02 COND B RA B.2 

LCO 3.06.02 COND B RA B.3

Page 4 of 5

NUREG 1431 LCO 3.6.2 and its associated Bases have been modified to reflect the Point 
Beach containment airlock design and licensing basis.  

Each airlock has two bulkheads that form redundant pressure boundaries. Each bulkhead 
includes; a bulkhead door and seals, a pressure equalizing vent valve, and bulkhead actuating 
shaft seals. In addition to these pressure retaining components, the airlock outer bulkhead also 
includes pressure retaining penetrations on the cylindrical portion of the airlock. The bulkhead 
doors are interlocked with each other to prevent simultaneous opening of the doors and or 
equalizing valves in the redundant bulkheads. The equalizing valves are interlocked to open 
prior to the bulkhead door, equalizing pressure across the door prior to the latching mechanism 
disengaging, allowing the door to be opened. Similarly, the equalizing valve closes after its 
respective bulkhead door is closed and latched. Only one of the two bulkheads is required to 
provide assurance of containment integrity.  

The CTS recognizes the airlock design by defining each door in the Bases to includes its 
associated equalizing valve, operating mechanisms and seals, while the ITS only recognizes the 
existence of the doors themselves. As such, the ITS is silent in regards to verification of 
equalization valve function and interlock, and the ITS also does not establish appropriate 
Conditions and Required Actions for failure of pressure retaining barriers other than the door 
itself (e.g. equalization valve, shaft seals, electrical penetrations, etc;).  

The ITS has been modified to address the Point Beach design and licensing basis. Equalization 
valve function and interlock have been added to the door interlock test, the Conditions and 
Required Actions have been changed to reflect an inoperable bulkhead, and complementary 
Bases changes proposed. As addressed by the CTS and it's associated Bases, bulkhead 
inoperability is equivalent to door inoperability, as in either case overall air lock leakage must be 
maintained within analytical limits, and for a single bulkhead being inoperable, the redundant 
barrier is required to be operable to support continued operation.



Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.02 

01-Jun-00 

JFD Number JFD Text 
LCO 3.06.02 COND B RA B.3 NOTE LCO 3.06.02 COND B RA B.3 NOTE 
LCO 3.06.02 COND C RA C.2 LCO 3.06.02 COND C RA C.2 

SR 3.06.02.02 SR 3.06.02.02

11 
Rev. B

Entry into containment or air lock may be necessary to effect repairs. It is possible that entry will 
need to be through the locked door on an operable bulkhead. It is necessary to unlock the door 
to effect entry. This is an allowable condition by the NUREG LCO. If entry is through a locked 
door in an air lock, the door is allowed to remain unlocked while repairs are actively in progress 
to facilitate egress of personnel.

NUREG: 

B 3.06.02

ITS: 

B 3.06.02

Page 5 of 5



,crtainment Air Locks (Atmos her r, ar lua 

B 3.6.2 

LC0 (o rt1 nued) 

4 

is not being used for normal entry into and exit f m 
containment. design basis LOCA a 

_____________ -design basis LOC

LAPICABILITY In MODES 1. 2. 3. and 4. a Wcould cause release of 
radioactive material to containment. In^ODES 5 and 6. the 
probability and consequences of m s are reduced due 

as a result of a to the pressure and temperature limitations of these MODES.  
design basis LOCA ,Therefore. the containment air locks are not required in 

MODE 5 to prevent leakage of radioactive material from 
containmen-. The requirements for the containment air locks 
during MODE 6 are addressed in LCD 3.9.3, "Containment 
Penetrations.

The ACTIONS are modified by a Note that allows entry and 
exvt to perform repairs on the affected air lock component.  
If the outer coor is inoperable. then it may be easily 
accessed for most repairs. It is preferred that the air 
lock be accessed from inside primary containment by entering 
through the other OPERABLE air lock. However. if this is 
not practicable. or if repairs or either door must be 
performed from the barrel side of the door then it is 
permissible to enter the air lock through the OPERABLE door, 
which means there is a short time during which the 
containment boundary is rot intact (during access through 
the OPERABLE door) The ability to open the OPERABLE door, 
even if it means -he containment boundary is temporarily not 
intact, is acceptable due to the low probability of an event 
that could pressurize the containment during the short time 
in which the OPERABLE door is expectec to be open. After 
each entry and exit, the OPERABLE door mist be immediately 
closed* If ALARA conditions permit. entry and exit should 
be via an OPERABLE air lock

A second 
for this 
air lock 
for each 
for each

Note has been added to provide clarification that, 
LCO, separate Condition entry is allowed for each 

This 's acceptab e, since the Required Actions 
Condition provide appropriate compensatory actions 
inoperab>e air lock. Complying with the Reqoired

IAB 
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Containment Air Locks 
B 3.6.2 

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

B 3.6.2 Containment Air Locks 

BASES 

BACKGROUND Containment air locks form part of the containment pressure boundary 
and provide a means for personnel access during all MODES of 
operation.  

Each air lock is nominally a right circular cylinder, approximately 9 feet 
2 inches in diameter, with a bulkhead at each end. Each bulkhead 
includes; a bulkhead door and seals, a pressure equalizing vent valve, 
and bulkhead actuating shaft seals. In addition to these pressure 
retaining components, the airlock outer bulkhead also includes pressure 
retaining penetrations on the cylindrical portion of the airlock. The 
bulkhead doors are interlocked with each other to prevent simultaneous 
opening of the doors and or equalizing valves in the redundant 
bulkheads. The equalizing valves are interlocked to open prior to the 
bulkhead door, equalizing pressure across the door prior to the latching 
mechanism disengaging, allowing the door to be opened. Similarly, the 
equalizing valve closes after its respective bulkhead door is closed and 
latched. During periods when containment is not required to be 
OPERABLE, the interlock mechanism may be disabled, allowing both 
doors of an air lock to remain open for extended periods when frequent 
containment entry is necessary. Each air lock bulkhead has been 
designed and tested to certify its ability to withstand a pressure in 
excess of the maximum expected pressure following a Design Basis 
Accident (DBA) in containment. As such, OPERABILITY of a single 
bulkhead supports containment OPERABILITY. Each of the bulkhead 
doors contains double gasketed seals and local leakage rate testing 
capability to ensure pressure integrity. To effect a leak tight seal, the 
air lock design uses pressure seated doors (i.e., an increase in 
containment internal pressure results in increased sealing force on 
each door).  

Each personnel air lock is provided with limit switches on both door's 
latches that provide control room indication of door position.  

The containment air locks form part of the containment pressure 
boundary. As such, air lock integrity and leak tightness is essential for 
maintaining the containment leakage rate within limit in the event of a 
DBA. Not maintaining air lock integrity or leak tightness may result in a 
leakage rate in excess of that assumed in the unit safety analyses.

POINT BEACH B 3.6.2-1 DRAFT REV. B
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Containment Air Locks 
B 3.6.2

BASES

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

The DBA that results in a release of radioactive material within 
containment is a loss of coolant accident (Ref. 2). In the analysis of this 
accident, it is assumed that containment is OPERABLE such that 
release of fission products to the environment is controlled by the rate 
of containment leakage. The containment was designed with an 
allowable leakage rate of 0.4% of containment air weight per day 
(Ref. 2). This leakage rate is defined in 10 CFR 50, Appendix J, 
Option B (Ref. 1), as the maximum allowable containment leakage rate 
at the calculated peak design containment internal pressure, Pa of 
60 psig, following a design basis LOCA. This allowable leakage rate 
forms the basis for the acceptance criteria imposed on the SRs 
associated with the air locks.  

The containment air locks satisfy Criterion 3 of the NRC Policy 
Statement.

Each containment air lock forms part of the containment pressure 
boundary. As part of containment, the air lock safety function is related 
to control of the containment leakage rate resulting from a DBA. Thus, 
each air lock's structural integrity and leak tightness are essential to the 
successful mitigation of such an event.  

Each 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 bulkheads must be OPERABLE. The 
interlock allows only one air lock door and its associated equalization 
valve of an air lock to be opened at one time. This provision ensures 
that a gross breach of containment does not exist when containment is 
required to be OPERABLE. The OPERABILITY of a single bulkhead 
(e.g., bulkhead door, door seals, equalization valve, interlock shaft 
seals, etc;) in each air lock is sufficient to provide a leak tight barrier 
following postulated events. Nevertheless, both doors and their 
associated equalization valves are kept closed when the air lock is not 
being used for normal entry into and exit from containment.

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, 3, and 4, a design basis LOCA could cause a release 
of radioactive material to containment. In MODES 5 and 6, the 
probability and consequences of a design basis LOCA are reduced due 
to the pressure and temperature limitations of these MODES.  
Therefore, the containment air locks are not required in MODE 5 to 
prevent leakage of radioactive material from containment as a result of 
a design basis LOCA. The requirements for the containment air locks 
during MODE 6 are addressed in LCO 3.9.3, "Containment 
Penetrations."

DRAFT REV. B
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Containment Air Locks 
B 3.6.2 

BASES 

ACTIONS The ACTIONS are modified by a Note that allows entry and exit to 
perform repairs on the affected air lock component. If the outer door is 
inoperable, then it may be easily accessed for most repairs. It is 
preferred that the air lock be accessed from inside primary containment 
by entering through the other OPERABLE air lock. However, if this is 
not practicable, or if repairs on either door must be performed from the 
barrel side of the door then it is permissible to enter the air lock through 
the OPERABLE door, which means there is a short time during which 
the containment boundary is not intact (during access through the 
OPERABLE door). The ability to open the OPERABLE door, even if it 
means the containment boundary is temporarily not intact, is acceptable 
due to the low probability of an event that could pressurize the 
containment during the short time in which the OPERABLE door is 
expected to be open. After each entry and exit, the OPERABLE door 
must be immediately closed, but is not required to be locked while IAj 
repairs are actively being performed on the inoperable bulkhead. If I RAI 3.6.2-3 

ALARA conditions permit, entry and exit should be via an OPERABLE 
air lock.  

A second Note has been added to provide clarification that, for this 
LCO, separate Condition entry is allowed for each air lock. This is 
acceptable, since the Required Actions for each Condition provide 
appropriate compensatory actions for each inoperable air lock.  
Complying with the Required Actions may allow for continued 
operation, and a subsequent inoperable air lock is governed by 
subsequent Condition entry and application of associated Required 
Actions.  

In the event the air lock leakage results in exceeding the overall 
containment leakage rate, Note 3 directs entry into the applicable 
Conditions and Required Actions of LCO 3.6.1, "Containment." 

A.1, A.2, and A.3 

With one air lock bulkhead in one or more containment air locks 
inoperable, the door and its associated equalization valve in the 
OPERABLE bulkhead must be verified closed (Required Action A.1) in 
each affected containment air lock. This ensures that a leak tight 
containment barrier is maintained by the use of an OPERABLE 
bulkhead. This action must be completed within 1 hour. This specified 
time period is consistent with the ACTIONS of LCO 3.6.1, which 
requires containment be restored to OPERABLE status within 1 hour.  

In addition, the affected air lock penetration must be isolated by locking 
closed the bulkhead door and equalization valve on the OPERABLE 
bulkhead within the 24 hour Completion Time. The 24 hour Completion

POINT BEACH B 3.6.2-3 DRAFT REV. B



Containment Air Locks 
B 3.6.2 

BASES 

ACTIONS (continued) Time is reasonable for locking the bulkhead door and equalization valve 
on the OPERABLE bulkhead, considering the bulkhead door and 
equalization valve on the OPERABLE bulkhead of the affected air lock 
is being maintained closed.  

Required Action A.3 verifies that an air lock with an inoperable 
bulkhead has been isolated by the use of a locked and closed bulkhead 
door and equalization valve on the OPERABLE bulkhead. This ensures 
that an acceptable containment leakage boundary is maintained. The 
Completion Time of once per 31 days is based on engineering 
judgment and is considered adequate in view of the low likelihood of a 
locked door or equalization valve being mispositioned and other 
administrative controls. Required Action A.3 is modified by a Note that 
applies to air lock doors and equalization valves located in high 
radiation areas and allows these doors and valves to be verified locked 
closed by use of administrative means. Allowing verification by 
administrative means is considered acceptable, since access to these 
areas is typically restricted. Therefore, the probability of misalignment 
of the door or equalization valve, once it has been verified to be in the 
proper position, is small.  

The Required Actions have been modified by two Notes. Note 1 
ensures that only the Required Actions and associated Completion 
Times of Condition C are required if both bulkheads in the same air lock 
are inoperable. With both bulkheads in the same air lock inoperable, an 
OPERABLE isolation boundary is not available. Required Actions C.1 
and C.2 are the appropriate remedial actions. The exception of Note 1 
does not affect tracking the Completion Time from the initial entry into 
Condition A; only the requirement to comply with the Required Actions.  
Note 2 allows use of the air lock for entry and exit for 7 days under 
administrative controls if both air locks have an inoperable bulkhead.  
This 7 day restriction begins when the second air lock is discovered 
inoperable. Containment entry may be required on a periodic basis to 
perform Technical Specifications (TS) Surveillances and Required 
Actions, as well as other activities on equipment inside containment that 
are required by TS or activities on equipment that support TS-required 
equipment. This Note is not intended to preclude performing other 
activities (i.e., non-TS-required activities) if the containment is entered, 
using the inoperable air lock, to perform an allowed activity listed 
above. This allowance is acceptable due to the low probability of an 
event that could pressurize the containment during the short time that 
the OPERABLE door is expected to be open.  
consistent with those specified in Condition A.

POINT BEACH B 3.6.2-4 DRAFT REV. B
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Containment Air Locks 
B 3.6.2 

BASES 

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

With an air lock interlock mechanism inoperable in one or more air 
locks, the Required Actions and associated Completion Times are 
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 bulkheads in the same air lock 
are inoperable. With both bulkheads in the same air lock inoperable, an 
OPERABLE isolation boundary is not available. Required Actions C.1 
and C.2 are the appropriate remedial actions. Note 2 allows entry into 
and exit from containment under the control of a dedicated individual 
stationed at the air lock to ensure that only one bulkhead door and its 
associated equalization valve 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 
and equalization valves located in high radiation areas and allows these 
doors and valves to be verified locked closed by use of administrative 
means. Allowing verification by administrative means is considered 
acceptable, since access to these areas is typically restricted.  
Therefore, the probability of misalignment of the door or equalization 
valve, once it has been verified to be in the proper position, is small.  

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

With one or more air locks inoperable for reasons other than those 
described in Condition A or B, Required Action C.1 requires action to be 
initiated immediately to evaluate previous combined leakage rates 
using current air lock test results. An evaluation is acceptable, since it 
is overly conservative to immediately declare the containment 
inoperable if both bulkheads in an air lock are inoperable. In many 
instances (e.g., only one seal per door has failed), containment remains 
OPERABLE, yet only 1 hour (per LCO 3.6.1) would be provided to 
restore the air lock bulkhead 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 and its associated 
equalization valve in the affected containment air lock must be verified 
to be closed within the 1 hour Completion Time. This specified time 
period is consistent with the ACTIONS of LCO 3.6.1, which requires 
that containment be restored to OPERABLE status within 1 hour.  

Additionally, the affected air lock(s) must be restored to OPERABLE 
status within the 36 hour Completion Time. The specified time period is 
considered reasonable for restoring an inoperable air lock to
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Containment Air Locks 
B 3.6.2 

BASES 

ACTIONS (continued) OPERABLE status, assuming that at least one door and its associated 

equalization valve are maintained closed in each affected air lock.  

D.1 and D.2 

If the inoperable containment air lock 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 6 hours and to 
MODE 5 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 3.6.2.1 
REQUIREMENTS 

Maintaining containment air locks OPERABLE requires compliance with 
the leakage rate test requirements of the Containment Leakage Rate 
Testing Program. This SR reflects the leakage rate testing 
requirements with regard to air lock leakage (Type B leakage tests).  
The acceptance criteria specified in the Containment Leakage Rate 
Testing Program for the air locks, limits airlock leakage to a small 
percentage of the combined Type B and C leakage limit.  

The Frequency is required by the Containment Leakage Rate Testing 
Program.  

The SR has been modified by two Notes. Note 1 states that an 
inoperable air lock door does not invalidate the previous successful 
performance of the overall air lock leakage test. This is considered 
reasonable since either air lock door is capable of providing a fission 
product barrier in the event of a DBA. Note 2 has been added to this 
SR requiring the results to be evaluated against the acceptance criteria 
of SR 3.6.1.1. This ensures that air lock leakage is properly accounted 
for in determining the combined Type B and C containment leakage 
rate.  

SR 3.6.2.2 

The bulkhead doors and equalization valves are interlocked with each 
other to prevent simultaneous opening of the doors and or equalizing 
valves in the redundant bulkheads. Since both the inner and outer 
bulkheads of an air lock are designed to withstand the maximum 
expected post accident containment pressure, OPERABILITY of either 
bulkhead will support containment OPERABILITY. Thus, the airlock
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Containment Air Locks 
B 3.6.2

BASES

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS 
(continued)

interlock feature supports containment OPERABILITY while the air lock 
is being used for personnel transit in and out of the containment.  
Periodic testing of this interlock demonstrates that the interlock will 
function as designed and that simultaneous opening of the inner and 
outer doors and or equalizing valves in redundant bulkheads will not 
inadvertently occur. Due to the purely mechanical nature of this 
interlock, and given that the interlock mechanism is not normally 
challenged when the containment air lock door is used for entry and exit 
(procedures require strict adherence to single door opening), this test is 
only required to be performed 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 
containment OPERABILITY if the Surveillance were performed with the 
reactor at power. The 24 month Frequency for the interlock is justified 
based on generic operating experience. The Frequency is based on 
engineering judgment and is considered adequate given that the 
interlock is not challenged during the use of the airlock.

REFERENCES 1. 10 CFR 50, Appendix J, Option B.  

2. FSAR, Section 5.5.
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Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.03 

17-May-00 

DOC Number DOC Text

In the conversion of Point Beach current Technical Specifications (CTS) to the proposed plant 
specific Improved Technical Specifications (ITS), certain wording preferences or conventions are 
adopted which do not result in technical changes (either actual or interpretation). Editorial 
changes, reformatting, and revised numbering are adopted to make the ITS consistent with the 
Standard Technical Specifications, Westinghouse Plants, NUREG-1431, Revision 1 (i.e., 
Improved Standard Technical Specifications (ISTS)).
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Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.03 

17-May-00 

DOC Number DOC Text 

BASES SR 3.06.03.01 

A.02 The CTS definition of containment integrity requires all penetrations which are required to be 
Rev. B isolated during accident conditions to be capable of being closed by an operable containment 

isolation valve; closed by an operable containment isolation valve; or closed in accordance with 
the Technical Specification Actions for an inoperable valve. In addition, the definition requires 
the equipment hatch to be properly closed. The definition of containment integrity has been 
omitted for the ITS, however, all of the attributes addressed above are captured in the proposed 
Technical Specifications.  

The operability of automatic containment isolation valves (CTS 15.1.D.1.a) is addressed by 
proposed SR 3.6.3.4 and SR 3.6.3.5. SR 3.6.3.4 verifies that each power operated automatic 
containment isolation valve is capable of closure by performing isolation stroke timing in 
accordance with the Inservice Testing Program. SR 3.6.3.5 verifies the capability of each 
automatic containment isolation valve which is not locked, sealed, or otherwise secured in 
position to actuate to its correct position on a simulated or actual containment isolation signal.  
These surveillances define the operability requirements for automatic containment isolation 
valves as addressed in LCO 3.6.3, thereby incorporating CTS item 15.1.D.1.a into LCO 3.6.1.  

CTS item 15.1.D.1.b (penetration closed by an operable containment isolation valve) is 
addressed through SR 3.6.3.4 and SR 3.6.3.5 above relative to automatic valves which may be 
closed, while SR 3.6.3.2 and SR 3.6.3.3 verify that manual valves and blank flanges are closed, 
thereby incorporating CTS item 15.1.D.1.b into LCO 3.6.3.  

CTS item 15.1.D.1.c addresses inoperable containment isolation valves and purge valves.  
These actions allow continued operation as long as the penetration is isolated and verified 
closed on a periodic basis. The proposed ITS continues this practice through LCO Conditions A, 
B, and C, thereby incorporating CTS item 15.1.D.1.c into LCO 3.6.3.  

CTS item 15.1.D.2, requires the equipment hatch to be properly closed. The equipment hatch is 
a Type B penetration. Proper installation is concluded through performance of an acceptable 
Type B leakage test as addressed by ITS SR 3.6.1.1. Proposed SR 3.6.3.3 requires isolation 
valves and blind flanges located inside the containment to be verified closed prior to entry into 
Mode 4 from Mode 5 if not performed in the previous 92 days. The combination of these two 
SRs provides assurance that the equipment hatch is properly closed, thereby incorporating CTS 
item 15.1.D.2 into LCO 3.6.3 and LCO 3.6.1.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.01.D LCO 3.06.03 

15.01 .D.01.A SR 3.06.03.05 

15.01 .D.01.B SR 3.06.03.02 
SR 3.06.03.03 

15.01.D.02 SR 3.06.03.03
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Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.03 

17-May-00 

DOC Number DOC Text 

A.03 CTS 15.3.6.A.1 requires containment integrity (isolation valve operability) whenever a nuclear 
Rev. A core is installed in the reactor, unless the reactor is in the cold shutdown condition. Proposed ITS 

LCO 3.6.3 require the containment to be operable in Modes 1, 2, 3, and 4. The ITS definition of 
Mode requires there to be fuel in the reactor to be in a defined Mode of Applicability (e.g. Mode 
1, 2, 3, 4, 5, or 6) making the CTS and ITS equivalent regarding the presence of fuel. The CTS 
definition of Cold Shutdown requires the reactor to have a shutdown margin of at least 1% with 
RCS temperature less than or equal to 200 degrees. The ITS definition of Cold Shutdown (ITS 
Table 1.1 -1 - Mode 5), is defined as Keff less than 0.99 with RCS temperature of less than or 
equal to 200 degrees making the CTS and ITS equivalent relative to temperature and reactivity.  
Based on the above, this change is administrative.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.06.A.01 LCO 3.06.03 

A.04 CTS 15.3.6.A.1 .b requires each penetration to be operable to satisfy containment integrity. This 
Rev. A requirement is fulfilled through meeting proposed ITS LCOs 3.6.1, 3.6.2, and 3.6.3. LCO 3.6.1 

encompasses meeting the containment leakage rate requirements for containment penetrations 
with the exception of the containment airlocks which are addressed by LCO 3.6.2, while LCO 
3.6.3 addresses the containment isolation valve operability with the exception of leakage. The 
combination of these three LCOs ensures that the containment penetrations are operable.  
Deletion of this statement is administrative based on the necessary attributes for operability 
being addressed in the aforementioned LCOs.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.06.A.01 .B DELETED 

A.05 CTS 15.3.6.A.1 .b.1.b.ii requires isolation devices which are closed to isolate a penetration flow 
Rev. A path with two inoperable containment isolation valves to be verified closed on a periodic basis.  

This periodic verification has been incorporated into proposed Action A.2 of ITS LCO 3.6.3.  
Condition A is applicable to penetrations with two containment isolation valves and must be 
performed anytime there is one or more inoperable valve. As such, the CTS periodic verification 
is still required to be performed, making this change administrative.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.06.A.01 .B.01 .B.11 LCO 3.06.03 COND A RA A.2 

LCO 3.06.03 COND A RA A.2 NOTE 1 
15.03.06.A.01 .8.01 .B1.1.01 LCO 3.06.03 COND A RA A.2 
15.03.06.A.01..B.01.B.11.02 LCO 3.06.03 COND A RA A.2 
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A.06 CTS 15.3.6.A.1 .c.1 requires the containment purge supply and exhaust valves to be locked 
Rev. A closed (control board locking devices) however, a single containment purge supply or exhaust 

valve may be opened to allow repair of a penetration which is leaking in excess of that allowed by 
the Containment Leakage Rate Testing Program.  

ITS SR 3.6.3.1 requires the containment purge supply and exhaust to be secured in the closed 
position, but will allow one containment purge valve to be opened in a penetration flowpath to 
perform leakage rate corrective maintenance. This change is administrative.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.06.A.01 .C SR 3.06.03.01 
15.03.06.A.01.C.01 SR 3.06.03.01 

A.07 The CTS does not require performance of the surveillance which verifies closure of the 
Rev. A containment purge supply and exhaust valve when the unit is in the cold shutdown or refueling 

shutdown condition; however, performance of this surveillance prior to exceeding 200 degrees is 
required if the test had not been performed within its required frequency of 31 days. The Mode 
of Applicability for this LCO and hence its associated Surveillance Requirement has been revised 
to Modes 1, 2, 3, and 4 (greater than or equal to 200 degrees) as addressed in Description of 
Change A.3 and L.1 of this LCO conversion package. ITS SR 3.0.4 precludes entry into a Mode 
or specified condition unless all surveillances associated with the LCO are met (inclusive of the 
specified interval). Accordingly, the CTS requirement which requires the containment purge 
valves be verified locked closed prior to exceeding 200 degrees is not necessary in the ITS.  
This requirement is adequately addressed through the defined Mode of Applicability for the purge 
valves in addition to the general usage rule associated with LCO SR 3.0.4. Deletion of this CTS 
item is administrative.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.04.01 T 15.04.01-02 23 (9) DELETED 

A.08 The Bases of the current Technical Specifications for this section have been completely replaced 
Rev. A by revised Bases that reflect the format and applicable content of PBNP ITS, consistent with the 

Standard Technical Specifications for Westinghouse Plants, NUREG-1 431. The revised Bases 
are as shown in the PBNP ITS Bases.  

CTS: ITS: 
BASES B 3.06.03 

Page 4 of 7



Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.03 

17-May-00 

DOC Number DOC Text 

L.01 The CTS requires containment integrity (isolation valve operability) under a number of condition 
Rev. B to include: 

1) Whenever a nuclear core is installed in the reactor and the reactor is not in the cold shutdown 
condition; 
2) When the reactor vessel head is removed unless the reactor is in the refueling shutdown 
condition; 
3) Whenever positive reactivity changes are made by rod drive motion, except when testing one 
bank of rods at a time, rod disconnecting, and rod reconnecting provided the reactor is initially 
subcritical by at least 5% delta k/k; and 
4) Whenever making positive reactivity changes by boron dilution unless the RCS boron 
concentration is maintained > 2100 ppm.  

In addition, the containment purge supply and exhaust isolation valves are required to be verified 
closed once per month except during periods of cold shutdown or refueling shutdown.  

The ITS will require containment integrity to be maintained in Modes 1, 2, 3, and 4 (whenever the 
reactor is not in cold shutdown). The Mode of Applicability for this LCO also establish the 
required mode of performance for the containment purge valve surveillances as well. All 
conditions and limitations other than Mode 1, 2, 3, and 4 have been deleted from the Technical 
Specifications. There are no shutdown events (RCS temperature less than or equal to 200 
degrees) in the Point Beach licensing basis which credit containment integrity for event 
mitigation. Specifically; inadvertent RCS dilution in cold shutdown and refueling is terminated by 
operator action before the reactor reaches a Keff of 1.0, inadvertent rod withdrawal is terminated 
by the reactor protection system before fuel damage occurs, and accidental release of liquid and 
gaseous wastes are independent of containment status. This relaxation is consistent with 
analysis assumptions for Point Beach. Accordingly, these requirements may be deleted from the 
Technical Specifications as they are not required to provide adequate protection of public health 
and safety.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.01 .G.03 SR 3.06.03.05 

15.03.06.A.01 DELETED 
15.04.01 T 15.04.01-02 23 (9) DELETED 

L.02 CTS 15.3.6.A.1 .b.2.a.i requires isolation of containment penetrations which are equipped with 
Rev. A only one containment isolation valve to be isolated within four hours if that isolation valve 

becomes inoperable. The ITS will allow 72 hours to isolate these types of penetrations.  
Penetrations with single isolation valves use closed systems to provide a second isolation 
boundary. Closed systems are designed to maintain their integrity during postulated design 
basis events for which containment integrity is credited. 72 hours is an acceptable time frame to 
isolate an affected penetration based on the stability and reliability of a penetration which uses a 
closed system as a redundant isolation barrier.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.06.A.01.B.02.A.I LCO 3.06.03 COND C RA C.1 
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Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.03 

17-May-00 

DOC Number DOC Text 

L.03 CTS allows isolation devices that are used to isolate penetration flowpaths to comply with the 
Rev. A required actions to be verified shut by administrative means when the isolation device is located 

in high radiation areas. The ITS will also allow administrative means to verify a penetration 
flowpath is isolated when the isolation device is locked, sealed or otherwise secured in position.  
Locking, sealing, or otherwise securing components in position is a normal practice to ensure 
certain system and components remain in the desired condition and are not inadvertently 
repositioned. Therefore, the addition of this allowance is acceptable.  

CTS: ITS: 
NEW LCO 3.06.03 COND A RA A.2 NOTE 2 

LCO 3.06.03 COND C RA C.2 NOTE 2 

L.04 CTS 15.3.6.A.1 .c provides LCO requirements for the containment purge supply and exhaust 
Rev. B valves. There are no specific associated allowed conditions for failure to meet the CTS LCO 

requirements for these valves. The proposed ITS establishes Condition A, with Required 
Actions, for one inoperable valve in a penetration and Condition B, with Required Actions, for two 
inoperable valves in a penetration, along with the associated Notes for the Action table.  

The CTS requirement for failure to meet the LCO would default to CTS 15.3.0.B. The proposed 
actions for inoperable purge supply and exhaust valves are consistent with the NUREG-1431 
requirements. In particular, proposed ITS Condition A allows 4 hours to isolate the affected 
penetration flowpath, with subsequent verification every 31 days. Proposed Condition B allows 1 
hour to isolate the affected penetration flowpath. CTS 15.3.0.B requires 1 hour to commence 
shutdown and 7 hours to be in Hot Shutdown. The proposed changes provide appropriate 
actions for inoperability of containment isolation valves and establishes consistent actions for all 
penetrations. The additional periods of time (3 hours allowed to complete Required Action A.1) 
is reasonable considering the penetration remains isolated with an OPERABLE valve.  

CTS: ITS: 
NEW LCO 3.06.03 COND A 

LCO 3.06.03 COND A RA A.1 
LCO 3.06.03 COND A RA A.2 
LCO 3.06.03 COND B 

LCO 3.06.03 COND B RA B.1
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Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.03 

17-May-00 

DOC Number DOC Text 

M.01 CTS Table 15.4.1-2 item 13 requires the performance of a functional test of the containment 
Rev. B isolation trip function once each refueling shutdown. Refueling shutdown is defined in the CTS 

as being a shutdown for the purpose of moving fuel to and from the reactor core. ITS SR 3.6.3.5 
requires each automatic containment isolation valve that is not locked, sealed or otherwise 
secured in position to be actuated by an actual or simulated actuation signal to its required 
position once per 18 months. These tests are intended to ensure that all automatic containment 
isolation valves receive their isolation signal. Accordingly, while the CTS and the ITS require the 
same basic testing, the CTS does not define a specific frequency of performance for these 
Surveillances. The CTS test interval is considered to be a plant evolution, which can vary 
significantly from outage to outage with no bounding limit. Changes in cycle lengths by default 
establish the required frequency. Accordingly, the adoption of a bounding frequency (18 months) 
is a more restrictive change.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.04.01 T 15.04.01-02 13 SR 3.06.03.05 

M.02 CTS 15.1.D defines containment integrity to exist when containment penetrations required to be 
Rev. A isolated during an accident are capable of being closed by an operable automatic containment 

isolation valve or are closed by an operable containment isolation valve. The definition does not 
contain blank flanges, nor are there any Surveillance specified which perform periodic 
verifications of the isolation devices. The ITS has proposed two new surveillances (SR 3.6.3.2 
and 3.6.3.3) which verify closure of manual isolation valves and blank flanges. SR 3.6.3.2 is 
applicable to manual valves and blank flanges located outside of the containment and is required 
to be performed on a 31 day frequency. SR 3.6.3.3 is applicable to manual valves and blank 
flanges located inside the containment and is required to be performed prior to entry into Mode 4 
from Mode 5 if not performed in the previous 92 days. Both of these SRs are modified by notes 
which allow verification of devices located in high radiation areas to be performed by 
administrative means. In addition valves which are open under administrative controls are 
exempted from both SRs. These frequencies, notes, and exceptions are acceptable based on 
accessibility and access control over high radiation and limited access locations, the controls 
placed on valves which are unisolated under administrative controls, and the low probability of 
misalignment.  

CTS: ITS: 
NEW SR 3.06.03.02 

SR 3.06.03.02 NOTE 

SR 3.06.03.03 
SR 3.06.03.03 NOTE 
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Cond A/B/C 

D. Containment Integrit t) ---* < SeeLCO 3.6.1 > B 

RAI 3 6 3-3 

Containment integrity is defined to exist when: 
1) Penetrations required to be isolated during accident conditions are either: 

a. Capable of being closed by an operable automatic containment isolation 
valve, 
OR 

b. Closed by an operable containment isolation valve, 

c. Closed in accordance with Specifications 15.3.6.A. .b and 15.3.6.A. 1.c.  
I 2) e equipment hatch is properly closed. -

SR 3.6.3.3

r_. J

13) At least one door in each personnel air lock is properly caon .e See LC, 3.U.z1> [4) 1 he overall uncontrolled containment leakage is less thian La.* __< See LCO 3.6.1>

IE. Protective Instrumentation Logic 
1) Analog Channel 

An analog channel is an arrangement of components and modules as required to 
generate a single protective action signal when required by a plant condition. An 
analog channel loses its identity where single action signals are combined.  

< See Section 1.0 >1

ADD NEW SRS 3.6.3.2 AND 3.6.3.3 TO PERIODICALLY VERIFY 
POSITION OF MANUAL CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES AND 

M.2 ]BLANK FLANGES

< See LCO 3.6.1>

I * Containment isolation valves are discussed in FSAR Section 5.2.  
• * Pinor to the tirst startup after pertormlng a required Containment Leakage Kate I esting 

Program leakage test, the applicable leakage limits specified in TS 15.6.12.D.2 must be 
met.  

< See LCO 3.6.1 and the CLRTP 5.5.16 >

15.1-2 October 9, 1996Unit 1 - Amendment No. 169 

Unit 2 - Amendment No. 173



Spec 3.6.3 
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c. Containment Purge Supply and Exhaust Valves

The containment purge supply and exhaust valves shall be locked closed 
and may not be opened unless the reactor is in the cold shutdown or 
refueling shutdown condition.  

(1) One of the redundant valves in the purge supply and exhaust lines 
may be opened to perform the repairs required to conform with the 
Containment Leakage Rate Testing Program.

(2) If containment purge supply and exhaust penetration leakage 
results in exceeding the overall containment leakage rate 
acceptance criteria (L,), enter 1 5.3.6.A.l.a.  

L _.4 Add LCO 3.6.3 Condition A and Condition B and associated ACTION Notes.

Unit I - Amendment 169 

Unit 2 - Amendment 173

15.3.6-4 October 9, 1996

A.6 

SR 3.6.3.1

AB 
RAI 3 6 3-11 

jA 
RAI 3 6 3-9 
RAI 363-10
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TABLE 15.4.1-2 (Continued) 

Test Frequency

7. Spent Fuel Pit a) Boron Concentration Monthly 

1< See LCOs 3.7.15 and 3.7.16 > b) Water Level 
Verification Weekly 

8. Secondary Coolant Gross Beta-gamma Weeklyý6) 
Activity or gamma 
isotopic analysis 

< See L Iodine concentration Weekly when gross c l Beta-gamma activity 
equals or exceeds 

1.0 tCi/g ('6) 

9. Control Rods a) Rod drop times of all Each refueling or 
full length rods 0) after maintenance that could affect 

__ proper functioning (4) 
j< See LCO 3.1.5 >] b) Rodworth measurement Following each refueling 

shutdown prior to commencing power 
operation 

10. Control Rod Partial movement of Every 2 weeks o 
all rods

111. Pressurizer Safety Valves Set point j< See LCO 3.4.10 >I Every five years 

112. Main Steam Safety Valves Set Point j<See LCO 3.7.1 > Every five years 0"0

13. Containment Isolation Trip Functioning

114. Refueling System Interlocks Functioning j< See LCO 3.9.1 >

115. Service Water System Functioning j< See LCO 3.7.8 > I Each refueling shutdown

116. Primary System Leakage Evaluate < See LCO 3.4.13 >1 Monthly (6)] 

117. Diesel Fuel Supply Fuel inventory j< See LCO 3.8.3> Daily 

18. Deleted 

19. Deleted 

20. Boric Acid System Storage Tank and Daily(19) 
piping temperatures 

<See LC> 3.5.2> Ž temperature required 
by Table 15.3.2-1

Unit I - Amendment No. 176 
Unit 2 - Amendment No. 180 August 6. 1997Page 2 of 5
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B. In-Service Inspection and Testing of Safety Class Components Other than Steam Generator 
Tubes 

1. Inservice inspection of ASME Code Class 1, Class 2 and Class 3 components shall 
be performed in accordance with Section XI of the ASME Boiler and Pressure 
Vessel Code and applicable Addenda as required by 10 CFR 50, Section 50.55a(g) 
modified by Section 50.55a(b), except where specific written relief is granted by the 
NRC, pursuant to 10 CFR 50, Section 50.55a(g)(6)(i).  

a. Nothing in the ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code shall be construed 
to supersede the requirements of any Technical Specification.

Containment isolation valves will be tested in accordance with the Containment 
Leakage Rate Testing Program.

3. Inservice testing of ASME Code Class 1, 2, and 3 s v andesner shall 
be performed in accordance with Section XI of the ASME Boiler and Pressure 
Vessel Code and applicable Addenda as required by 10 CFR 50.55a.

a.

RAI 3 6 3-3

Nothing in the ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code shall be construed 
to supersede the requirements of any Technical Specification.

:n:5: 0 A

Unit I - Amendment No. 181 

Unit 2 - Amendment No. 185

15.4.2-5 September 29. 1997

2.

<See 5.0>

Basis 

The steam generator tube inspection requirements are based on the guidance 
given in NRC Regulatory Guide 1.83, "Inservice Inspection of Pressurized Water Reactor Steam 
Generator Tubes." ASME Section XI Appendix IV is being used for defining the basic requirements 
or the inspection method. However, at the present time, changes and improvements in steam 
generator eddy current inspection are occurring faster than the code can be revised. Thus, in order 
to ensure that the best possible exam of the tubing and/or sleeves is being done, the technique 
utilized will, in general, be the latest industry-accepted technique. This means that complete word
for-word compliance with Appendix IV may not be possible. However, the basic requirements and 
intent will be met, to the extent practical.  

Specification 15.4.2.B delineates programmatic requirements for establishing Inservice Inspection 
and Testing programs in accordance with the ASME Section XI Code and 10 CFR 50.55a 
requirements. The Code establishes criteria for system and component inspection and testing to 
ensure an appropriate level of reliability and detection of abnormal conditions. Failure to meet Code 
requirements is evaluated on an individual system or component bases to determine operability.  
Appropriate LCOs are entered if a system or component is determined to be inoperable.  

As stated in 15.4.2.B. 1, safety class components, other than the steam generator tubing, will be inspected in 
accordance with ASME Section XI. The code edition/addenda utilized for the inspection interval will be as 
defined in

I A

I

i



Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.03 

17-May-00 

JFD Number JFD Text 

01 The Titles for LCO 3.6.3 and it associated Bases have been shortened to simply state 
Rev. A "Containment Isolation Valves". Inclusion of the type of design (e.g. Ice Condenser, Dual, 

Atmospheric, or Sub-Atmospheric) is relevant only in distinguishing which variation of NUREG 
1431 is to be used.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.03 B 3.06.03 

LCO 3.06.03 LCO 3.06.03 

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

Rev. B 

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.03 B 3.06.03 

SR 3.06.03.01 SR 3.06.03.01 

SR 3.06.03.05 SR 3.06.03.08 

03 The bracketed information contained in LCO 3.6.3 relative to Actions and Surveillance 
Rev. A Requirements for shield building bypass leakage has been omitted from the Point Beach ITS.  

Point Beach does not have as part of its design a shield building. Accordingly, these statements 
are not applicable to Point Beach.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.03 B 3.06.03 

LCO 3.06.03 COND A LCO 3.06.03 COND A 

LCO 3.06.03 COND B LCO 3.06.03 COND B 

N/A LCO 3.06.03 COND D 

LCO 3.06.03 COND D RA D.1 

SR 3.06.03.11 

SR 3.06.03.11 FREQ NOTE 

Page 1 of 8



Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.03 

17-May-00 

JFD Number JFD Text 

04 The containment purge valves at Point Beach contain resilient seals, however, specific 
Rev. A penetration flowpath leakage limits and surveillance frequencies above and beyond those 

established through the Containment Leakage Rate Testing Program are not necessary. The 
CTS prior to October 9, 1996 (Technical Specification Amendment 169/173) required testing of 
the containment purge valves every 6 months based on the findings of generic issue B-20 
"Containment Leakage Due to Seal Degradation". Amendment 169/173 eliminated the 
requirement for increased testing of the containment purge valves. As cited in the SER for 
amendments 169/173, the containment purge valve can be tested in accordance with the 
Regulatory Guide 1.163 "Performance-Based Containment Leak-Testing Program". The basis 
of this conclusion was that there has not been observable degradation supportive of increased 
testing frequencies which were established as part of Generic issue B-20. Since 1992 there had 
been no leakage rate failures in excess of the previous Technical Specification or Appendix J 
acceptance criteria, nor were there failures in excess of the administrative leakage limit of 2000 
standard cubic centimeters per minute. Reference to Generic Issue 20 in the references section 
has been omitted based on the deletion of this material.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.03 B 3.06.03 

LCO 3.06.03 COND A LCO 3.06.03 COND A 

LCO 3.06.03 COND B LCO 3.06.03 COND B 

N/A LCO 3.06.03 COND E 

LCO 3.06.03 COND E RA E.1 

LCO 3.06.03 COND E RA E.2 
LCO 3.06.03 COND E RA E.2 NOTE 

LCO 3.06.03 COND E RA E.3 

SR 3.06.03.07

Page 2 of 8



Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.03 

17-May-00 

JFD Number JFD Text 

05 ITS LCO 3.6.3, Condition C is applicable to containment penetrations which have only one 
Rev. A containment isolation valve and a closed system. NUREG 1431 Required Action C.2 requires 

the performance of a periodic verification of isolation devices (once every 31 days), which is 
based on designs for which the isolation device would be located outside of containment. The 
Point Beach design includes containment penetration provisions consisting of a closed system 
outside containment with a single containment isolation valve (device) located inside the 
containment. Based on this design consideration, the CTS contains a provision which allows 
verification every 31 days for devices outside containment and prior to exceeding 200 degrees if 
not performed in the previous 92 days for devices located inside the containment. Based on this 
design, the frequency for verification of isolation devices from the CTS has been retained. The 
revised frequency is consistent with NUREG 1431 Required Action A.2 which allows verification 
of isolation devices located inside the containment prior to entry into Mode 4 from Mode 5 if not 
performed within the previous 92 days. This frequency is considered acceptable based on 
engineering judgment, the inaccessibility of isolation devices inside the containment, and 
administrative controls that will ensure that isolation device misalignment is unlikely.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.03 B 3.06.03 

LCO 3.06.03 COND C RA C.2 LCO 3.06.03 COND C RA C.2 

LCO 3.06.03 COND C RA C.2 

LCO 3.06.03 COND C RA C.2 

06 Required Actions, Surveillance Requirements, and References have been renumbered to reflect 
Rev. B Conditions, Surveillance Requirements, and References that were not adopted as part of the 

conversion to the ITS. These changes are administrative.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.03 B 3.06.03 

LCO 3.06.03 COND D LCO 3.06.03 COND F 

LCO 3.06.03 COND D RA D.1 LCO 3.06.03 COND F RA F.1 

LCO 3.06.03 COND D RA D.2 LCO 3.06.03 COND F RA F.2 

SR 3.06.03.02 SR 3.06.03.03 

SR 3.06.03.02 NOTE SR 3.06.03.03 NOTE 

SR 3.06.03.03 SR 3.06.03.04 

SR 3.06.03.03 NOTE SR 3.06.03.04 NOTE 

SR 3.06.03.04 SR 3.06.03.05 

SR 3.06.03.05 SR 3.06.03.08 

Page 3 of 8



Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.03 

17-May-00 

JFD Number JFD Text 

07 Several bracketed surveillance requirements were not adopted. These components are not 
Rev. A incorporated into Point Beach's design and are therefore not appropriate to adopt. These 

components include: containment mini purge valves, spring or weight loaded vacuum breaker 
check valves, and blocking devices installed on containment purge valves.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.03 B 3.06.03 

N/A SR 3.06.03.02 

SR 3.06.03.06 

SR 3.06.03.09 

SR 3.06.03.10 

08 The automatic power operated containment isolation valves at Point Beach are tested in 

Rev. B accordance with the inservice test program.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.03 B 3.06.03 

SR 3.06.03.04 SR 3.06.03.05 

09 NUREG 1431 SR 3.6.3.1 contains a provision which allows one purge valve in a penetration 
Rev. A flowpath to be opened while in Condition E of LCO 3.6.3 (purge valve leakage not within limits).  

CTS 15.3.6.A1.c.1 contains this same provision, allowing a containment purge supply or exhaust 
valve to be opened to perform repairs required to conform to the Containment Leakage Rate 
Testing Program. Proposed ITS SR 3.6.3.1 retains a provision which will allow one containment 
purge valve in a flowpath to be opened to perform leakage rate corrective maintenance. As 
discussed in Justification for Deviation 4 of this section, containment purge valve leakage was 
not adopted as an attribute of purge valve operability under LCO 3.6.3, but was retained as part 
of ITS SR 3.6.1.1 which addresses the Type A, B, and C leakage testing requirements.  
Accordingly, reference of the SR 3.6.3.1 to Condition E is not appropriate as condition E was not 
adopted. Reference to the performance of leakage rate repairs provides the flexibility necessary 
to do corrective maintenance in accordance with the current licensing basis.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.03 B 3.06.03 

SR 3.06.03.01 SR 3.06.03.01 

SR 3.06.03.01 
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Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.03 

17-May-00 

JFD Number JFD Text 

10 NUREG 1431 SR 3.6.1.1 and its associated Bases have been modified to reflect the Point 
Rev. A Beach current licensing basis relative to securing containment purge supply and exhaust valves 

in the closed position during operation. SR 3.6.1.1 states that the containment purge supply and 
exhaust valves are to be sealed closed. The Bases states that the containment purge supply 
and exhaust valves are sealed closed when the motive power to the valve actuator is removed 
(e.g. breaker de-energized, air removed from the valve actuator). The manner in which the 
purge supply and exhaust valves are secured closed consists of locking devices on the control 
switches for the valves. This method was reviewed and accepted by the NRC in SER dated 
October 4, 1982 for amendment 69/74 of the Point Beach Technical Specifications.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.03 B 3.06.03 

SR 3.06.03.01 SR 3.06.03.01 

11 The Bases of NUREG 1431 LCO 3.6.3 contains a bracketed discussion regarding design of the 
Rev. A containment purge valves which is not applicable to the Point Beach Design. NUREG 1431 

states that the single failure criterion is addressed by having diverse power sources (motor 
operated valve and a pneumatic operator) for the inboard and outboard containment purge 
valves. Point Beach's containment purge valves are of similar design, but are required to be 
closed with their control switches locked in the closed position in Modes 1, 2, 3, and 4.  
Application of a single active failure in this configuration would only result in a single valve in the 
penetration being affected, thereby maintaining containment integrity.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.03 B 3.06.03 

12 The Bases for SR 3.6.1.1 states that for some units the containment purge supply and exhaust 
Rev. A valves are not rated to close under DBA conditions. This is true for Point Beach; therefore, the 

statement has been changed from its current form to an absolute statement reflective of Point 
Beach's design. In addition the Bases discusses purge valves which have blocking devices 
installed to limit valve travel. The Point Beach containment vent and purge valves do not have 
blocking devices; therefore, this statement has been omitted.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.03 B 3.06.03 

13 Not used.  

Rev. B 

ITS: NUREG: 

N/A N/A 

Page 5 of 8



Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.03 

17-May-00 

JFD Number JFD Text 

14 The Bases elaborates on entering the conditions and required actions of LCO 3.6.1 if 
Rev. A "containment airlock" leakage results in exceeding the overall containment leakage limit, while 

the LCO Note itself requires entry if "containment isolation valves" result in exceeding the 
leakage limits. The Bases is in error and appears to be a copy of the Bases for LCO 3.6.2. The 
Bases has been corrected to state "containment isolation valves" versus "airlocks".  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.03 B 3.06.03

15 
Rev. A

Point Beach has only one set of containment vent and purge lines, which are the 36 inch lines 
required to be closed with their control switches secured in the locked position in Modes 1, 2, 3, 
and 4. Based on there being only one set vent and purge valves, the terminology used in the 
ITS and its associated Bases has been changed from a presentation which discriminates based 
on the size, type, and usage of the valve (e.g. mini-purge, 42 inch, etc;) to simply "purge supply 
and exhaust". This change is reflects the Point Beach design and plant terminology used.

ITS: 

B 3.06.03

NUREG: 

B 3.06.03

LCO 3.06.03 COND NOTE 1 

SR 3.06.03.01

LCO 3.06.03 COND NOTE 1 

SR 3.06.03.01
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Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.03 

17-May-00 

JFD Number JFD Text 

16 NUREG SR 3.6.3.5 has been modified, as specific automatic power operated containment 
Rev. B isolation valve closure times are not contained or tested for in the current Technical 

Specifications, and there is no specific analytical acceptance criteria assumed in any Point 
Beach accident analysis. The isolation time of each automatic power operated containment 
isolation is fulfilled by performance of ASME section XI stoke time testing which will continue to 
be required by 10CFR 50.55a and Section 5.0 of the Improved Technical Specifications.  

Containment isolation times are established for the purpose of ensuring that ECCS performance 
is not impaired through a reduction in containment backpressure and to minimize the release of 
containment atmosphere to the environs following a loss of coolant accident.  

The Point Beach offsite dose analysis simply assumes that containment isolation occurs in a 
manner that will maintain containment leakage rates less than or equal to La (0.4% of 
containment air weight per day). All automatic non-essential penetrations are associated with; 
closed systems, or involve torturous release paths through systems and components which 
would result in significant system resistance, transport times, and dispersion factors. The only 
containment penetrations which provides a direct pathway from the containment are the 
containment vent and purge lines (36 inch). These penetrations are required to be closed, with 
their control switches locked in the closed position (rendered non-active) during Modes 1, 2, 3, 
and 4. Similarly, there are no active automatic containment penetrations which will create a 
significant containment pressure release path.  

These factors render the offsite dose and ECCS performance analysis insensitive to isolation 
time lesser than those imposed by the valve performance testing (ASME isolation times) 
required by Section 5.0 of the Improved Technical Specifications and 1 OCFR 50.55.a.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.03 B 3.06.03 

SR 3.06.03.04 SR 3.06.03.05 

17 Not used.  
Rev. B 

ITS: NUREG: 

N/A N/A 

18 The LOCA acronym has been previously defined, therefore defining LOCA in this section of the 

Rev. A Bases is not necessary.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.03 B 3.06.03 
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Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.03 

17-May-00 

JFD Number JFD Text 

19 A clarification has been made to the Bases to ensure that position verification of passive 
Rev. B isolation valves (normally closed manual valves, or closed and deactivated automatic isolation 

valves) is performed as necessary to comply with required actions and/or surveillance 
requirements. The reference has been corrected to point to the location of the plant specific 
information. These changes are administrative only.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.03 B 3.06.03 

20 Not Used.  

Rev. B 

ITS: NUREG: 

N/A N/A 

21 The Bases of NUREG 1431 LCO 3.6.3 states that Condition C is modified by a Note indicating 
Rev. A that this Condition is only applicable to those penetration flow paths with only one containment 

isolation valve and a closed system. This Note is necessary since this Condition is written to 
specifically address those penetration flow paths in a closed system. Penetration flowpaths do 
not exist in a closed system. Closed systems are a containment isolation boundary. As such, 
the Bases has been modified to reflect the actual usage of the closed system relative to 
containment isolation boundaries.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.03 B 3.06.03 

22 The Bases of LCO 3.6.3 states that the containment is designed to contain radioactive material 
Rev. A following a design basis accident. This statement was revised to state that the containment is 

designed to contain radioactive material following a design basis "loss of coolant accident". As 
re-enforced by the positions established in Appendix J, Option B of 10 CFR 50 and its 
implementing documents, radioactive release from the containment as the result of a design 
basis accident is assumed to occur from primary system loss of coolant accidents. This change 
is consistent with the CTS Bases wording approved in amendment 169/173 on October 9, 1996 
for the implementation of Option B. This change results in defining DBA as an acronym for 
Design Basis Accident in a later paragraph in this Bases section.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.03 B 3.06.03 

Page 8 of 8



Containment isolation Valves ýAtmos ic, 
lSubatmoshe•i•.ce Condenst> ard Dual 

3.6.3

ACTIONS (continued)

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

NOTE 
Only applicable to 
penetration flow paths 
with only one 
containment isolation 
valve and a closed 
system.

C.1

One or more AND 
penetration flow paths 
with one containment C.2 
i solat! on val ve [ 
inoperable.  

Approved TSTF 269 

2. Isolation devices that

3P

leakage rot witnin 
mTrit.

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

Approved TSTF 269 

NOTE 

F] Isolation devices in 
high radiation areas 
may be verfied by 
use of administrative 
means.  

Verify the affected 

penetration flow path 
is isolated

Ap4 hours 

72 

[Approved TSTF 30

Once per 31 days for 
isolation devices 
outside containment 
AND 
Prior to entering 
Mode 4 from Mode 5 if 
not performed within 
the previous 92 days 
for isolation devices 
inside containment 

Onceje pr

A6 
RAI 3.6.3-13

~c35156 I
Rev 1, 04/07/95

are IUCKeJ, seadeI or 
otherwise secured may 
be verified by use of 
administrative means.

I-
E.1I Isolate the affected 

penetration flow path 
by use of at Il'east 

0one [closed and 
• ~~de- acti vat e;

au o c valIve, 

or blindel.  
A rND o tn

n--.4e or more 
pen l ion flow 
paths witl or 
more containment 
surge valves not 
within purge valve 
leakage limits.

nti nui

WOG STS 36-10

i I
I

2 hours



and not locked, sealed, or 
otherwise secured C 

Approved TSTF 45 

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued)

SURVEILLANCE

SR

ontairment Isolation Valves Attr, 0 
SSubatmospher ce Condens air Dua') 

3.6.3

Pi or to 
entering MCDE 4 
from MODE 5 if 
not performed 
within the 
previous 
92 days

-------------------N O T E 
Valves ard blird flanges -n nigh r a ,io 
areas may be verified by use of 
administrative 

means.  

Verify each containment solat-on manual 
valve and blind flan that is ocated 
inside containment nd required to be 
closed during accident conditions is 
closed, except for containmert isolation 
valves that are open under administrative 
controls.

R Verify the isclation tirme of'l@ý4 Pp..  
P iI 4 @ d. .. P4 Ie ac -_ h a jutoma : uc ta- nime n t 

isolation va ve is witn rn' limis.  

power operated Inserv' ce 
Tes-ing Program

rOlt rue

7

Rev 1. 04/07/91

AB 
RAI 3.6.3-3

3 6 Cycle each we ght or spr-nq "oadec cqeck 92 ,ays 
valve testable durira operation through 

cnrplete cycle of -il- t-ravel, and 
veri h ceck valve remalns clcse en 
the differer - ressure in irection 
off[ -]opens when the 
differential pre e ir n, recticn of 
flIow i5 . s] psid and - F5 0]

i

'4'1E N CY

ý OG SýýT 3.6-13



Containment Isolation Valves ýAtmos 1c, 
lSubatmosphe ce Condense, ý asnn Qua) 

4i 3.6.3

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued)

SURVEILLANCE

Verify each automatic containment isolation 
valve that is not locked, sealed or 
otherwise secured in position, actuates to 
the isolation position on an actual or 
simulated actuation signal.

FREQUENCY

AB 
RAI 3.6.3-3

(conti rue---

WOG STS

AND

Within 
92 days 
after 
openi rg 
t •-.lye

SR 3 6.3[ý 

5 

6

SR 1.9 Cycle each we'ght o, sor-ng loaded check 18 month 
valve not testable nuring operation 

rough one complete cycle of full travel, 
an rify each check valve remains c ose 
when the fferertia] pressure in tne 
direction 3f ' < 1 2] ps and opens 
when the differen pross in the 
directior of flow is > 2] psin and 
< [5.0] psid.  

0 36 3.10 Ver each [ ] inch containmert urge [18] months 
alve is blocked to restrict the valve from 

opening > [50]%.

B

Perform leakage rate testing for 
purge valves with resilient /

_ _ _

Fs-R 3 .6 Perform leakage rate testing for 
ainment purge valves with resilient 

sea] s

3.6-14 Rev 1, 04,,107,,'95



Containment isolation Valves (Atmosýhýe 
Subatmospherlc•ý Condenser. ,ý-Dual

I
APPLICARLE SAFETY ANALYSES (Ccrtnýued)

analyses of any event requ •ring isolation of co 
applicable to this LCOD 

The DBA that result n a re ease of radioactiv, 
within containment •all Cler

ntairment is

71 - ]Re f .  
;I it is ass closed or If

I). In the analyses for 
htf rnn tinmont ý r ]

r " I.. icn i i-i i hi s 

ensures that potential paths to tie environment through 
containment isolation valves (ircludong containment purge 

purge supply and valves) are minimized, The safety analyses assume that the 
exhaust I ;;l ý valves are closed at even' initiation

Replace with 
Insert B 3.6.3-4 I 

closed with its 
control switch 
locked in the 
ciosed pocsition

AB 
RAI 3 6 3-4

O Tne purge valves may be uracle to close in the environment 
following a LOCA Therefore, each of the purge valves is 

hrequre o rem uring MODES . 2, 3ll 
and 4.-- ti .irgle failure criterion .e 
apolicacle to the containment purge valves due to failure in 

However, the control circuit associated with each valve. t the 
purge system valve design precludes a single failure rom 
compromising the cortairment boundary as long as the system 
is operated in accordance with the subject LCO.  

WOG STS B 3.6.3 -3 Rev 1, 04//7g5
the potential for a

BASE

B 3. .

on

The DBA analysis assumes that, within 60 seconds after 
accident, isolation of the containment is comp] nd 
leakage terminated except for the desi a age rate. L a.  
The containment isolatiJ r to esponse time of 60 seconds 
includes signal ceA eesel gererator startup (for loss of 
offsite po , and containment isolation valve stroke

[ The single failure criterion required to be imposec in t 
conduct of plant safety analyses was considered in 
original design of the containment purge valv Two valves 
in series on each purge line Drovide as nce that both the 
supply and exhaust lines could be ated even if a single 
failure occurred e -nboar anc outboard isolation valves 
on each line are provi with diverse power sources, motor 
operated and pre icall operatec spring closec.  
respective], This arrangement was designed to preclude 
commo ode failures from disab"ina both valves or a rirrc



Containment Isolation Valves I ýAtricspner .  Subatmospnherjý_ -Condenser, Dua-) 

BASES 

APDLISABLE SAFETY ANALYSES (Continued) 

The containment isolation valves satisfy Criterion 3 of -qe 
NRC Policy Statement.  

LCC Containment isolation valves form a part of the containment 
boundary. The containment isolation valves' safety function 
is related to minimizing the loss of reactor coolant 
inventory and establishing the cortairment boundary during 
DBA.  

Replace with The automatic power operated isolation valves are re 
Insert B 3.6.3-5 to have isolation times witnin limits and to ate on an 

automatic isolation siana]. The [42 purge valves must 
be maintained sealed close ye_ blocks installed to 
prevent ful open-ng' ocked purge valves also actuate 

Son an automati -g al 1 The valves covered by this LCO are 
listed g with theIr a ssociated stroke times in the FSAR 

. 2 ).  

The normaiiy closed isolat7on valves are considerec OPERABLE 
Insert I when manual valves ,are closed, automatic valves are de

B 3.6.3-7 activated and secured in tneilr closed position, blind 

t/anges are in place, and closed systems are intact.kThese 
2• passive isolatiorn valves/devices are those listed in 2 Reference 1L• 

Purge with res-,1 ient sea ls [and seconcar inlent 
bypass valves] mus- occ tioral rate 
reQuirements. The other solation valve leaKage 
rates are ad ov LC 3.6.1, '.ortair s Type C 

his LCO provides assurance that the containment isolatiorn 
valves and purge valves will perform their designed safety IAi 
functions to minimlize the loss of reactor coolant inventory RA3 *63-8 

anO establish the containment boundary durirg accidents.  

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, 3 arc 4, a DBA could cause a release of 
radioactive material to containment. In MODES 5 anc 6 nhe 

WOG STS B 3 6 3 -4 Rev 04i/ni7 Q



Containment isolation Va ves eAtmosphe• 
Subatmosp eric Lordeseer, Dual I

±BASES

b J.6.3

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued) 

accident leakage of radioactive fluids or gases outside of 
the containment boundary is within design limits, For 
containment isolation valves inside containment, the 
Frequency of "prior to entering MODE 4 from MODE 5 if rot 
performed within the previous 92 days" is appropriate since 
these containment isolation valves are opera t ed under 
administrative controls and the probability of their 
misalignment is low The SR specifies that containment 
isolation valves that are open under adm-nistrati ve cortros 
are rot requirec to meet the SR durirg the time they are 
open .'--Insert B 3.6.3-02 [Approved TSTF 45 

This Note allows valves and blind flanges located in high 
radiation areas to be verifiec closed by use of 
administrative means. A lowing ver fication by 
administrative means is considered acceptable, since access 
to these areas is typically restricted during MODES 1, 2, 3, 
and 4, for ALARA reasors. Therefore. the probability of 
misalignment of these containment -solation valves, once 
they have beer verified to be in their proper position, is 
smal.  

4 - 6-
Approved TSTF 46 SR 3 6.3 I ,nservice Testing Program 

Verifying that the isolation time of each o1 - •- ni [power operated automaticicontainmenr isolation valve is withinfimits is 
required to demonstrate OPERABILITY. The isolat-on time 
vest ensures the valve wi1l isolate in a time period less 
than or equal to that assumed in the safety analyses. [•The 
isolation time ard Frequency of this SR are ir accordanc 8 
w' tn the Inservice Testing Program o ;-;W 7A40I

7 in subatm hric containments, the check valves that se-,, 

a containmet ator- function are weight ,or sprayin-Tqcaded 
to provide positive sre in the djrectloj-'ýfow. This 

ensures tnat these c eck yes will - ir closed when the 
inside contairment atmospnere ns to subatmospheric 
conditions l~owing a . R 3.6 6 requires 
verification of ti ration of the cnec ayves nat are 
testable dur -unit opration. TFrequnenEgny 02 days is 
corsi wlto the Inservice Testing Program requi n 

valve testing or a 92' day Frequency.]

BAB 
U1 6 3-

(�Ou S% 8 3 6 3 lo O�v 1, 04/37 OF�

J

0•G STS B 3 6.3 -13 Rev 1. 04,'07/95ý



Containment Isolation Vaives (Atmosph•er , 
Subatmospher•i •TCondenser, ; al

I± b 3.b.3

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS "continued'

SR3.5 66 

Automatic conta-nment isolation valves close on a 
containment isolaticn signal to prevent leakage of 
radioactive material from containment following a DBA. Th7s 
SR ensures that -each automatic containment isolation valve 
will actuate to its isolatior pos-tion on a containnent 
isolation signal. This surveillance is not requiredc f- r 
valves that are locked. sealec. or otnerwise securec in tne 
required positcon incer administrative controls. The 

0180 montr Frequercy is based on the need to perfc,-F this 
IX 'rvei1ance under the conditions that apply curing a plart 
outage and the potential for an urplarred transient if tne 
Surveillance were performed with the reactor at power.  
Operating experience nas snown that these components usually 
pass this SurveiIlrace when performed at the 8]( month 
Frequency. Therefore- the Frecuency was concluh ,O be 
acceptacle from a r , aji,,ty standpoint

'ACu TS 8 3 6 3 14 Rev 1 (14s§Y' q�

43--

- 3.6.3. 7 

For co a"nment purge valves with resilient seals, 
additiona leakage rate testing beyond the test re irements 
of 10 CFR 50. Appendix J, is required to ensure PERABIL!TY.  
OperatIng exper nce has demorstrated tha t s type of seal 
has the potential degrade ir a shorter 7me period than 
do 0-her seal type's.. ased oTn this ob rvation and tne 
importance of farn'airin this pene atior leak tight (due 
to the direct patn betwee-r nta inert ard the environmert).  
a Frequency of 184 days was e blished as Dar t of the NRC 
resolution of Generic Issu B-20. rContainment Leakage Die 
to Seal Deterioration" ef. 3').  

Additionally, t•ni must be performed wi in 0.2 days after 
opening the va e. The 92 day Frequency was osen 
recooniz-ro at crvcnQ t~h vaive could introdu 
addition saeradatior T"o-yond that occurring a 
valve -gnat has not D-er rerd nus decreasing the 
r-rval (fromdL s4 d;s, s a prudent measure after a va I
as c1eer opered]

AB 
RAI 3 6 3-3 

RA• 3 6 3-5 

AB 
RAI 3 6 3-5

WO STS B 3. 6 3 - 14 Rev I. n4/n7,/9c,



LCO 3.6.3 BASES INSERTS

Insert B 3.6.3-01: 

The Completion Time of "once per 31 days for isolation cevices 
outside containment" is appropriate considering the fact that the 
devices are operated under administrative controls and the 
probability of their misalignment is low. For the isolation 
devices inside contairment, the time period specified as "prior to 
entering MODE 4 from MODE 5 if not performed within the previous 
92 days" is based on engineering judgment and is considered 
reasonable in view of the inaccessibility of the isolation devices 
and other administrative controls that will ensure that isolation 
device misalignment is an unlikely possibility.  

Insert B 3.6.3-02: 

This SR does not apply to valves that are locked, sealed, or otherwise 
secured in the closed position, since these were verified to be in the 
correct position upon locking, sealing, or securing.  

Insert B 3.6.3-03: 

The containment isolation va'ves form part of the containment 
pressure oourdary and provide a means for penetrations to be A 
provided with two isolatvon barriers. These solation barriers RA3 635 

are either passive or act've. Manual valves, de activatec 
automatic valves secured irn the-r closed position (including checK 
valves with flow througn the va ive secured',. blind flanges, and 
Closed systems are considered passive barriers. Valves designed to 
close either automaticallv or manually (inc uding check valves 
witn fiow through the valve rot secured), are considered active 
barriers Two oarriers in series are provided for each 
penetration so that no single credible failure or malfunct on of 
an active barrier car result ir, a loss of iso-ation or leakage 
that exceeds limits assimed in the safety analyses. These 
barriers (typicaly cotn'inment Isolation valves) make up the 
Cortainment iselation System.  

An automatic containment isolation signal is produced upon receipt 
of a safety injection signal The containment isolation signal 
isolates process lines in order to minimize leakage of fission IAB 
product radioactivity As a result the containment iso ation RAI363

valves (and passive barriers) ne'p ensure that the containment 
atmosphere will be isolated from the environment in the event of a 
release of fission product radioactivity to tee containment 
atmosphere as a result of a Design Basis Loss of Coolant Accident 
(LOCA).



LCO 3.6.3 BASES INSERTS

Insert B 3.6.3-4: 

No specific containment isolation time was assumed in the LOCA 
analysis. However, containment isolation is an implicit 
assumption in maintaining containment leakage within its design 
leaKage rate. La. and containment back Qressure relative to RCS 
blowdown rate.  

Insert B 3.6.3-5: 

The automatic power operated isolation valves are required to 
actuate to the closed position on an automatic isolation signal 
The containment purge supply and exhaust valves must be maintained 
closed with their control switches in the locked closed position.  
The valves covered by thi LCO are listed in the FSAR (Ref. 2).  

Insert B 3.6.3-6: 

under LOCA conditions. Therefore, these valves are required to be 
in the closed position with their control switches locked in the 
closed position during MODES I. 2, 3, and 4.  

Insert B 3.6.3-7: 

Position verification when necessary in accordance with the AB 

required actions and/or surveillance requirements, is still 4I3_ required for these valves. 3637 

Insert B 3.6.3-8: 

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 reposit-onec.  

Insert B 3.6.3-9: 

Required Action E.2 is modifieo by two Notes. Note I applies to 
isolation devices located in high radiation areas ano allows these 
devices to be verified closed by use of administrative means.  
Allowing verification by administrative means is considered 
acceptable, since access to these areas is typically restricteda 
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.



No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.03 

17-May-00 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

A In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Rev. A 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 and rewording of the current Technical 
Specifications. The reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to 
existing requirements. 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 increase the probability or consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not require 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 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 significantly reduce the margin of safety because it has no 
impact on any safety analysis assumptions. This change is administrative. As such, there is 
no technical change to the requirements and, therefore, there is no reduction in the margin of 
safety.

Page 1 of 6



No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.03 

17-May-00 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

L.01 In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Rev. A 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? 

Containment integrity (Containment Isolation Valve - CIV operability) is not an initial condition 
of, or event precursor in any analyzed shutdown event (less than or equal to 200 degrees).  
Fuel handling events do not credit containment integrity or filtration. Dilution and rod 
withdrawal event are not impacted by containment status and are terminated prior to any 
release taking place. Liquid and gaseous release events are not impacted by containment 
status as the containment is not the assumed source of release for these events.  
Accordingly, the probability for previously analyzed events is not significantly increased. As 
previously stated, containment integrity and CIV operability is not assumed for any shutdown 
event, therefore the consequences of previously analyzed event is similarly not increased 
significantly.  

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 require a physical alteration of the plant (no new or different 
type of equipment will be installed) or changes in parameters governing normal plant 
operation. This change makes the Mode of Applicability for the CIVs consistent with the 
current accident analyses assumptions. The Mode in which containment integrity/CIV 
operability is established is not directly linked to any chain of event which could present an 
event giving rise to public health and safety. 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 change in applicability for CIV applicability is consistent with the assumptions made in the 
various Point Beach accident analyses. Containment integrity/CIV operability will continue to 
be maintained in the various Operational Modes and Conditions for which containment 
integrity was assumed. Therefore, the margin of safety is not reduced as a result of this 
change.

Page 2 of 6



No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.03 

17-May-00 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

L.02 In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Rev. A Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 

consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

The CTS requires containment penetrations which are equipped with only one containment 
isolation valve to be isolated within 4 hours if that penetrations containment isolation valve 
becomes inoperable. The ITS will allow 72 hours to isolate these types of penetrations 
allowing an additional 68 hours to restore the penetration to operable status before requiring a 
unit shutdown.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change does not result in any hardware changes. The allowable time period that a 
containment isolation valve may be inoperable before requiring a plant shutdown is not 
assumed to be an initiator of any analyzed event. Extending the Completion Time to restore 
closed system isolation valves to operable status does not affect the probability of an 
accident. The consequences of an event occurring during the proposed Completion Time are 
the same as the consequences of an event occurring under the current Actions. The 
proposed 72 hour Completion Time is reasonable considering the relative stability of the 
closed system (hence, reliability) to act as a penetration isolation boundary. Therefore, the 
proposed 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 require 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 provide an additional 68 hours to restore an inoperable 
closed system isolation valve before requiring a plant shutdown. Based on this change 
altering only the restoration time, and not introducing any new failure modes, it has been 
concluded that 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 additional 68 hours to restore a closed system isolation valve to operable status prior to 
requiring a unit shutdown is reasonable considering the relative stability and reliability of 
closed systems to act as isolation boundaries. Allowing an additional 68 hours to return an 
isolation valve to operabhe status will minimize the potential for plant transients that can occur 
during the shutdown seeing that most penetrations involving closed systems cannot be 
isolated during power operation. As such, any reduction in a margin of safety will be 
insignificant and most likely offset by the benefit of avoiding an unnecessary plant transient.

Page 3 of 6



No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.03 

17-May-00 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

L.03 In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Rev. A Technical Specifications change and determined it does not present 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 an additional allowance to administratively verify isolation 
devices that are shut to comply with the actions that are locked, sealed or otherwise secured 
in position. Locking, sealing, or otherwise securing the penetration flowpath isolation 
ensures the device is not inadvertently repositioned. Thus, assurance is provided that the 
isolation device remains in a condition in which the safety function, isolation of the penetration 
flowpath, is performed. Therefore, the probability or consequences of a previously evaluated 
accident is not significantly increased.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change ensures that the safety function of containment penetration isolation is 
accomplished by ensuring the isolation device is in the required position. The locking, sealing 
or securing of components is a normal means of ensuring the component is in the proper 
position. Since the safety function or means of accomplishing the function of isolation is not 
being altered, a new or different kind of accident from any previously evaluated is not created.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The proposed change allows administrative means of verifying that the safety function of the 
penetration isolation is being performed. Since reasonable assurance is provided that the 
safety function is being accomplished, a margin of safety is not reduced.

Page 4 of 6



No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.03 

17-May-00 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

L.04 In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Rev. B Technical Specifications change and determined it does not present 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 establishes Conditions and associated Required Actions for inoperable 
containment purge supply and exhaust valves. The proposed Required Actions will replace 
the requirement to enter CTS 15.3.0.B for one or more inoperable containment purge supply 
and exhaust valves. This change results in extending the allowed time one containment 
purge supply or exhaust valve can be inoperable by 3 hours. This proposed change will 
establish consistent actions for all containment penetrations and is reasonable considering 
the penetration remains isolated with an OPERABLE valve. Therefore, the probability or 
consequences of a previously evaluated accident are not significantly increased.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not require 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 establishes Conditions and associated Required Actions for 
inoperable containment purge supply and exhaust valves, replacing the requirement to enter 
CTS 15.3.0.B and resulting in extending the allowed time for an inoperable valve by 3 hours.  
This proposed change will establish consistent actions for all containment penetrations and is 
reasonable considering the penetration remains isolated with an OPERABLE valve.  
Establishing a 4 hour allowable outage time for the containment purge supply and exhaust 
valves is consistent with the allowance afforded to other containment penetrations. Based on 
this change altering only the restoration time, and not introducing any new failure modes, it 
has been concluded that this change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind 
of accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

This proposed change will establish consistent actions for all containment penetrations.  
Since reasonable assurance is provided that the safety function is being accomplished, a 
margin of safety is not reduced.
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17-May-00 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

M In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Rev. A 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 restrictive 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 the assumptions relative to the mitigation of an 
accident or transient event. These more restrictive requirements continue to ensure process 
variables, structures, systems and components are maintained consistent with the safety 
analyses. Therefore, this change does not increase the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not require 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 does impose different requirements. However, these 
changes are consistent with assumptions made in the safety analysis. 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 affect on or increases the 
margin of safety. Each change is providing additional restrictions to enhance plant safety.  
These changes are consistent with the safety analysis. Therefore, this change does not 
involve a reduction in a margin of safety.
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Containment Isolation Valves 
3.6.3

ACTIONS (continued)

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

C. -------- NOTE-----
Only applicable to 
penetration flow paths 
with only one 
containment isolation 
valve and a closed 
system.  

One or more penetration 
flow paths with one 
containment isolation 
valve inoperable.

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

AND

C.2 ------NOTES-----
1. Isolation devices in high 

radiation areas may be 
verified by use of 
administrative means.  

2 Isolation devices that 
are locked, sealed, or 
otherwise secured may 
be verified by use of 
administrative means.

Verify the affected 
penetration flow path 
is isolated.

72 hours

RAI 3.6.3-13

Once per 31 days 
for isolation 
devices outside 
containment 

AND 

Prior to entering 
Mode 4 from 
Mode 5 if not 
performed within 
the previous 
92 days for 
isolation devices 
inside containment

[I _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

(continued)
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Containment Isolation Valves 
3.6.3

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued)

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

Verify each containment isolation manual valve 
and blind flange that is located inside 
containment and not locked, sealed, or otherwise 
secured and required to be closed during 
accident conditions is closed, except for 
containment isolation valves that are open under 
administrative controls.

FREQUENCY

Prior to entering 
MODE 4 from 
MODE 5 if not 
performed within 
the previous 
92 days

SR 3.6.3.4 Verify the isolation time of each automatic power In accordance 
operated containment isolation valve is within with the 
Inservice Testing Program limits. Inservice Testing 

Program 

SR 3.6.3.5 Verify each automatic containment isolation 18 months 
valve that is not locked, sealed or otherwise 
secured in position, actuates to the isolation 
position on an actual or simulated actuation 
signal.

POINT BEACH

SR 3.6.3.3

SURVEILLANCE

RAI 3.6.3-3
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Containment Isolation Valves 
B 3.6.3

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

B 3.6.3 Containment Isolation Valves 

BASES

BACKGROUND

BASES

The containment isolation valves form part of the containment pressure 
boundary and provide a means for penetrations to be provided with two 
isolation barriers. These isolation barriers are either passive or active.  
Manual valves, de-activated automatic valves secured in their closed 
position (including check valves with flow through the valve secured), 
blind flanges, and closed systems are considered passive barriers.  
Valves designed to close either automatically or manually (including 
check valves with flow through the valve not secured), are considered 
active barriers. Two barriers in series are provided for each penetration 
so that no single credible failure or malfunction of an active barrier can 
result in a loss of isolation or leakage that exceeds limits assumed in 
the safety analyses. These barriers (typically containment isolation 
valves) make up the Containment Isolation System.  

An automatic containment isolation signal is produced upon receipt of a 
safety injection signal. The containment isolation signal isolates 
process lines in order to minimize leakage of fission product 
radioactivity. As a result, the containment isolation valves (and passive 
barriers) help ensure that the containment atmosphere will be isolated 
from the environment in the event of a release of fission product 
radioactivity to the containment atmosphere as a result of a Design 
Basis Loss of Coolant Accident (LOCA).  

The OPERABILITY requirements for containment isolation valves help 
ensure that containment integrity is established and maintained in 
accordance with the safety analysis. Therefore, the OPERABILITY 
requirements provide assurance that the containment function assumed 
in the safety analyses will be maintained.  

Containment Purge System (purge supply and exhaust valves) 

The Containment Purge System can be operated to supply outside air 
into the containment for ventilation and cooling or heating and may also 
be used to reduce the concentration of noble gases within containment 
whenever the unit is not in MODES 1, 2, 3, or 4. The supply and 
exhaust lines each contain two isolation valves. Because of their large 
size, the containment purge supply and exhaust valves are not qualified 
for automatic closure from their open position under DBA conditions.  
Therefore, the purge supply and exhaust valves are normally 
maintained closed with their control switches locked in the closed 
position in MODES 1, 2, 3, and 4 to ensure the containment boundary 
is maintained.

POINT BEACH B 3.6.3-1 DRAFT REV. B
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Containment Isolation Valves 
B 3.6.3 

APPLICABLE The containment isolation valve LCO was derived from the assumptions 
SAFETY ANALYSES related to minimizing the loss of reactor coolant inventory and 

establishing the containment boundary during major accidents. As part 
of the containment boundary, containment isolation valve 
OPERABILITY supports leak tightness of the containment. Therefore, 
the safety analyses of any event requiring isolation of containment is 
applicable to this LCO.  

The DBA that results in a release of radioactive material within 
containment is a LOCA (Ref. 1). In the analyses for this accident, it is 
assumed that containment isolation valves are either closed or capable 
of closure to isolate non-essential penetrations. This ensures that 
potential paths to the environment through containment isolation valves 
(including containment purge valves) are minimized. The safety A 
analyses assume that the purge supply and exhaust valves are closed 
at event initiation. 334 

No specific containment isolation time was assumed in the LOCA 
analysis. However, containment isolation is an implicit assumption in 
maintaining containment leakage within it's design leakage rate, La, and 
containment back pressure relative to RCS blowdown rate.  

The purge valves may be unable to close in the environment following a 
LOCA. Therefore, each of the purge valves is required to remain 
closed with its control switch locked in the closed position during 
MODES 1, 2, 3, and 4. The single failure criterion is still applicable to 
the containment purge valves due to the potential for a failure in the 
control circuit associated with each valve. However, the purge system 
valve design precludes a single failure from compromising the 
containment boundary as long as the system is operated in accordance 
with the subject LCO.  

The containment isolation valves satisfy Criterion 3 of the NRC Policy 
Statement.  

LCO Containment isolation valves form a part of the containment boundary.  
The containment isolation valves' safety function is related to 
minimizing the loss of reactor coolant inventory and establishing the 
containment boundary during a DBA.  

The automatic power operated isolation valves are required to actuate 
to the closed position on an automatic isolation signal. The 
containment purge supply and exhaust valves must be maintained 
closed with their control switches in the locked closed position. The 
valves covered by this LCO are listed in the FSAR (Ref. 2).

POINT BEACH B 3.6.3-2 DRAFT REV. B
POINT BEACH B 3.6.3-2 DRAFT REV. B



Containment Isolation Valves 
B 3.6.3

BASES

LCO (continued) The normally closed isolation valves are considered OPERABLE when 
manual valves are closed, automatic valves are de-activated and 
secured in their closed position, blind flanges are in place, and closed 
systems are intact. Position verification, when necessary in accordance 
with the required actionsand/or surveillance requirements, is still A 
required for these valves. These passive isolation valves/devices are RAI363-7 

those listed in Reference 2.

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

APPLICABILITY

ACTIONS

In MODES 1, 2, 3, and 4, a DBA could cause a release of radioactive 
material to containment. In MODES 5 and 6, the probability and 
consequences of these events are reduced due to the pressure and 
temperature limitations of these MODES. Therefore, the containment 
isolation valves are not required to be OPERABLE in MODE 5. The 
requirements for containment isolation valves during MODE 6 are 
addressed in LCO 3.9.4, "Containment Penetrations."

The ACTIONS are modified by a Note allowing penetration flow paths, 
except for containment purge supply and exhaust penetration flow 
paths, to be unisolated intermittently under administrative controls.  
These administrative controls consist of stationing a dedicated operator 
at the valve controls, who is in continuous communication with the 
control room. In this way, the penetration can be rapidly isolated when 
a need for containment isolation is indicated. Due to the size of the 
containment purge line penetrations and the fact that those 
penetrations exhaust directly from the containment atmosphere to the 
environment, the penetration flow path containing these valves may not 
be opened under administrative controls in MODES 1, 2, 3, and 4. A 
single purge valve in a penetration flow path may be opened to effect 
repairs to an inoperable valve, as allowed by SR 3.6.3.1.  

A second Note has been added to provide clarification that, for 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 
containment isolation valve. Complying with the Required Actions may 
allow for continued operation, and subsequent inoperable containment 
isolation valves are governed by subsequent Condition entry and 
application of associated Required Actions.

POINT BEACH B 3.6.3-3 DRAFT REV. B
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Containment Isolation Valves 
B 3.6.3 

BASES 

ACTIONS (continued) The ACTIONS are further modified by a third Note, which ensures 
appropriate remedial actions are taken, if necessary, if the affected 
systems are rendered inoperable by an inoperable containment 
isolation valve.  

In the event the containment isolation valve leakage results in 
exceeding the overall containment leakage rate, Note 4 directs entry 
into the applicable Conditions and Required Actions of LCO 3.6.1.  

A.1 and A.2 

In the event one containment isolation valve in one or more penetration 
flow paths is inoperable, the affected penetration flow path must be 
isolated. The method of isolation must include the use of at least one 
isolation barrier that cannot be adversely affected by a single active 
failure. Isolation barriers that meet this criterion are a closed and de
activated automatic containment isolation valve, a closed manual valve, 
a blind flange, and a check valve with flow through the valve secured.  
For a penetration flow path isolated in accordance with Required 
Action A.1, the device used to isolate the penetration should be the 
closest available one to containment. Required Action A.1 must be 
completed within 4 hours. The 4 hour Completion Time is reasonable, 
considering the time required to isolate the penetration and the relative 
importance of supporting containment OPERABILITY during MODES 1, 
2, 3, and 4.  

For affected penetration flow paths that cannot be restored to 
OPERABLE status within the 4 hour Completion Time and that have 
been isolated in accordance with Required Action A.1, the affected 
penetration flow paths must be verified to be isolated on a periodic 
basis. This is necessary to ensure that containment penetrations 
required to be isolated following an accident and no longer capable of 
being automatically isolated will be in the isolation position should an 
event occur. This Required Action does not require any testing or 
device manipulation. Rather, it involves verification, through a system 
walkdown, that those isolation devices outside containment and 
capable of being mispositioned are in the correct position. The 
Completion Time of "once per 31 days for isolation devices outside 
containment" is appropriate considering the fact that the devices are 
operated under administrative controls and the probability of their 
misalignment is low.  

For the isolation devices inside containment, the time period specified 
as "prior to entering MODE 4 from MODE 5 if not performed within the 
previous 92 days" is based on engineering judgment and is considered 
reasonable in view of the inaccessibility of the isolation devices and

POINT BEACH B 3.6.3-4 DRAFT REV. B



Containment Isolation Valves 
B 3.6.3 

BASES 

ACTIONS (continued) other administrative controls that will ensure that isolation device 
misalignment is an unlikely possibility.  

Condition A has been modified by two Notes. Note 1 indicating that this 
Condition is only applicable to those penetration flow paths with two 
containment isolation valves. For penetration flow paths with only one 
containment isolation valve and a closed system, Condition C provides 
the appropriate actions. Required Action A.2 is modified by two Notes.  
Note 1 applies to isolation devices located in high radiation areas and 
allows these devices to be verified closed by use of administrative 
means. Allowing verification by administrative means is considered 
acceptable, since access to these areas is typically restricted. Note 2 
applies to isolation devices that are locked, sealed or otherwise secured 
in position and allows these devices to be verified closed by 
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. Therefore, the probability of misalignment of 
these devices once they have been verified to be in the proper position, 
is small.  

B. 1 

With two containment isolation valves in one or more penetration flow 
paths inoperable, 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. In the event the affected penetration is isolated in 
accordance with Required Action B.1, the affected penetration must be 
verified to be isolated on a periodic basis per Required Action A.2, 
which remains in effect. This periodic verification is necessary to 
assure leak tightness of containment and that penetrations requiring 
isolation following an accident are isolated. The Completion Time of 
once per 31 days for verifying each affected penetration flow path is 
isolated is appropriate considering the fact that the valves are operated 
under administrative control and the probability of their misalignment is 
low.  

Condition B is modified by a Note indicating this Condition is only 
applicable to penetration flow paths with two containment isolation 
valves. Condition A of this LCO addresses the condition of one 
containment isolation valve inoperable in this type of penetration flow 
path.

POINT BEACH B 3.6.3-5 DRAFT REV. B
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BASES 

ACTIONS (continued) C.1 and C.2 

With one or more penetration flow paths with one containment isolation 
valve inoperable, the inoperable valve flow path must be restored to 
OPERABLE status or the affected penetration flow path must be 
isolated. The method of isolation must include the use of at least one 
isolation barrier that cannot be adversely 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 used to isolate the affected penetration flow 
path. Required Action C.1 must be completed within the 72 hour 
Completion Time. The specified time period is reasonable considering 
the relative stability of the closed system (hence, reliability) to act as a 
penetration isolation boundary and the relative importance of 
maintaining containment integrity during MODES 1, 2, 3, and 4. In the 
event the affected penetration flow path is isolated in accordance with 
Required Action C.1, the affected penetration flow path must be verified 
to be isolated on a periodic basis. This periodic verification is 
necessary to assure leak tightness of containment and that containment 
penetrations requiring isolation following an accident are isolated. This 
SR does not apply to valves that are locked, sealed, or otherwise 
secured in the closed position, since these were verified to be in the 
correct position upon locking, sealing, or securing.  

Condition C is modified by a Note indicating that this Condition is only 
applicable to those penetration flow paths with only one containment 
isolation valve and a closed system. This Note is necessary since this 
Condition is written to specifically address those penetration flow paths 
which utilize closed systems as one of the two containment barrier.  

Required Action C.2 is modified by two Notes. Note 1 applies to valves 
and blind flanges located in high radiation areas and allows these 
devices to be verified closed by use of administrative means. Allowing 
verification by administrative means is considered acceptable, since 
access to these areas is typically restricted. Note 2 applies to isolation 
devices that are locked, sealed, or otherwise secured in position and 
allows these devices to be verified closed by 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.  
Therefore, the probability of misalignment of these valves, once they 
have been verified to be in the proper position, is small.
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BASES 

ACTIONS (continued) D.1 and D.2 

If the Required Actions and associated Completion Times are not 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 6 hours and to MODE 5 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 3.6.3.1 
REQUIREMENTS 

Each containment purge supply and exhaust valve is required to be 
verified closed with their control board switches locked in the closed 
position at 31 day intervals. This Surveillance is designed to ensure 
that a gross breach of containment is not caused by an inadvertent or 
spurious opening of a containment purge valve. Detailed analysis of 
the purge valves failed to conclusively demonstrate their ability to close 
under LOCA conditions. Therefore, these valves are required to be in 
the closed position with their control switches locked in the closed 
position during MODES 1, 2, 3, and 4. The Frequency is a result of an 
NRC initiative, Generic Issue B-24 (Ref. 3), related to containment 
purge valve use during plant operations. In the event of purge valve 
leakage in excess of that allowed by the Containment Leakage Rate 
Testing Program, the Surveillance permits opening one purge valve in a 
penetration flow path to perform repairs.  

SR 3.6.3.2 

This SR requires verification that each containment isolation manual 
valve and blind flange located outside containment and not locked, 
sealed, or otherwise secured and required to be closed during accident 
conditions is closed. The SR helps to ensure that post accident 
leakage of radioactive fluids or gases outside of the containment 
boundary is within design limits. This SR does not require any testing 
or valve manipulation. Rather, it involves verification, through a system 
walkdown, that those containment isolation valves outside containment 
and capable of being mispositioned are in the correct position. Since 
verification of valve position for containment isolation valves outside 
containment is relatively easy, the 31 day Frequency is based on 
engineering judgment and was chosen to provide added assurance of 
the correct positions. The SR specifies that containment isolation 
valves that are open under administrative controls are not required to 
meet the SR during the time the valves are open. This SR does not
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BASES 

SURVEILLANCE apply to valves that are locked, sealed, or otherwise secured in the 
REQUIREMENTS closed position, since these were verified to be in the correct position 
(continued) upon locking, sealing, or securing.  

The Note applies to valves and blind flanges located in high radiation 
areas and allows these devices to be verified closed by use of 
administrative means. Allowing verification by administrative means is 
considered acceptable, since access to these areas is typically 
restricted during MODES 1, 2, 3 and 4 for ALARA reasons. Therefore, 
the probability of misalignment of these containment isolation valves, 
once they have been verified to be in the proper position, is small.  

SR 3.6.3.3 

This SR requires verification that each containment isolation manual 
valve and blind flange located inside containment and not locked, 
sealed, or otherwise secured and required to be closed during accident 
conditions is closed. The SR helps to ensure that post accident 
leakage of radioactive fluids or gases outside of the containment 
boundary is within design limits. For containment isolation valves inside 
containment, the Frequency of "prior to entering MODE 4 from MODE 5 
if not performed within the previous 92 days" is appropriate since these 
containment isolation valves are operated under administrative controls 
and the probability of their misalignment is low. The SR specifies that 
containment isolation valves that are open under administrative controls 
are not required to meet the SR during the time they are open. This SR 
does not apply to valves that are locked, sealed, or otherwise secured 
in the closed position, since these were verified to be in the correct 
position upon locking, sealing, or securing.  

This Note allows valves and blind flanges located in high radiation 
areas to be verified closed by use of administrative means. Allowing 
verification by administrative means is considered acceptable, since 
access to these areas is typically restricted during MODES 1, 2, 3, 
and 4, for ALARA reasons. Therefore, the probability of misalignment 
of these containment isolation valves, once they have been verified to 
be in their proper position, is small.  

SR 3.6.3.4 

Verifying that the isolation time of each automatic power operated 
containment isolation valve is within Inservice Testing Program limits is 
required to demonstrate OPERABILITY. The isolation time test A 
ensures the valve will isolate in a time period less than or equal to that RAI363-3 

assumed in the safety analyses. The isolation time and Frequency of 
this SR are in accordance with the Inservice Testing Program.
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SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS 
(continued)

SR 3.6.3.5 

Automatic containment isolation valves close on a containment isolation 
signal to prevent leakage of radioactive material from containment 
following a DBA. This SR ensures that each automatic containment 
isolation valve will actuate to its isolation position on a containment 
isolation signal. This surveillance is not required for valves that are 
locked, sealed, or otherwise secured in the required position under 
administrative controls. The 18 month Frequency is based on the need 
to perform this Surveillance under the conditions that apply during a 
plant outage and the potential for an unplanned transient if the 
Surveillance were performed with the reactor at power. Operating 
experience has shown that these components usually pass this 
Surveillance when performed at the 18 month Frequency. Therefore, 
the Frequency was concluded to be acceptable from a reliability 
standpoint.

IA 
RAI 3 6.3-3 IA 
RAI 3 6 3-5 

RAI 3,6 3-5

REFERENCES 1. FSAR, Section 14.  

2. FSAR, Section 5.2.  

3. Generic Issue B-24.
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15.3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEM

Specification: 

A. Containment Integrity

< See LCO 3.6.1>

< See LCO 3.6.1, LCO 3.6.2 and LCO 3.6.3 for Containment 
Vessel/Tendons/Leakage and Containment Isolation Valve provisions

The containment integrity (as defined in 15.1) shall be maintained when 
a nuclear core is installed in the reactor unless the reactor is in the 
cold shutdown condition. The containment integrity shall be maintained 
when the reactor vessel head is removed unless the reactor is in the 
refueling shutdown condition. If containment integrity is not 

maintained when required, enter the applicable LCO(s) listed below. If 
the LCO is met or is no longer applicable prior to expiration of the 
specified completion time(s), completion of the required action(s) is 
not required unless otherwise stated.] VK• ,.7-, , - .I TT71

<_tSee LCO 3.6.1 >

RAI 3 6 4-3

Unit I -Amendment No. 160 

Unit 2 - Amendment No. 164

15.3.6-1 January 18, 1995

Applicability: Applies to the integrity of reactor containment.  

Objective: 

To define the operating status of the reactor containment for plant operation.

I.

a. Containment Operability 

(1) If the containment is inoperable, restore the containment to 
operable status within one hour.  

(2) If the above action cannot be completed within the time 
specified, place the affected unit in: 
(a) hot shutdown within six hours, 

AND 
(b)cold shutdown within 36 hours.

i I
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RA13 64-3

B. Internal Pressure

If the internal pressure exceeds 3 psig or the internal vacuum exceeds 
2.0 psig, the condition shall be corrected within one hour.

2. If the above action cannot be completed within the time specified, place 
the 
affected unit in: 
a. hot shutdown within six hours, Add LCO Applicability - Modes r

AND 1, 2, 3, and 4 

b. cold shutdown within 36 hours.

C. Positive reactivity changes shall not be made by rod drive motion when the 
containment integrity is not intact except for the testing of one bank of rods at a 
time, rod 
disconnecting, and rod reconnecting provided the reactor is initially subcritical 
by at least 
5% Ak/k.  

D. Positive reactivity changes shall not be made by boron dilution when the 
containment 
integrity is not intact unless the boron concentration in the reactor is maintained 
> 2100 ppm*.  

This boron concentration value is in effect following U1R25 for Unit 1 and 

following 
U2R23 for Unit 2: and takes effect prior to loading fuel for those outages. Prior 
to 
U1R25, the Unit 1 boron concentration value of this specification is 1800 ppm.  
Prior to U2R23, the Unit 2 boron concentration value of this specification is 1800 
ppm.  

[< See LCO 3.6.1 >

Unit 1 - Amendment No. 180 

Unit 2 - Amendment No. 190

15.3.6-7 September 23, 1997 

July 21, 1998



<See LCO 3.6.2 > I ýEl Pag 3 .6.4

Specification 15.3.6.A.l.d.(3) may be exited as soon as the air lock is repaired 
to the extent that Specification 15.3.6.A.l.d.(1) or (2) applies.  

Specification 15.3.6.A.l.d.(4) 

If the required actions and associated completion times are not met, the plant 
must be brought to a condition in which the LCO does not apply. To achieve this 
status, the plant must be brought to at least hot shutdown within six hours and 
to cold shutdown within 36 hours of entering 15.3.6.A.l.d.(4). 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.  

Specification 15.3.6.B.  

Regarding internal pressure limitations, the containment design pressure of 60 
psig would not be exceeded if the internal pressure before a major loss-of
coolant accident were as much as 6 psig. (2) The containment is designed to 
withstand an internal vacuum of 2.0 psig.(3) 

Specification 15.3.6.B.1 

When containment pressure is not within the limits of the LCO, it must be 
restored to within these limits within one hour. The required action is 
necessary to return operation to within the bounds of the containment analysis.  
The one hour completion time is consistent with the actions of Specification 
15.3.6.A.l.a., which requires the containment be restored to operable status 
within one hour.  

Specification 15.3.6.B.2.  

If containment pressure cannot be restored to within limits within the required 
completion time, the plant must be brought to a condition in which the LCO does 
not apply. To achieve this status, the plant must be brought to at least hot 
shutdown within six hours and to cold shutdown within 36 hours of entering 
15.3.6.B.2. The allowed completion times are reasonable, based on operating 

I

Unit I - Amendment 160 

Unit 2 - Amendment 164

15.3.6-18 January 18, 1995

B 
RAI 3 6 4-3



LCO 3.P 4 of 

experience, to reach the required plant conditions from full power conditions in an orderly manner B 

and without challenging plant systems. RAI 3 64-3

Specifications 15.3.6.C. and D.  

The shutdown conditions of the reactor are selected based on the type of activities that are being 

carried out. When the reactor head is not to be removed, the specified cold shutdown margin of 

1% Ak/k precludes criticality under any occurrence. During refueling the reactor is subcritical by 

5% Ak/k. Positive reactivity changes for the purpose of rod assembly testing will not result in 

criticality because no control bank worth exceeds 3%. Positive reactivity changes by boron 

dilution may be required or small concentration fluctuations may occur during preparation for, 

recovery from, or during refueling but maintaining the boron concentration greater than 

2100 ppm* precludes criticality under these circumstances. 2100 ppm* is a nominal value that 

ensures 5% shutdown for typical reload cores. Should continuous dilution occur, the time 

intervals for this incident are discussed in Section 14.1A of the FSAR.  

References 

(1) FSAR - Section 5.1.1 

(2) FSAR - Section 14.3.4 

(3) FSAR - Section 5.5.2 

< See LCO 3.6.1ý>

This boron concentration value is in effect following U1R25 for Unit 1 and following 
U2R23 for Unit 2; and takes effect prior to loading fuel for those outages. Prior to UIR25, 
the Unit I boron concentration value of this specification is 1800 ppm. Prior to U2R23, the 
Unit 2 boron concentration value of this specification is 1800 ppm.

< See LCO 3.6.1>

Unit I - Amendment 180 

Unit 2 - Amendment 190

15.3.6-19 September 2"3, 1997 

July 21, 1998

*

I



NO. CHANNEL DESCRIPTION CHECK

TABLE 15.4. 1-I (continued) 

CALIBRATE

Spec 3.6.4 
Page 5 of 5 B 

RAI 3 6 4

PLANT CONDITIONS 
TEST WHEN REQUIRED

20. Auxiliary Feedwater Flowrate (13) R ALL 

21. Boric Acid Control System R ALL 

22. Boric Acid Tank Level D R ALL 

23. Charging Flow R ALL

Ix

25. Containment High Range Radiation M(1)

Containment Hydrogen Mo r 
-Gas Calibration 
-Electronic Calibration

27. Containment Pressure

Containment Water Level 

Emergency Plan Radiation 
Survey Instruments 

DELETED 

In-Core Thermocouples

M

Q

D ALL 

ALL 

ALL 
ALL 
ALL 

ALL

R(14) 

Q( 15) 
R 

R Q(1,3,9) [ 
R

A Q ALL

ALLM

- See Section 3.3 >

-<See Section 3.5 > 

--< See Section 3.3 and 3.7 > 

A t5 

4-<See Section 3.3 >

32. Low Temperature Overpressure 
Protection System S(12)

U nit I - Amendment No. 187 
Unit 2 - Amendment No. 192

R (10) ALL
*-< See LCO 3.4.12 > 

-<See LCO 3.4.1 1>

March 2, 1999

")A CoUndensate tnrn #- 'tnInr I ,t-1

28.  

29.  

30.  

31.

33. PORV Block Valve 
Position Indicator Q R ALL 

34. PORV Operability R Q( 1) ALL 

35. PORV Position Indicator S(21) R R ALL

Page 3 of 6

Q I•

26.



Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.05 

15-May-00 

JFD Number JFD Text 

02 The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information has been provided.  
Rev. A 

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.05 B 3.06.05 

LCO 3.06.05 LCO 3.06.05A 

03 The NUREG Bases has been modified to reflect the loss of coolant accident and steam line 
Rev. A break containment pressure and integrity analyses reflective of the Point Beach current licensing 

basis. The LOCA containment integrity evaluation is accomplished by use of the digital 
computer code, COCO. The SLB containment pressure calculation is a parameter by 
parameter comparison of a reference 2-loop plant to Point Beach. Mass/energy released from a 
LOCA is greater than that calculated for the SLB; therefore, the peak containment pressure and 
temperature resulting from a LOCA bound the SLB break.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.05 B 3.06.05 

04 The Bases for NUREG 1431 LCO 3.6.5, states that containment temperature is also used as an 
Rev. A input into the containment depressurization analysis, to ensure containment pressure is 

maintained within limit following an inadvertent containment spray actuation. The containment is 
designed to withstand the maximum creditable containment depressurization without exceeding 
its design limits: however, the Point Beach licensing basis does not include any depressurization 
events. The negative containment pressure limit contained in LCO 3.6.4 is simply the 
containment design pressure. Accordingly. reference to any depressurization events in LCO 
3.6.4 and here have been omitted.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.05 B 3.06.05 

05 Not used.  

Rev. B 

ITS: NUREG: 

N/A N/A 

Page 2 of 3



Contairment Air Temperature 

B 36_ný

APP_ i,

L • anayzed using computer codes ic the 
r n ressure transients. Io two DBAs are 
assumed to occur simultaneously or consecutively. The 
postulated DBAs are analyzed with regard to Engineered 
Safety Feature (ESF) systems, assuming the loss of one ESF 
bus, which is the worst case single active failure.  
resulting in one train each of the Conta'nment Spray System, 
Resioual Heat Removal System, and Containment Cooling System 
being rendered inoperable.  

Z OGA 
The limiting DBA for e maximum peak containment air 
temperature is an n. -he initial containment average air 
temperature assumed in the des gn basis analyses (Ref I) is 

10[120• F. This resulted ir a maximum containment air 
ue o 384.9] F. The design temperature is 

286 Thhe ttmperatu~re limit is i~sec- T establish the janvironmental 
qualificatior operating envelope for contairment. The 
maximim peak concrment air temperature was ca culated to, 
exceed the containmert design temoera-ure for only a few 
seconds during tre transiert. The basis of the containment 
cesign temperature, however, is to ensure the performance of 
safety related equipment inside containment (Ref. 2).  
Thermal analyses showed that the time interval curing whicn 
the containment air temperature exceedec the containment 
design temperature was short enough that tne equ pment 
surface temperatures remained below the cesign temperature.  
Therefore. :t is concluded that the calcu'atec transient 

4 containment air teriperature is acceptable for the DBA SLB.  

The temperature limit is also used in the depres n 
analyses to ensure that the mirim re limit is 
maintained cllowi Ivrtent actuatior of tne 
Co pray System (Ref, 2;.

The containment pressure transient is sensitive to hne 
in tial air mass in containment and, therefore, to toe 
initial containment air temperature. The 7 citing DBA for 
establishing the maximum peak containment internal pressure 
is a LOCA. The temperature limit 7s used in tnis analys-s 
to ensure that 7r the event of an accidert the maximum 
containment internal p -essu-e will not ,e exceeded.

�OG S� B36�
Rev 1, 04/07/95

AB 
RAI 3 6 5-2

WAOG ST B 3. 6. * [!



Containment Air Temperature 
B 3.6.5

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

B 3.6.5 Containment Air Temperature 

BASES

BACKGROUND The containment structure serves to contain radioactive material that 
may be released from the reactor core following a Design Basis 
Accident (DBA). The containment average air temperature is limited 
during normal operation to preserve the initial conditions assumed in 
the accident analyses for a loss of coolant accident (LOCA) or steam 
line break (SLB).  

The containment average air temperature limit is derived from the input 
conditions used in the containment functional analyses and the 
containment structure external pressure analyses. This LCO ensures 
that initial conditions assumed in the analysis of containment response 
to a DBA are not violated during unit operations. The total amount of 
energy to be removed from containment by the structural heat sinks 
and Containment Spray and Cooling systems during post accident 
conditions is dependent upon the energy released to the containment 
due to the event, as well as the initial containment temperature and 
pressure. Higher initial containment temperatures result in higher peak 
containment pressure and temperature. Exceeding containment design 
pressure may result in leakage greater than that assumed in the 
accident analysis. Operation with containment temperature in excess 
of the LCO limit violates an initial condition assumed in the accident 
analysis.

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

Containment average air temperature is an initial condition used in the 
DBA analyses that establishes the containment environmental 
qualification operating envelope for both pressure and temperature.  
The limit for containment average air temperature ensures that 
operation is maintained within the assumptions used in the DBA 
analyses for containment (Ref. 1).  

The limiting DBAs considered relative to containment OPERABILITY 
are the LOCA and SLB. The LOCA is analyzed using computer codes 
designed to predict the resultant containment pressure and temperature 
transients. The SLB containment pressure calculation is a parameter 
by parameter comparison of a reference 2-loop plant to Point Beach.  
Each parameter is evaluated to determine if the Point Beach value is 
conservative, non-conservative or nominal. The mass and energy 
release from a SLB is less than that calculated for a LOCA; therefore, 
the containment pressure and temperature analysis for the LOCA 
bounds the SLB event.

POINT BEACH B 3.6.5-1 DRAFT REV. B
POINT BEACH B 3.6.5-1 DRAFT REV. B



Containment Air Temperature 
B 3.6.5 

BASES 

APPLICABLE No two DBAs are assumed to occur simultaneously or consecutively.  
SAFETY ANALYSES The postulated DBAs are analyzed with regard to Engineered Safety 
(continued) Feature (ESF) systems, assuming the loss of one ESF bus, which is the 

worst case single active failure, resulting in one train each of the 
Containment Spray System, Residual Heat Removal System, and 
Containment Cooling System being rendered inoperable.  

The limiting DBA for the maximum peak containment air temperature is 
a LOCA. The initial containment average air temperature assumed in 
the design basis analyses (Ref. 1) is 120 0 F. This resulted in a 
maximum containment air temperature of 291 OF. The design 
temperature is 2860F.  

The temperature limit is used to establish the environmental 
qualification operating envelope for containment. The maximum peak 
containment air temperature was calculated to exceed the containment 
design temperature for only a few seconds during the transient. The LA 
basis of the containment design temperature, however, is to ensure the RA1365-2 

performance of safety related equipment inside containment (Ref. 2).  
Thermal analyses showed that the time interval during which the 
containment air temperature exceeded the containment design 
temperature was short enough that the equipment surface 
temperatures remained below the design temperature. Therefore, it is 
concluded that the calculated transient containment air temperature is 
acceptable for the DBA SLB.  

The containment pressure transient is sensitive to the initial air mass in 
containment and, therefore, to the initial containment air temperature.  
The limiting DBA for establishing the maximum peak containment 
internal pressure is a LOCA. The temperature limit is used in this 
analysis to ensure that in the event of an accident the maximum 
containment internal pressure will not be exceeded.  

Containment average air temperature satisfies Criterion 2 of the NRC 
Policy Statement.  

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

POINT BEACH B 3.6.5-2 DRAFT REV. B
POINT BEACH B 3.6.5-2 DRAFT REV. B



Containment Air Temperature 
B 3.6.5

BASES

APPLICABILITY

ACTIONS

In MODES 1, 2, 3, and 4, a DBA could cause a release of radioactive 
material to containment. In MODES 5 and 6, the probability and 
consequences of these events are reduced due to the pressure and 
temperature limitations of these MODES. Therefore, maintaining 
containment average air temperature within the limit is not required in 
MODE 5 or 6.

A. 1

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

B.1 and B.2 

If the containment average air temperature cannot be restored to within 
its limit within the required Completion Time, the plant must be brought 
to a MODE in which the LCO does not apply. To achieve this status, 
the plant must be brought to at least MODE 3 within 6 hours and to 
MODE 5 within 36 hours. The allowed Completion Times are 
reasonable, based on operating experience, to reach the required plant 
conditions from full power conditions in an orderly manner and without 
challenging plant systems.

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

SR 3.6.5.1

Verifying that containment average air temperature is within the LCO 
limit ensures that containment operation remains within the limit 
assumed for the containment analyses. In order to determine the 
containment average air temperature, an arithmetic average is 
calculated using measurements taken at locations within the 
containment selected to provide a representative sample of the overall 
containment atmosphere. The 24 hour Frequency of this SR is 
considered acceptable based on observed slow rates of temperature 
increase within containment as a result of environmental heat sources 
(due to the large volume of containment).

REFERENCES 1. FSAR, Section 14.  

2. 10 CFR 50.49.

POINT BEACH B 3.6.5-3 DRAFT REV. B



Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.06 

17-May-00 

DOC Number DOC Text 

A.01 In the conversion of Point Beach current Technical Specifications (CTS) to the proposed plant 
Rev. A specific Improved Technical Specifications (ITS), certain wording preferences or conventions are 

adopted which do not result in technical changes (either actual or interpretational). Editorial 
changes, reformatting, and revised numbering are adopted to make the ITS consistent with the 
Standard Technical Specifications, Westinghouse Plants, NUREG-1431, Revision 1 (i.e., 
Improved Standard Technical Specifications (ISTS)).  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.03.B.02 LCO 3.06.06 COND B 

LCO 3.06.06 COND B RA B.1 
15.03.03.B.02.A LCO 3.06.06 COND C 

LCO 3.06.06 COND C RA C.1 
15.03.03.B.02.B LCO 3.06.06 COND A 

15.04.02.B.03 SR 3.06.06.04 
15.04.05.1.B.03 SR 3.06.06.09 
15.04.05.1.C.01 SR 3.06.06.05 

SR 3.06.06.08 
15.04.05.1.C.02 SR 3.06.06.02 

15.04.05.1i.A.01 SR 3.06.06.04 

15.04.05.1l.A.02 SR 3.06.06.04 
15.04.05.1l.B.02 SR 3.06.06.01 

NEW LCO 3.06.06 

A.02 The CTS provides an introductory statement (Applicability) which simply states which 
Rev. A systems/components are addressed within a given section. This same information, while 

worded differently, is contained within the title of each ITS LCO. Accordingly, this change is a 
change in format with no change in technical requirement.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.03 APPL LCO 3.06.06 

15.04.05 APPL LCO 3.06.06 

A.03 The CTS provides an introductory statement (Objective) at the beginning of this Section of the 
Rev. A Technical Specifications which provide a brief summary of the purpose for this Section. This 

information is contained in the Bases Section of the ITS. This information does not establish any 
regulatory requirements for the systems and components addressed within this Section.  
Accordingly, deletion of this information does not alter any requirement set forth in the Technical 
Specifications. This change is administrative and consistent with the format and presentation for 
the ITS as provided in NUREG 1431.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.03 OBJ DELETED 
15.04.05 OBJ DELETED 

Page 1 of 8



Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.06 

17-May-00 

DOC Number DOC Text 

A.04 The CTS 15.3.3.B.1 requires the Containment Spray and Containment Fan Coolers to be 
Rev. A operable prior to the reactor being made critical. However, CTS 15.3.3.B.2 requires the unit to 

be placed into Hot Shutdown (ITS Mode 3) within 6 hours and Cold Shutdown (ITS Mode 5) 
within 36 hours, if these systems are inoperable in excess of the allowable outage time, implying 
an Applicability of Modes 1, 2, 3, and 4 (ITS Modes).  

Proposed LCO 3.6.6 will require the Containment Spray System and the Containment Fan 
Cooler Units to be operable in Modes 1, 2, 3, and 4. This change is considered administrative as 
it is clarifying an ambiguous LCO Applicability and Action Statements.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.03.B.01 LCO 3.06.06 

A.05 CTS 15.3.3.B.1.b requires two containment spray pumps and CTS 15.3.3.B.1.d establishes a 
Rev. A requirement to maintain all valves and piping associated with the containment spray pumps 

operable. CTS 15.3.3.B.1.b and CTS 15.3.3.B.1.d lists components associated with system 
design and configuration which ultimately define what constitutes a "train" of Containment Spray.  
In changing the terminology used to two "trains" of Containment Spray the component listed in 
CTS 15.3.3.B.1.b and 15.3.3.B.1.d are captured. Further, valves are addressed through the 
valve testing requirements specified in the proposed ITS SR 3.6.6.5 and the Inservice Testing 
Program (IST-Specification 5.5.8), while pump testing is addressed through SR 3.6.6.3 and the 
IST Program. This change is administrative.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.03.B.01 .B LCO 3.06.06 

15.03.03.B.01 .D LCO 3.06.06 

A.06 CTS 15.3.3.B.1 .c requires four accident fan-cooler units to be operable and CTS 15.3.3.B.1 .d 
Rev. A establishes a requirement to maintain all valves and piping associated with the accident fan 

cooler units operable. ITS LCO 3.6.6 will continue to require four containment fan cooler to be 
operable. Fan cooler operability will be verified by SR 3.6.6.1 while the requirement to maintain 
the valves associated with the fan cooler unit operable will be addressed within SR 3.6.6.4 and 
the Inservice Testing Program (Specification 5.5.8). This change is administrative.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.03.B.01 .C LCO 3.06.06 
15.03.03.B.01.D LCO 3.06.06 

Page 2 of 8



Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.06 

17-May-00 

DOC Number DOC Text 

A.07 CTS Action 15.3.3.B.2 allows the inoperability of either one containment spray pump, or any 
Rev. A valve which supports the containment spray system. However, CTS 15.3.3.B.2.c provides an 

allowance for the valves associated with an inoperable containment spray pump to be inoperable 
concurrent with their respective pump's inoperability. The proposed ITS has rephrased the LCO 
for the containment spray pumps, calling for two "trains" of containment spray to be operable.  
Similarly, the Conditions and Required Actions have been rephrased to allow entry whenever a 
"train" of containment spray becomes inoperable. The valves associated with an inoperable 
containment spray pump are part of that system's train, therefore, the ITS condition of a train 
inoperable is equivalent to CTS items 15.3.3.B.2 as modified by CTS 15.3.3.B.2.c. Accordingly, 
while phrased differently, the ITS will continue to allow the valves associated with an inoperable 
containment spray pump to be inoperable concurrent with the pump, making this change 
administrative.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.03.B.02.C LCO 3.06.06 COND A 

A.08 The CTS allows component inoperabilities for up to 72 hours providing that the redundant or 
Rev. A remaining components are operable (e.g. second containment spray pump, remaining two 

accident fan coolers, or redundant valves are operable). If the redundant or remaining 
components are not operable, the CTS requires entry into LCO 15.3.0.b which requires the unit 
to be placed into hot shutdown (ITS Mode 3) within 7 hours and cold shutdown (ITS Mode 5) 
within 37 hours. The ITS contains this same concept, specifying Conditions and Actions which 
only address the loss of a single train of containment spray or loss of up to two accident fan 
coolers. The ITS does not explicitly state that the redundant or remaining components must be 
operable; however, if more than the number of components specified in the condition are 
inoperable (meaning that the redundant or remaining components are inoperable), the ITS will 
require entry into LCO 3.0.3 which requires the unit to be placed into Mode 3 within 7 hours, 
Mode 4 within 13 hours, and Mode 5 within 37 hours. While the shutdown time limits are more 
restrictive than the existing Technical Specifications, the concept of assuring that the redundant 
or remaining components are operable during the 72 hour restoration period allowed for an 
inoperable containment spray pump, accident fan cooler, or valve required to support these 
systems has been maintained. This change is administrative.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.03.B.02.A LCO 3.06.06 COND C 
15.03.03.B.02.B LCO 3.06.06 COND A 
15.03.03.B.02.C LCO 3.06.06 COND A 

A.09 CTS 15.3.3.B.2.c allows any valve required for the functioning of the containment spray pumps 
Rev. A or containment coolers to be inoperable for up to 72 hours. Relative to the containment spray 

pumps, this Action has been incorporated into Condition A of the ITS as the valves are a subset 
of the containment spray train itself. The containment fan cooler outlet valves have been 
addresses in Condition D of the proposed ITS. Both of these Actions require restoration within a 
72 hour period, Accordingly, this change is administrative.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.03.B.02.C LCO 3.06.06 COND A 

Page 3 of 8



Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.06 

17-May-O0 

DOC Number DOC Text 

A.10 CTS 15.3.3.B.2 requires the unit to be placed into hot shutdown (ITS Mode 3) within 6 hours and 
Rev. A cold shutdown (ITS Mode 5) within 36 hours if one or two accident fan cooler units, or their 

associated valves are inoperable in excess of 72 hours. The ITS will similarly require the unit to 
be placed into Mode 3 within 6 hours and Mode 5 within 36 hours if accident fan cooler(s) 
(Condition C) or their associated service water outlet valves (Condition D) are not restored to 
operable status within 72 hours 

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.03.B.02 LCO 3.06.06 COND E 

LCO 3.06.06 COND E RA E.A 
LCO 3.06.06 COND E RA E.2

A.1 1 
Rev. A

The Bases of the current Technical Specifications for this section have been completely replaced 
by revised Bases that reflect the format and applicable content of PBNP ITS, consistent with the 
Standard Technical Specifications for Westinghouse Plants, NUREG-1431. The revised Bases 
are as shown in the PBNP ITS Bases.

CTS: 
BASES

ITS: 
B 3.06.06

Page 4 of 8



Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.06 

17-May-00 

DOC Number DOC Text 

L.01 CTS Action 15.3.3.B.2 allows the inoperability of only one of the following at a given time; 1) one 
Rev. A or two accident containment fan cooler(s), 2) one containment spray pump, or 3) any valve which 

supports the containment fan coolers. The proposed ITS will allow any combination of 
aforementioned components to be inoperable concurrently. The Point Beach containment 
pressure analysis assumed the operation of a single containment spray pump in combination 
with two accident fan coolers. The ITS preserves these assumptions and will require a plant 
shutdown in accordance with LCO 3.0.3 (Mode 3 in 7 hours, Mode 4 in 13 hours, and Mode 5 in 
37 hours) if the minimum complement of components assumed are not available. This change 
affords two relaxation's to the CTS.  

The first relaxation allows the valves and piping associated with an inoperable accident fan 
cooler to be inoperable concurrent with an inoperable accident fan cooler(s). This is considered 
acceptable based on maintaining at least two fan coolers operable. A single inoperable service 
water valve represents a failure to met single failure criteria; however, the remaining valve 
assures that the design function of the fan coolers is preserved. One service water outlet valve 
is adequate to provide 100% of the assumed flow rate to all four accident fan coolers. Any 
combination of the above two inoperabilities (fan coolers and service water outlet valves) will still 
leave at least two fan coolers operable, which is the minimum assumed in the containment 
pressure analysis.  

The second relaxation allows operation with a containment spray pump and up to two accident 
fans cooler inoperable concurrently. This condition is considered acceptable because at least 
two fan cooler units and one containment spray train operable will continue to be available for 
accident mitigation.  

72 hours for all the above combinations is considered acceptable, as functionality is maintained; 
only single failure capability has been lost. 72 hours is consistent with the loss of single failure 
capability for other systems of equivalent importance.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.03.B.02 DELETED 

L.02 CTS 15.3.3.B.2 requires the unit to be placed into Hot Shutdown (ITS Mode 3) within 6 hours and 
Rev. A Cold Shutdown, (ITS Mode 5) within 36 hours if the containment spray pumps or their associated 

valves and piping are not restored to operable status within the allowed completion time. The 
ITS will require the unit to be placed into Mode 3 within 6 hours and Mode 5 within 84 hours, 
extending the time allowed to reach Mode 4 by 48 hours. The extended interval allows additional 
time to restore the inoperable containment spray train to operable status. This additional time is 
acceptable based on the conservatism inherent to the unit being placed in Mode 3. Dose 
considerations (offsite and control room) are projected based on a core operating at 102% of 
rated power and the containment pressure analysis is based upon a higher energy state 
(temperature) for the reactor coolant system. The reduced consequences from these specifics 
alone are judged to offset the increased time allowed to operate in a condition capable of event 
mitigation, but incapable of a single failure.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.03.B.02 LCO 3.06.06 COND B RA B.2 
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Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.06 

17-May-00 

DOC Number DOC Text 

L.03 CTS 15.4.5.1.B.3 requires the containment spray nozzles to be checked to ensure they are not 
Rev. A obstructed at intervals not exceeding five years. The proposed ITS (SR 3.6.6.8) will require 

performances of this test once every 10 years, plus the 25% surveillance frequency extension 
allowed through application of SR 3.0.2 (a maximum of 12.5 years). This increase in frequency 
is considered acceptable based on the passive nature of the components. The containment 
spray nozzles are located near the top of the containment dome, in an area not subject to 
damage from personnel nor other components and debris. The containment spray nozzles are 
configured as "dry piping" and accordingly, are not subject to a harsh environment (contact with 
acids, caustics or other chemicals) during normal operation which could introduce significant age 
related degradation.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.04.05.1.B.03 SR 3.06.06.09 

L.04 CTS 15.4.5.1.B.1 and CTS 15.4.5.1.B.2 provides details on surveillance testing which are not 
Rev. B necessary to describe the actual regulatory requirement. The requirement to run the pumps for 

at least 15 minutes in accordance with CTS 15.4.5.1l.A.2 is an arbitrary requirement with no 
fundamental safety basis. Therefore, these details are being removed. The proposed ITS 
specifies the safety objective that must be fulfilled by the surveillance tests, while leaving the 
details associated with testing methods and acceptance verifications to licensee control. These 
type of details are better suited for procedural control and are not required to be in the ITS to 
provide adequate protection to the public health and safety. Changes to plant procedures and 
other plant controlled documents are subject to controls imposed by plant administrative 
procedures, which endorse applicable regulations and standards.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.04.05.1.B.01 DELETED 

15.04.05.1.B.02 DELETED 

15.04.05.11.A.02 DELETED 

L.05 CTS 15.4.5.1.B.1 requires the Containment Spray System test to be initiated by tripping the 
Rev. B normal actuation instrumentation. The proposed ITS requirement in SR 3.6.6.5 and SR 3.6.6.6 

allow initiation by an actual or simulated signal. The proposed ITS is less restrictive because it 
allows a simulated signal. This change is insignificant because the actuation instrumentation for 
this system is appropriately surveilled in accordance with the requirements in Section 3.3 of the 
proposed ITS.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.04.05.1.B.01 DELETED 
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Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.06 

17-May-00 

DOC Number DOC Text 

LA.01 CTS 15.4.5.1.C.2 specifies acceptable performance of the containment fan cooler accident fan 
Rev. B test shall be that the fan starts and running current is verified. This acceptance criteria is 

relocated to the Bases. This detail is not required to be in the technical specifications to provide 
adequate protection to the public health and safety. The requirement that the containment fan 
cooler accident fan be tested to verify operability is being maintained.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.04.05.I.C.02 B 3.06.06 

M.01 CTS 15.3.3.B.1 contains a provision exempting the requirement to maintain the Containment 
Rev. A Spray and Containment Fan Coolers operable during low power physics testing. This provision 

has been deleted in the proposed Technical Specifications. Low power physics testing in the 
Improved Technical Specifications is a subset of Mode 2. While Mode 2 is typically a non 
limiting Mode, the operability requirements of these systems are independent of physics testing, 
accordingly this provision has been deleted. This change represents a more restrictive change 
as it involves the deletion of a flexibility that currently exists.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.03.B.01 DELETED 

M.02 CTS 15.4.5.1.B.1 requires the performance of a containment spray system test "during reactor 
Rev. A shutdowns once every major fuel reloading". This test is intended to verify proper operation of all 

component which are actuated on a containment spray actuation signal. This testing has been 
translated to ITS SR 3.6.6.4 and SR 3.6.6.5 which are performed on a frequency of once every 
18 months. The CTS frequency is not specific in that it is tied to a plant evolution ("during reactor 
shutdowns for major fuel reloading") as opposed to an explicit performance interval. Requiring 
performance of these surveillances on a fixed frequency of 18 months is more restrictive, as the 
previous frequency has no bounding limit and is considered vague in regards to what constitutes 
a "major fuel reloading". An 18 month interval for actuation testing is more prescriptive that the 
CTS and is acceptable based on industry reliability data.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.04.05.1.B.01 SR 3.06.06.05 

SR 3.06.06.06 

M.03 CTS 15.4.5.1.C.1 requires each fan cooler and fan cooler service water outlet bypass valve to be 
Rev. A tested at each refueling to verify proper operation of the backdraft dampers and valves. These 

tests has been translated to ITS SR 3.6.6.7 and SR 3.6.6.4 respectively, which are performed on 
a frequency of once every 18 months. The CTS frequency is not specific in that it is tied to a 
plant evolution (each refueling) as opposed to an explicit performance interval. Requiring 
performance of these surveillances on a fixed frequency of 18 months is more restrictive, as the 
previous frequency has no bounding limit. An 18 month interval for verification of damper 
function is acceptable based on past performance data.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.04.05.I.C.01 SR 3.06.06.05 

SR 3.06.06.08 
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Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.06 

17-May-00 

DOC Number DOC Text 

M.04 The CTS require the containment cooler unit's accident fan to be operable, for which auto start 
Rev. A capability from a safety injection signal is an attribute; however, the CTS does not contain any 

surveillance requirement which verifies this attribute. Accordingly, the proposed ITS contains a 
surveillance requirement, SR 3.6.6.6, which specifically requires verification of the auto start 
capability associated with the containment cooler unit's accident fan on an 18 month frequency.  
This surveillance and its associated frequency of performance are consistent with the other 
equipment actuation tests, and is considered acceptable based on industry reliability data. The 
addition of this surveillance is a more restrictive change.  

CTS: ITS: 
NEW SR 3.06.06.07 

M.05 The CTS require each containment fan cooler unit to be operable. Implicit is the assumption that 
Rev. B each fan cooler unit can achieve a cooling water flow rate of greater than or equal to that 

assumed in the accident analysis when at least one fan cooler service outlet isolation valve is 
opened.  

The CTS does not contain any surveillance requirement which verifies containment fan cooler 
service water flow rate. Accordingly, the proposed ITS contains a surveillance requirement, SR 
3.6.6.3, which specifically requires verification that each containment fan cooler unit can achieve 
it required flow rate on an 31 day frequency. The proposed ITS will require flow to be verified to 
be within design limits, retaining the limitations themselves within licensee control, because fan 
cooler unit service water flow is not a fixed limit. Flow rate must be verified to meet a specific 
value with cooling coil differential pressure within a specified range to ensure that the cooling 
coils will achieve a flow rate greater than or equal to that assumed in the accident analysis. The 
Service Water limits are derived using system flow models. This difference is based on the 
design of the Service Water system, which is discussed in further detail in Justification for 
Deviation 1 of the Service Water LCO, 3.7.8.  

Based on the number of variable involved, and the limits themselves being based on system 
configuration, control over the limits themselves are proposed to be maintained within licensee 
control.  

CTS: ITS: 
NEW SR 3.06.06.03 

M.06 The CTS does not contain a time limit for the total time that the LCO requirements for 
Rev. A containment cooling can be not met. The proposed ITS time limit of 144 hours is consistent with 

the NUREG-1431 convention that the total time is consistent with the combination of the 
individual completion times. In this case, fan cooler operability completion time is 72 hours and 
the spray pump operability completion time is 72 hours, thus 144 hours total time is appropriate.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.03.B.02.A LCO 3.06.06 COND C RA C.1 
15.03.03.B.02.B LCO 3.06.06 COND A RA A.1 

15.03.03.B.02.C LCO 3.06.06 COND D RA D.1 

Page 8 of 8



Spec 3 .6. 6 
Page 6 of 8

< See Section 3.5 >

-- SR 3.6.6.5 and SR 3.6.6.6

B.

That is, the appropriate pump motor breakers shall have opened 
and closed, and all valves shall have completed their travel.

Containment Spray System

System tests shall be performed during reactor shutdowns for] 
major fuel reloading. IThe test sh-all be performed with the 
isolation vves in the spray supply lines at the containm..e n7t 
blocked closed ]Operation of the system is initiated by trippn 
the normal actuation instrurnentation I The motor breakers for thic 

pumps shall be placed in the 'test" position for this test.  
-------------- I-------------------------

RAI 3 6 6-5 

RAI 3 6 6-7

S• . IH ., Vý•. 1II UL O .UHlIU~lU eiLnsLlsl ,tOry iI visual observations indicate all components have operated satisfactorily.  

S3. The spray nozzles shall be checked to verify that they are not SR 3.6.6.9 + 

obstructed at intervals not exceeding five years. 10 years L.3 
C. Containment Fan Coolers 18 months 

M.3 
SR 3.6.6.8 1 . Each fan cooler unit shall be tested at each refueling to verify 

proper operation of t iebackdraft dampers and the service water 
R[bypass va yes.

Containment fan cooler accident fans shall be tested monthly to 
verify operability A ptable performance shall b lat the 

accident fan s s and running current is ied.

11. Component Tests and Surveillances

A. Pump 

1.

S

The safety injection pumps, residual heat removal pumps, and

< See LCO 3.5.2> 

ADD NEW SR 3.6.6.7 

SR . 6. 6.• Verify each containmrent fan cooler unit 18 months 
, ~accident fan starts aut~omatically on an 

actu-al or simu,-lated actuation signal.  

ADD NEW SR 3,6.6.3 

3.6 6.3 Verify each contarnmetnr an cooler unit can 31 days 
achieve a cooling wa-er ýIcw' rate withir desigr 
]imliS with a fan <cole servi -e water oJtlet 
valve oper.

Unit I - Amendment No. 150 

Unit 2 - Amendment No. 154

154.5-2 August 25, 1994

RAI 3 6 64

EýY*

I

T T



Spec 3. 6. 6 

PaeD of 8 
containment spraY' pumps shall be tested in accordance with the 

lnservice Test Program.

Acceptable levels of performance shall be that the pumps start, 

reach their required developed head at, and operat o s 
fifteen u - ow test t 

I . . . . . . . . 1

B. Other 1< See LC(..Y2 >
RAI 366-5

S7 Verify each manual, power operated, and automatic valve 

necessary' to insure system operability in thel emergency core
cooling and containment spray systems that is not locked, sealed, 
or otherwise secured in position, is in the correct position at least 

_____ once every' 31 days.

1 e ection.3a..) [-

Basis 1, 
The Safety Injection System and th lContainment Spray System are principal plant 
Safety Systems that are normally inoperative during reactor operation. Complete 
systems tests cannot be performed when the reactor is operating because a safety 
injection signal causes containment isolation and a Containment Spray System test 
requires the system to be temporarily disabled. The method of assuring operability of 
these systems is therefore to combine systems tests to be performed during refueling 

shutdowns, with more frequent component tests. which can be performed during 
reactor operation.]•

Unit I - Amendment No. 150 

Unit 2 - Amendment No. 154

15.4.5-3 August 25, 1994

SR 3.6.6.4

1. At least every refueling, verify by visual inspection each 

containment sump suction inlet is not restricted by debris and the 
debris strainers show no evidence of structural distress or 

abnormal corrosion.

2.



Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.06 

15-May-00 

JFD Number JFD Text 

22 Condition D (two containment cooling trains inoperable) has been omitted as two inoperable 
Rev. B trains (three or more inoperable containment fan cooler units) is an unanalyzed condition as 

previously addressed.  

Condition D has been used to address the Required Actions associated with an inoperable 
containment fan cooler service water outlet valve. The containment fan cooler outlet isolation 
valves are a site specific feature which is not addressed in the Standard Technical 
Specifications, but is an active feature addressed in the current Technical Specifications which 
is required for operability of the fan cooler units. Each fan cooler unit is cooled by service water 
which merges into a single discharge header for all fan cooler units containing two parallel path 
cooling water motor operated valves which open upon receipt of a safety injection signal to 
increase cooling water flow to greater than or equal to analysis values. Only one outlet isolation 
valve is required to function to provide 100% flow from all four fan cooler units. The inoperability 
of a single isolation valve represent a loss of redundancy. Required Actions have been provided 
to restore an inoperable outlet isolation valve to operable status within 72 hours, which is 
consistent with the Completion Time allowed for one or two inoperable containment fan cooler 
units, which similarly represents a loss of redundancy. Condition D is modified by a second 
completion time which requires Condition D to be exited within 144 hours from discovery of 
failure to meet the LCO. This limitation is intended to prevent indefinite operation in non
compliance with the LCO. The completion Time limit is the same duration as that proposed in 
Conditions A and C and is based on the sum of the longest two completion times which could be 
alternated between.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.06 B 3.06.06 

LCO 3.06.06 COND D N/A 

23 Condition F has not been adopted. NUREG 1431 is based on a plant design where the 
Rev. A containment fan coolers and the containment spray trains are equivalent to each other relative to 

cooling, with no credit taken for iodine removal by the spray system. The NUREG construction 
establishes a set of Conditions which would allow a loss of function to be presented for up to 72 
hours if Condition F did not exist. In not adopting Condition D of NUREG 1431, a loss of 
function cannot exist in the proposed Point Beach ITS without resulting in entry into LCO 3.0.3 
making Condition F unnecessary.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.06 B 3.06.06 

N/A LCO 3.06.06A COND F 

LCO 3.06.06A COND F RA F.1 

Page lO of 13



Containment Spray and Cooling Systems [Atmohi DuaI)

3. 6. 60

fan cooler unit can achieve a cooling wat er f oCi 
rate within design limits with a fan cooler 
service water outlet valve open .

Verify each containment spray pump's 
developed head at the flow test point is 
greater than or eQual to the required 
developed head. 2 

and containment far, cooler 

unit service water outlet 

Verify each automatic containment spray 
valve in the flow Dath that is not lockec.  
sealed. or otherwise secured in position, 
actuates to the correct position on an 
actual or simulated actuation signal.

In accordance 
with the 
Inservice 
Testing Program

--4-

0 1 8@ months

SR 3.6. Verify each containment spray pump starts -8 onths 
automatically on an actual or simulated 
actuation signal.

SR 3 6.6E7 f each oi en cooling 
istarts automatically on an actual or 

simulated actuation signai

10 onT 0180 months

(continued)

WCG STS 3,6-25

SR 3.6.6V]•4

SR 3. . 5

IA 
RAI 3.6.6-4

3ý

containfent fan cocler u it arcc-,ent fan

Rev 1, 04,,"0C7/'95

1



Containment Spray and Cooling Systers , C r 1l
3.6. 6

1 -
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (contirued)

16-26

INSERT 3.6.6-01 

D. One required accident D.1 Restore required 72 nours 
fan nooler unit accidert far cooer 
service water outlet ur -outlet valve to AND 
valv-,e -nowe-aule OPERABLE status 

144 nours from 
discovery of 

failure to meet 

Whe LCO

RAI 356.6-2

',ýOCG STS Rev 1 Al4,,n,7,,'O



APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES (continued)

following a DBA. The limiting DBA re e loss 
07 cool ant acci1dent (LOCA) a d) 

17 E'-JThe LOu analyzed s-irg computer codes designed 

to predict the resultart containment pressure and 

3.6.6-08 temperature transientsL- No DBAs are assumed to occur 
simultarecousy or consecutivevy. The postulated DBAs are 
analyzed with regard to containment ESF systems, assuming 

2the loss of one ESF bus, which is the worst case si ngle active failure and results in one train of the Containment 
Spray System and Cotim "em eing rencerec

two containment i nomerablIe. 17' 
accident fan cooler 
units The analysis and evaluation show phatt under the worst case 

emperatur-a scenario, the a'jrak containment pressure sa'
roxi~mately • p 2_53 psig and [44.1] psig (experienced during a L . e analysis shows 
'F respectively I that the peak conta mperature is [384.5]°F AB 
xperi eced cjrrng a (ex " uring an SLB). Both resu ts meet the intert R 

cA) of the design basis. (See the Bases for LCO 3.6.40.0 
"Conta nment Dressure, amn LCO 3. 6.52for a detaIled 
discussion.) Tre ara alyses and evaluations assume a int 

12 specific power leve o T00, one cortainnent spray train 
S' --- an, in tiai 

_pe----------,pe-accident) containmert conditions of i 4 9 F dnc 120 

psig. The analyses also assume a responsr time 
delayed initiation to provide conservative oeak calcu atec 

two containment contairment pressure ard temperature responses.  
accident fan cooler 
units with their For certain aspects o t transient accident analyses, 

eatcioent fmaximizino the calculated containment pressure -i not operation 
conservative In par-icular, the effectiveness of the 
SEmergency Core Cooling System during the core reflooc phase 
of a LOCA analysis increases with increasing containment 
bacKpressure. For these calculations, the cortairment
backpressure is calculated in a manner designed to 
corservatively minimize, rather than maximwze, tue 
calculated transient containment pressures in accordance 
with 10 CFR 50. Appendix K (Ref. 2),

wKjo STS 1 3.6., 4 2

15

Insert B

and 
app 
291 

LOC

The effect of ar inadvent, contairment soray actuatic Es 
been analyzed. An vertent spray actuation re s ir a 

'2.0] psig I nalment pressure ard is ass>ed with tne 
uro the leak tight

Rev I , C4/ 0 7/9 5



SUýVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued)

Containment Spray System operation. This SR does not apply 
to valves that are locked, sealed, or otherwise secured 2n 
position, since these were verified to be in the correct 
position prior to locking, sealing, or securing. This SR 
does not require any testing or valve manipulation. Rather.  
it involves verification, through a system walkdown, that 
those valves outside containment (only check valves are 
inside containment) and capable of potent ially being 
mispositioned are in the correct positior.  

244 

IciDn fan 3co6Uolersacidn 

Pi Operating each ts containment cooling 

accident f /l n , nsures that aelr.fyng t tre OP R a d i rent at e that all as te controls arefunctisn- it7 
ealso enl , or motor failure, or 
en p ration can be detected for corrective action.t 
The_31_da____eue_ was developed considering the known 
reoli bie ter tem t hped nd nc ava lau-le.  
adnd the alowprobatye, ana the gow probabilit f significant degradation of the n t an •c ring 

between suvveliances. It has also been show be [•acceptable through operating experience Replace with 

SR 3.6. 3~ 

accident fan cooler 
unit can achieve its 

assumed post accident Verifying each c ontainment sprayp mp ee ped n at 
flow rate with at leasi sW rate to each c thano•rea t t[700e gpmr e one fan cooler service s 

water outlet valve o de v provides assurance that the design flow rate assumed in the safety analyses Will De achieved (Ref. 3). The Frequency 

was developed considering the known reliability of the SCooling Water System,-I fh~redundancy available.  
and the low probanjii-ty of a signifi:cant degradation o-l flow 
occurring between Surveillances.  

ED - SR 36-.6- 4 

Verifying each containment spray pump's develo ped head at 
the flow test point is greater than or equal to the requi .red 
developed head ensures that spray pump performance has not 
degraded during the cycle Flow and differential pressure 

are normal tests of centrifugal pum performance required by 
Section XI of the ASME Code (Ref. Since the containmert / 

4 18 /41 
RAI 3 6 6-13 

WOG STS B 3. 6. •04___M Rev 1, 04/07/95



3.6.6.BASES INSERTS

Insert B 3.6.6-01: 

Insert B 3.6.6-02: 

Insert B 3.6.6-03:

The containment spray system provides sufficient cooling to 
reduce containment pressure in the event of a DBA. However, 
the containment peak pressure analyses assumes the operation 
of one containment spray pump and two accident fan cooler 
units to ensure that containment design limits are not 
exceeded.

Each containment spray train has two motor operated 
discharge isolation valves. One discharge valve is powered 
from the same safeguards power supply as the pump, while the 
other valve is powered from the opposite train's safeguards 
power. Only the valve associated with the same safeguards 
power supply as the pump is assumed to open due to single 
failure considerations. The "A" train contains discharge 
valves, ST 860A and SI 860B. with the SI 860A being the only 
valve required to be capable of opening automatically. The 
"B" train contarns discharge valves SI 860C and SI 860D, 
with the SI 860D beinq the only valve required to be capable 
of opening automatical y Valves SI 860B and SI 860C are not 
required for system operability

at which time the containment spray system is secured from 
operation



3.6.6.BASES INSERTS

Insert B 3.6.6-04: 

The containment cooling system consists of four containment 
accident fan cooler units, each supplied from a common air intake 
duct, discharging to a common distribution duct. Gravity 
operated backdraft dampers are installed in the discharge duct 
work of each containment accident fan cooler unit. These dampers 
isolate inactive containment accident fan cooler unit from the 
distribution duct. Duct work distributes the cooled air to the 
various containment compartments and areas.  

Each containment accident fan cooler unit contains an expanded 
metal screen, plate-fin cooling coils, two vane axial fan/motor 
units, and a backdraft damper. One fan (the accident fan) and 
motor are designed for post accident pressure, temperature, and 
density, while the second fan (the normal fan) and motor is 
designed for normal operation. The normal fan is not required to 
operate under post accident conditions and is therefore not 
required for the containment accident fan cooler unit to be 
OPERABLE. Only the accident fan in each containment accident fan 
cooler unit is connected to an emergency power supply. A gravity 
operated backdraft damper is installed on the normal fan 
discharge to prevent back flow when it is not in operation and 
the accident fan -s ir ooeration.  

The containment accident fan cooler units are cooled by the 
service water system The service water outlet from each 
containment accident fan cooler unit is routed to a common 
outlet header outside of containment. The common outlet 
header contains an orifice which is the normal outlet 
flowpath and a orifice bypass line containing two motor 
operated valves which open upon receipt of a safety 
injection signal The opening of a single service water 
outlet valve is sufficient to provide 100% of the assumed 
cooling water f!ow to all four containment accident fan 
cooler units.



3.6.6.BASES INSERTS

Insert B 3.6.6-05: 

Operation of the containment accident fan cooler units will 

Insert B 3.6.6-06:

Upon receipt of a Safety Injection signal. the containment 
cooler unit's accident mode fans will auto start if they are 
not already running. The containment accident fan cooler 
units provide sufficient cooling to reduce containment 
pressure in the event of a DBA. However, the containment 
pressure analyses assumes the operation of one containment 
spray pump and two containment accident fan cooler units.  
Service water temperature is an important factor in the heat 
removal capability of the containment accident fan units.



3.6.6.BASES INSERTS

Insert B 3.6.6-07:

Insert B 3.6.6-08: 

Insert B 3.6.6-09:

Additionally, one containment spray train is also required 
for containment temcerature and pressure control, to remove 
iodine from the containment atmosphere, and to introduce 
sodium hydroxide to the containment sump water.

±
Insert B 3.6.6-10:

four containment acci ent fan cooler units and two 
containment accident fan cooler service water outlet valves 
must be OPERABLE 

2 

Insert B 3.6.6-11: 

of containment spray and two containment accident fan cooler 
nits operate, arid one service water outlet valve opens,

The results of the analysis show that one train of 
containment spray and two containment accident fan cooler 
units will provide 100C of the required cooling capacity 
during the post accident condition

The SLB containment pressure calculation is a parameter by 
parameter comparison of a reference 2-loop plant to Point 
Beach. Each parameter is evaluated to determine if the 
Point Beach value is conservative, non-conservative or 
nominal. The mass and energy release from a SLB is less 
than that calculated for a LOCA therefore. the containment 
pressure and temperature analysis for the LOCA bounds the 
SLB event-

A3 
RA1 3 66-12



3.6.6.BASES INSERTS

Insert B 3.6.6-12:

With one containment cooler service water outlet valve 
inoperable, the containment cooling water outlet valve must 
be restored to OPERABLE status within 72 hours. During this 
period, the remaining containment cooler service water 
outlet valve is capable of providing 100% of assumed cooling 
water flow to all four containment accident fan coolers.  
The 72 hour Completion Time was developed taking into 
account the auto open and flow capability afforded by the 
redundant cooling water outlet valve, and the low 
probability of DBA occurring during this period.  

22A

Insert B 3.6.6-13:

Insert B 3.6.6-14: 

Acceptable pecformance ýs verified through verification 
27of main control panel accident fan run indication, motor 

running amps, and clearing of low flow alarms.

RAI 3 6 6-3

Each Containment Accident Fan Cooler Unit consists of 
cooling coils, accident backdraft damper, accident fan, 
service water outlet vaives and controls necessary to 
ensure an OPERABLE service water flow path.



No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.06 

17-May-00 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

A In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Rev. A 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 and rewording of the current Technical 
Specifications. The reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to 
existing requirements. 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 increase the probability or consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not require 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 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 significantly reduce the margin of safety because it has no 
impact on any safety analysis assumptions. This change is administrative. As such, there is 
no technical change to the requirements and, therefore, there is no reduction in the margin of 
safety.

Page 1 of 8



No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.06 

17-May-00 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

L.01 In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Rev. A 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 will allow multiple equipment inoperability to exist simultaneously for a 
limited period of time, but will limit the maximum amount of time for LCO non-compliance, 
such that overlapping inoperabilities cannot exist indefinitely. This change does not result in 
the introduction of any new or different equipment. Therefore, this change would not result in 
a significant change in the probability of previously evaluated accidents. The consequences of 
previously evaluated accidents remain the same during the limited extension in restoration 
time allowed through this change, as the allowable plant configurations will continue be 
bounded by the existing containment pressure analysis. Accordingly, the consequences of 
previously evaluated accidents remain the same.  

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 require 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 allow operation for a limited period of time with multiple 
inoperabilities, while still bounded by the existing analysis. 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 allowable combination of inoperabilities involve equipment which provides similar 
functions but are diverse in their design (e.g. fans, pumps, valves); therefore, any overlapping 
inoperabilities will most probably be from differing failure mechanisms. Based on this, the 
potential for common mode failure within redundant components during the increased time 
allowed for overlapping inoperabilities is insignificant. In this fashion the margin inherent to 
redundant systems and components is not significantly impacted by the small increase in 
allowable restoration time. Considering the low probability of coincident entry into multiple 
Conditions coupled with the low probability of an accident occurring during this time, the 
margin of safety is not significantly affected. The allowable plant configurations are bounded 
by the existing containment pressure analysis, thereby not significantly affecting containment 
margin.
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No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.06 

17-May-00 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

L.02 In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Rev. A 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 does not result in any equipment or hardware changes. The containment spray 
systems allowable restoration time is not an initiator of any analyzed event. The proposed 
change extends the allowable time to reach Mode 5 after the unit is placed into Mode 3 by 48 
hours. During this added 48 hours, the consequences of an event are the same as the 
consequences of an event occurring for the previous 28 hours (72 hour restoration period 
plus 6 hours to Mode 3) currently allowed. The minimum number of systems and 
components assumed in the accident analysis will continue to be preserved. Therefore, the 
proposed change does not significantly increase the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not require 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 not allow continuous operation with an inoperable 
containment spray train. 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 increased time allowed is acceptable based on the containment cooling function 
continuing to be provided by independent systems, the accident fan coolers and the 
containment spray system. In the event of a design basis accident, either of these systems 
will provide sufficient cooling to reduce containment pressure. This additional time is 
acceptable based on the conservatism inherent to the unit being placed in Mode 3. Dose 
considerations (both offsite and control room) are projected based on a core operating at 
102% of rated power and the containment pressure analysis is based upon a higher energy 
state (temperature) for the reactor coolant system. The reduced consequences from these 
specifics alone will offset the increased time allowed to operated in a condition capable of 
event mitigation, but incapable of a single failure. Based on the above discussion, this 
change does not significantly reduce the margin of safety.
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No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.06 

17-May-00 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

L.03 In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Rev. A 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 does not result in any equipment or hardware changes. The proposed change 
extends the containment spray header nozzles testing from once every five years to once 
every 10 years. The frequency of testing for the containment spray nozzles is not an initiator 
of any analyzed event. This increase in frequency is acceptable based on the passive nature 
of the components. In maintaining the equipment in an operable state, the consequence for 
previously evaluated accidents remains unchanged. Accordingly, the probability and 
consequences of previously evaluated accident is not significantly changed.  

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 require a physical alteration of the plant (no new or different 
type of equipment will be installed) or changes in parameters governing normal plant 
operation. No nozzle failures have been reported as a result of routine testing. The only 
known nozzle testing failures within the industry are related to construction activity and were 
disclosed during post construction testing. The containment spray nozzles are located near 
the top of the containment dome, in an area not subject to damage from personnel nor other 
components and debris. The containment spray nozzles are configured as "dry piping" and 
accordingly, are not subject to a harsh environment (contact with acids, caustics or other 
chemicals) during normal operation which could introduce significant age related 
degradation. Based on the above, it has been concluded that increasing the testing interval 
will not result in any significant increase in undetectable failures. 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 increased surveillance interval is acceptable based on the industry data that has 
concluded that the likelihood of nozzle failure is low based on the passive nature of the 
components and their physical location which minimizes the likelihood of damage. The 
likelihood for an undetectable failure mode is insignificant, and it has been concluded that the 
nozzles are not susceptible to significant age related degradation based on the extended test 
interval. Based on the above, it has been concluded that this change does not represent a 
significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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17-May-00 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

L.04 In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Rev. B 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 does not involve any physical alteration of plant systems, structures or 
components, changes in parameters governing normal plant operation, or methods of 
operation. The proposed change results in the deletion of details which are not necessary to 
describe the actual regulatory requirement, or provide adequate protection of the public health 
and safety. Accordingly, there will be no significant change in the probability or 
consequences of accidents previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not involve any physical alteration of plant systems, structures or 
components, nor does it alter parameters governing normal plant operation. The proposed 
change does not introduce a new mode of operation. Therefore, the possibility of a new or 
different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated is not created.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The deletion of details which are not necessary to describe the actual regulatory requirement, 
or provide adequate protection of the public health and safety, does not result in a significant 
reduction in the margin of safety.
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17-May-00 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

L.05 In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Rev. B Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 

consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

CTS 15.4.5.1.B.1 specifies the Containment Spray System test be initiated by tripping the 
normal actuation instrumentation. ITS SR 3.6.6.5 and SR 3.6.6.6 permit initiation by an actual 
or simulated signal to satisfy the requirements.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The Containment Spray System is used to mitigate the consequences of an accident; 
however, it is not an initiator of any previously analyzed accident. As such the relaxing the 
requirements under which the Containment Spray System testing is performed does not 
affect the results of the surveillance and will not increase the probability of any accident 
previously evaluated. The proposed actions continue to provide adequate assurance of 
Operability for required equipment and therefore, do not involve an increase in the 
consequences of any accident previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not require a physical alteration of the plant (no new or different 
type of equipment will be installed) or changes in parameters governing normal plant 
operation. Thus, this change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of 
accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

This change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety because the 
Operability of the equipment continues to be evaluated in the same manner. The results of 
the Containment Spray System testing are not affected by the nature of the initiating signal, 
because the system cannot discriminate whether the signals are actual or simulated. The 
intent of the surveillance requirement has not been altered and does not result in a reduction 
in the margin of safety.
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17-May-00 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

LA In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Rev. A 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 from the Technical Specifications to the Bases, 
FSAR, or other plant controlled documents. The Bases and FSAR will be maintained using 
the provisions of 10 CFR 50.59. In addition to 10 CFR 50.59 provisions, the Technical 
Specifications Bases are subject to the change process in the Administrative Controls 
Chapter of the ITS. Plant procedures and other plant controlled documents are subject to 
controls imposed by plant administrative procedures, which endorse applicable regulations 
and standards. Changes to the Bases, FSAR, or other plant controlled documents will be 
evaluated in accordance with the requirements of the Bases Control Program in Chapter 5.0 
of the ITS, 10 CFR 50.59, or plant administrative processes. Therefore, no increase in the 
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated will be allowed.  

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 require 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 not impose any different requirements and adequate 
control of the information will be maintained. Thus, this change does not create the possibility 
of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The proposed change will not reduce a margin of safety because it has no impact on any 
safety analysis assumptions. In addition, the requirements to be moved from the Technical 
Specifications to the Bases, FSAR, or other plant controlled documents are as they currently 
exist. Future changes to the requirements in the Bases, FSAR, or other plant controlled 
documents will be evaluated in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 50.59, the 
Bases Control Program in Chapter 5.0 of the ITS, or the applicable plant process and no 
reduction in a margin of safety will be allowed.
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17-May-00 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

M In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Rev. A 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 restrictive 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 the assumptions relative to the mitigation of an 
accident or transient event. These more restrictive requirements continue to ensure process 
variables, structures, systems and components are maintained consistent with the safety 
analyses. Therefore, this change does not increase the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not require 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 does impose different requirements. However, these 
changes are consistent with assumptions made in the safety analysis. 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 affect on or increases the 
margin of safety. Each change is providing additional restrictions to enhance plant safety.  
These changes are consistent with the safety analysis. Therefore, this change does not 
involve a reduction in a margin of safety.
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Containment Spray and Cooling Systems 
3.6.6

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued)

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.6.6.3 Verify each containment fan cooler unit can 31 days 
achieve a cooling water flow rate within design 
limits with a fan cooler service water outlet valve 
open.  

SR 3.6.6.4 Verify each containment spray pump's In accordance 
developed head at the flow test point is greater with the 
than or equal to the required developed head. Inservice Testing 

Program 

SR 3.6.6.5 Verify each automatic containment spray and 18 months 
containment fan cooler unit service water outlet 
valve in the flow path that is not locked, sealed, 
or otherwise secured in position, actuates to the 
correct position on an actual or simulated 
actuation signal.  

SR 3.6.6.6 Verify each containment spray pump starts 18 months 
automatically on an actual or simulated actuation 
signal.  

SR 3.6.6.7 Verify each containment fan cooler unit accident 18 months 
fan starts automatically on an actual or simulated 
actuation signal.  

SR 3.6.6.8 Verify proper operation of the accident fan cooler 18 months 
unit backdraft dampers.  

SR 3.6.6.9 Verify each spray nozzle is unobstructed. 10 years
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Containment Spray and Cooling Systems 
B 3.6.6 

B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

B 3.6.6 Containment Spray and Cooling Systems 

BASES 

BACKGROUND The Containment Spray and Containment Cooling systems provide 
containment atmosphere cooling to limit post accident pressure and 
temperature in containment to less than the design values. Reduction 
of containment pressure and the iodine removal capability of the spray 
reduces the release of fission product radioactivity from containment to 
the environment, in the event of a Design Basis Accident (DBA), to 
within limits. The Containment Spray and Containment Cooling 
systems are designed to meet the Point Beach Design Criteria as 
specified in FSAR Section 1.3.  

The Containment Cooling System and Containment Spray System are 
Engineered Safety Feature (ESF) systems. They are designed to 
ensure that the heat removal capability required during the post 
accident period can be attained.  

Containment Spray System 

The Containment Spray System consists of two separate trains of equal 
capacity, each capable of meeting the design bases. Each train 
includes a containment spray pump, spray header, nozzles, valves, and 
piping. Each train is powered from a separate ESF bus. The refueling 
water storage tank (RWST) supplies borated water to the Containment 
Spray System during the injection phase of operation.  

The Containment Spray System provides a spray of cold borated water 
mixed with sodium hydroxide (NaOH) from the spray additive tank into 
the upper regions of containment to reduce the containment pressure 
and temperature and to reduce fission products from the containment 
atmosphere during a DBA. The RWST solution temperature is an 
important factor in determining the heat removal capability of the 
Containment Spray System during the injection phase. In the 
recirculation mode of operation, heat is removed from the containment 
sump water by the residual heat removal coolers. The containment 
spray system provides sufficient cooling to reduce containment 
pressure in the event of a DBA. However, the containment peak 
pressure analyses assumes the operation of one containment spray 
pump and two containment accident fan cooler units to ensure that 
containment design limits are not exceeded.  

The Spray Additive System injects an NaOH solution into the spray.  
The NaOH added in the spray also ensures an alkaline pH for the 
solution recirculated in the containment sump. The alkaline pH of the
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Containment Spray and Cooling Systems 
B 3.6.6 

BASES 

BACKGROUND containment sump water minimizes the evolution of iodine and 
(continued) minimizes the occurrence of chloride and caustic stress corrosion on 

mechanical systems and components exposed to the fluid.  

The Containment Spray System is actuated either automatically by a 
containment Hi-Hi pressure signal or manually. An automatic actuation 
opens the containment spray pump discharge valves, starts the two 
containment spray pumps, and begins the injection phase. A manual 
actuation of the Containment Spray System requires the operator to 
actuate two separate switches on the main control board to begin the 
same sequence. Each containment spray train has two motor operated 
discharge isolation valves. One discharge valve is powered from the 
same safeguards power supply as the pump, while the other valve is 
powered from the opposite train's safeguards power. Only the valve 
associated with the same safeguards power supply as the pump is 
assumed to open due to single failure considerations. The "A" train 
contains discharge valves, SI 860A and SI 860B, with the SI 860A 
being the only valve required to be capable of opening automatically.  
The "B" train contains discharge valves SI 860C and SI 860D, with the 
SI 860D being the only valve required to be capable of opening 
automatically. Valves SI 860B and SI 860C are not required for system 
operability. The injection phase continues until an RWST level 
Low-Low alarm is received at which time the containment spray system 
is secured from operation.  

Containment Coolinq System 

The containment cooling system consists of four containment accident 
fan cooler units, each supplied from a common air intake duct, 
discharging to a common distribution duct. Gravity operated backdraft 
dampers are installed in the discharge duct work of each containment 
accident fan cooler unit. These dampers isolate inactive containment 
accident fan cooler units from the distribution duct. Duct work 
distributes the cooled air to the various containment compartments and 
areas.  

Each containment accident fan cooler unit contains an expanded metal 
screen, plate-fin cooling coils, two vane axial fan/motors, and a 
backdraft damper. One fan (the accident fan) and motor is designed for 
post accident pressure, temperature, and density, while the second fan 
(the normal fan) and motor is designed for normal operation. The 
normal fan is not required to operate under post accident conditions 
and is, therefore, not required for the containment accident fan cooler 
unit to be OPERABLE. Only the accident fan in each containment 
accident fan cooler unit is connected to an emergency power supply. A 
gravity operated backdraft damper is installed on the normal fan 
discharge to prevent back flow when it is not in operation and the 
accident fan is in operation.
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Containment Spray and Cooling Systems 
B 3.6.6

BASES

BACKGROUND 
(continued)

The containment accident fan cooler units are cooled by the service 
water system. The service water outlet from each containment accident 
fan cooler unit is routed to a common outlet header outside of 
containment. The common outlet header contains an orifice which is 
the normal outlet flowpath and a orifice bypass line containing two 
motor operated valves which open upon receipt of a safety injection 
signal. The opening of a single service water outlet valve is sufficient to 
provide 100% of the assumed cooling water flow to all four containment 
accident fan cooler units.  

Operation of the containment accident fan cooler units will limit the 
ambient containment air temperature during normal unit operation to 
less than the limit specified in LCO 3.6.5, "Containment Air 
Temperature." This temperature limitation ensures that the 
containment temperature does not exceed the initial temperature 
conditions assumed for the DBAs.  

Upon receipt of a Safety Injection signal, the containment cooler unit's 
accident mode fans will auto start if they are not already running. The 
containment accident fan cooler units provide sufficient cooling to 
reduce containment pressure in the event of a DBA. However, the 
containment pressure analyses assumes the operation of one 
containment spray pump and two containment accident fan cooler units.  
Service water temperature is an important factor in the heat removal 
capability of the containment accident fan units.

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

The Containment Spray System and Containment Cooling System limit 
the temperature and pressure that could be experienced following a 
DBA. The limiting DBA is the loss of coolant accident (LOCA). The 
LOCA is analyzed using computer codes designed to predict the 
resultant containment pressure and temperature transients. The SLB 
containment pressure calculation is a parameter by parameter 
comparison of a reference 2-loop plant to Point Beach. Each 
parameter is evaluated to determine if the Point Beach value is 
conservative, non-conservative or nominal. The mass and energy 
release from a SLB is less than that calculated for a LOCA, therefore, 
the containment pressure and temperature analysis for the LOCA 
bounds the SLB event. No DBAs are assumed to occur simultaneously 
or consecutively. The postulated DBAs are analyzed with regard to 
containment ESF systems, assuming the loss of one ESF bus, which is 
the worst case single active failure and results in one train of the 
Containment Spray System and two containment accident fan cooler 
units being rendered inoperable.  

The analysis and evaluation show that under the worst case scenario, 
the peak containment pressure and temperature are approximately
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B 3.6.6

BASES

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES 
(continued)

52-53 psig and 291 'F respectively (experienced during a LOCA.) Both 
results meet the intent of the design basis. (See the Bases for 
LCO 3.6.4, "Containment Pressure," and LCO 3.6.5 for a detailed 
discussion). The analyses and evaluations assume a unit specific 
power level of 102%, one containment spray train and two containment 
accident fan cooler units with their accident fans in operation, and initial 
(pre-accident) containment conditions of 120°F and 0.0 psig. The 
analyses also assume a response time delayed initiation to provide 
conservative peak calculated containment pressure and temperature 
responses.  

For certain aspects of transient accident analyses, maximizing the 
calculated containment pressure is not conservative. In particular, the 
effectiveness of the Emergency Core Cooling System during the core 
reflood phase of a LOCA analysis increases with increasing 
containment backpressure. For these calculations, the containment 
backpressure is calculated in a manner designed to conservatively 
minimize, rather than maximize, the calculated transient containment 
pressures in accordance with 10 CFR 50, Appendix K (Ref. 2).  

The modeled Containment Spray System actuation from the 
containment analysis is based on a response time associated with 
exceeding the containment Hi-Hi pressure setpoint to achieving full flow 
through the containment spray nozzles. The Containment Spray 
System total response time of 63 seconds includes diesel generator 
(DG) startup (for loss of offsite power), block loading of equipment, 
containment spray pump startup, and spray line filling (Ref. 3).  

Containment accident fan cooler unit performance for post accident 
conditions is given in Reference 3. The results of the analysis show 
that one train of containment spray and two containment accident fan 
cooler units will provide 100% of the required cooling capacity during 
the post accident condition.  

The modeled containment accident fan cooler unit actuation from the 
containment analysis is based upon a response time associated with 
exceeding the containment Hi pressure setpoint to achieving full 
Containment Cooling System air and service water flow. The 
Containment Cooling System total response time of 67 seconds, 
includes signal delay, DG startup (for loss of offsite power), and 
accident fan start and acceleration times (Ref. 3).  

The Containment Spray System and the Containment Cooling System 
satisfy Criterion 3 of the NRC Policy Statement.
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BASES

LCO

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, 3, and 4, a DBA could cause a release of radioactive 
material to containment and an increase in containment pressure and 
temperature requiring the operation of the containment spray trains and 
containment accident fan cooler units.  

In MODES 5 and 6, the probability and consequences of these events 
are reduced due to the pressure and temperature limitations of these 
MODES. Thus, the Containment Spray System and the Containment 
Cooling System are not required to be OPERABLE in MODES 5 and 6.  

ACTIONS A.1 

With one containment spray train inoperable, the inoperable 
containment spray train must be restored to OPERABLE status within 
72 hours. In this Condition, the remaining OPERABLE spray and 
cooling trains are adequate to perform the iodine removal and 
containment cooling functions. The 72 hour Completion Time takes into 
account the redundant heat and iodine removal capability, and sodium 
hydroxide delivery capability afforded by the Containment Spray 
System, reasonable time for repairs, and low probability of a DBA 
occurring during this period.

During a DBA, a minimum of two containment accident fan cooler units 
with their accident fans running and one containment spray train are 
required to maintain the containment peak pressure and temperature 
below the design limits (Ref. 3). Additionally, one containment spray 
train is also required for containment temperature and pressure control, 
to remove iodine from the containment atmosphere, and to introduce 
sodium hydroxide to the containment sump water. To ensure that these 
requirements are met, two containment spray trains and four 
containment accident fan cooler units and two containment accident fan 
cooler service water outlet valves must be OPERABLE. Therefore, in 
the event of an accident, at least one train of containment spray and 
two containment accident fan cooler units operate, and one service 
water outlet valve opens, assuming the worst case single active failure 
occurs.  

Each Containment Spray System consists of a spray pump, spray 
header, nozzles, valves, piping, instruments, and controls to ensure an 
OPERABLE flow path capable of taking suction from the RWST upon 
an ESF actuation signal.  

Each Containment Accident Fan Cooler Unit consists of cooling coils, 
accident backdraft damper, accident fan, service water outlet valves, 
and controls necessary to ensure an OPERABLE service water flow path.
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BASES 

ACTIONS (continued) The 144 hour portion of the Completion Time for Required Action A.1 is 
based upon engineering judgment. It takes into account the low 
probability of coincident entry into two Conditions in this Specification 
coupled with the low probability of an accident occurring during this 
time. Refer to Section 1.3, "Completion Times," for a more detailed 
discussion of the purpose of the "from discovery of failure to meet the 
LCO" portion of the Completion Time.  

B.1 and B.2 

If the inoperable containment spray train 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 6 hours 
and to MODE 5 within 84 hours. The allowed Completion Time of 
6 hours is reasonable, based on operating experience, to reach 
MODE 3 from full power conditions in an orderly manner and without 
challenging plant systems. The extended interval to reach MODE 5 
allows additional time for attempting restoration of the containment 
spray train and is reasonable when considering the driving force for a 
release of radioactive material from the Reactor Coolant System is 
reduced in MODE 3.  

C.1 

With one or two containment accident fan cooler units inoperable, the 
inoperable containment accident fan cooler units must be restored to 
OPERABLE status within 72 hours. The remaining operable 
components in this degraded condition provide iodine removal 
capabilities and are capable of providing at least 100% of the heat 
removal needs. The 72 hour Completion Time was developed taking 
into account the redundant heat removal capabilities afforded by 
combinations of the Containment Spray System and Containment 
Cooling System and the low probability of DBA occurring during this 
period.  

The 144 hour portion of the Completion Time for Required Action C.1 is 
based upon engineering judgement. It takes into account the low 
probability of coincident entry into two Conditions in this Specification 
coupled with the low probability of an accident occurring during this 
time. Refer to Section 1.3 for a more detailed discussion of the purpose 
of the "from discovery of failure to meet the LCO" portion of the 
Completion Time.
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BASES 

ACTIONS (continued) D.1 

With one containment cooler service water outlet valve inoperable, the 
containment cooling water outlet valve must be restored to OPERABLE 
status within 72 hours. During this period, the remaining containment 
cooler service water outlet valve is capable of providing 100% of 
assumed cooling water flow to all four containment accident fan I/B 
coolers. The 72 hour Completion Time was developed taking into I RA 366-3 

account the auto open and flow capability afforded by the redundant 
cooling water outlet valve, and the low probability of DBA occurring 
during this period.  

E.1 and E.2 

If the Required Action and associated Completion Time of Condition C 
or D of this LCO are not 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 6 hours and to MODE 5 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 3.6.6.1 
REQUIREMENTS 

Verifying the correct alignment for manual, power operated, and 
automatic valves in the containment spray flow path provides 
assurance that the proper flow paths will exist for Containment Spray 
System operation. This SR does not apply to valves that are locked, 
sealed, or otherwise secured in position, since these were verified to be 
in the correct position prior to locking, sealing, or securing. This SR 
does not require any testing or valve manipulation. Rather, it involves 
verification, through a system walkdown, that those valves outside 
containment (only check valves are inside containment) and capable of 
potentially being mispositioned are in the correct position.  

SR 3.6.6.2 

Operating each containment cooling unit's accident fan ensures that all 
accident fans are OPERABLE. Acceptable performance is verified 
through verification of main control panel accident fan run indication, 
motor running amps, and clearing of low flow alarms. The 31 day 
Frequency was developed considering the known reliability of the 
accident fans, the redundancy available, and the low probability of
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BASES 

SURVEILLANCE significant degradation of the accident fans occurring between 
REQUIREMENTS surveillances. It has also been shown to be acceptable through 
(continued) operating experience.  

SR 3.6.6.3 

Verifying that each containment accident fan cooler unit can achieve its 
assumed post accident flow rate with at least one containment accident 
fan cooler service water outlet valve open provides assurance that the 
design flow rate assumed in the safety analyses will be achieved 
(Ref. 3). The Frequency was developed considering the known 
reliability of the Cooling Water System, the redundancy available, and 
the low probability of a significant degradation of flow occurring 
between surveillances.  

SR 3.6.6.4 

Verifying each containment spray pump's developed head at the flow 
test point is greater than or equal to the required developed head 
ensures that spray pump performance has not degraded during the 
cycle. Flow and differential pressure are normal tests of centrifugal B 
pump performance required by Section XI of the ASME Code (Ref. 4). I RAI366-13 

Since the containment spray pumps cannot be tested with flow through 
the spray headers, they are tested on recirculation flow. This test 
confirms one point on the pump design curve and is indicative of overall 
performance. Such inservice tests confirm component OPERABILITY, 
trend performance, and detect incipient failures by abnormal 
performance. The Frequency of the SR is in accordance with the 
Inservice Testing Program.  

SR 3.6.6.5 and SR 3.6.6.6 

These SRs require verification that each automatic containment spray 
and containment accident fan cooler service water outlet valve actuates 
to its correct position and that each containment spray pump starts 
upon receipt of an actual or simulated actuation of a containment Hi-Hi 
pressure signal. This Surveillance is not required for valves that are 
locked, sealed, or otherwise secured in the required position under 
administrative controls. The 18 month Frequency is based on the need 
to perform these Surveillances under the conditions that apply during a 
plant outage and the potential for an unplanned transient if the 
Surveillances were performed with the reactor at power. Operating 
experience has shown that these components usually pass the 
Surveillances when performed at the 18 month Frequency. Therefore, 
the Frequency was concluded to be acceptable from a reliability 
standpoint.

POINT BEACH B 3.6.6-8 DRAFT REV. B



Containment Spray and Cooling Systems 
B 3.6.6

BASES

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS 
(continued)

SR 3.6.6.7 

This SR requires verification that each containment accident fan cooler 
unit accident fan actuates upon receipt of an actual or simulated safety 
injection signal. The 18 month Frequency is based on engineering 
judgment and has been shown to be acceptable through operating 
experience. See SR 3.6.6.5 and SR 3.6.6.6, above, for further 
discussion of the basis for the 18 month Frequency.  

SR 3.6.6.8 

This SR verifies proper operation of the containment accident fan cooler 
unit backdraft dampers. The backdraft damper of concern is the one 
installed in the discharge flowpath of the normal fan. This damper 
prevents back flow which would bypass the cooler coils when the 
accident fan is in operation and the normal fan is not in operation. The 
18 month Frequency is based on the need to perform this Surveillance 
under the conditions that apply during a plant outage and engineering 
judgment.  

SR 3.6.6.9 

With the containment spray inlet valves closed and the spray header 
drained of any solution, low pressure air or smoke can be blown 
through test connections. This SR ensures that each spray nozzle is 
unobstructed and provides assurance that spray coverage of the 
containment during an accident is not degraded. Due to the passive 
design of the nozzle, a test at 10 year intervals is considered adequate 
to detect obstruction of the nozzles.

REFERENCES 1. FSAR, Section 1.3.  

2. 10 CFR 50, Appendix K.  

3. FSAR, Section 14.  

4. ASME, Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code, Section XI.
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Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.07 

17-May-00 

DOC Number DOC Text 

A.01 In the conversion of Point Beach current Technical Specifications (CTS) to the proposed plant 
Rev. A specific Improved Technical Specifications (ITS), certain wording preferences or conventions are 

adopted which do not result in technical changes (either actual or interpretational). Editorial 
changes, reformatting, and revised numbering are adopted to make the ITS consistent with the 
Standard Technical Specifications, Westinghouse Plants, NUREG-1431, Revision 1 (i.e., 
Improved Standard Technical Specifications (ISTS)).  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.03 LCO 3.06.07 
15.03.03.B.01 .A SR 3.06.07.02 
15.03.03.B.02 LCO 3.06.07 COND B 

LCO 3.06.07 COND B RA B.1 
15.03.03.B.02.C LCO 3.06.07 COND A 

LCO 3.06.07 COND A RA A.1 
15.04.05.11.B.02 SR 3.06.07.01 

A.02 The CTS provides an introductory statement (Applicability) which simply states which 
Rev. A systems/components are addressed within a given section. This same information, while 

worded differently, is contained within the title of each ITS LCO. Accordingly, this change is a 
change in format with no change in technical requirement.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.03 APPL LCO 3.06.07 

15.04.05 APPL LCO 3.06.07 

A.03 The CTS provides an introductory statement (Objective) at the beginning of this Section of the 
Rev. A Technical Specifications which provide a brief summary of the purpose for this Section. This 

information is contained in the Bases Section of the ITS. This information does not establish any 
regulatory requirements for the systems and components addressed within this Section.  
Accordingly, deletion of this information does not alter any requirement set forth in the Technical 
Specifications. This change is administrative and consistent with the format and presentation for 
the ITS as provided in NUREG 1431.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.03 OBJ DELETED 
15.04.05 OBJ DELETED 
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Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.07 

17-May-00 

DOC Number DOC Text 

A.04 The CTS 15.3.3.B.1 requires the Iodine Removal System to be operable prior to the reactor 
Rev. A being made critical. However, CTS 15.3.3.B.2 requires the unit to be placed into Hot Shutdown 

(ITS Mode 3) within 6 hours and Cold Shutdown (ITS Mode 5) within 36 hours, if this system is 
inoperable in excess of the allowable outage time, implying an Applicability of Modes 1, 2, 3, and 
4 (ITS Modes). Proposed LCO 3.6.7 will require the Spray Additive System to be operable in 
Modes 1, 2, 3, and 4. This change is considered administrative as it is clarifying an ambiguous 
relationship between the LCO Applicability and Action Statement.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.03.B.01 LCO 3.06.07 

A.05 CTS 15.3.3.B.1.d establishes a requirement to maintain all valves and piping "associated" with 
Rev. B the Iodine Removal System "and required to function during accident conditions" to be operable.  

This requirement is subsumed by the LCO statement, "The spray additive system shall be 
OPERABLE." Application of this concept is addressed through the definition of operability, 
which requires all equipment required for the system to perform its specified safety function to be 
capable of performing their related support function. Further, valves are addressed through the 
valve testing requirements specified in the proposed ITS SR 3.6.7.8 and the Inservice Testing 
Program (Specification 5.5.8). This change is administrative.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.03.B.01 .D LCO 3.06.07 

A.06 The Bases of the current Technical Specifications for this section have been completely replaced 
Rev. A by revised Bases that reflect the format and applicable content of PBNP ITS, consistent with the 

Standard Technical Specifications for Westinghouse Plants, NUREG-1 431. The revised Bases 
are as shown in the PBNP ITS Bases.  

CTS: ITS: 
BASES B 3.06.07 

A.07 CTS 15.4.5.1.b.2 Requires the performance of a system test during reactor shutdowns for major 
Rev. A fuel reloadings. The CTS defines system test as being an actuation test, for which the only 

components in the spray additive system that receive an actuation signal are the spray additive 
tank outlet valves. Proposed ITS SR 3.6.7.4 requires verification that each automatic valve in 
the spray additive system that is not secured in its required position be actuated to its correct 
position on an actual or simulated actuation signal once every 18 months. This change is 
administrative, revising the CTS surveillance to a format and wording consistent with that used in 
NUREG 1431. The change in proposed frequency in addressed is Description of Change M.3 of 
this section.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.04.05.1.B.01 SR 3.06.07.04 
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Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.07 

07-Jun-00 

DOC Number DOC Text 

A.08 CTS 15.3.3.B.1.a specifies that the spray additive tank shall contain sodium hydroxide with a 
Rev. A minimum concentration of 30%0 by weight. This limitation has been moved to ITS surveillance 

requirement SR 3.6.7.3. Moving this limitation to SR 3.6.7.3 is administrative. An upper limit has 
been proposed for inclusion into this SR as discussed in Description of Change M.2 of this 
section.  

CTS: ITS: 

15.03.03.B.01 .A SR 3.06.07.03 

A.09 Not used.  

Rev. B 

CTS: ITS: 

N/A N/A

A.10 
Rev. B

CTS 15.3.3.B.1 .a specifies the spray additive tank level and NaOH concentration in the tank. If 
either of these limits are not met, CTS 15.3.0.B requires action to be initiated within 1 hour to 
place the affected unit in hot shutdown within the next 6 hours and cold shutdown within 36 
hours. These required actions will be reflected in ITS 3.6.7, Conditions B and C, with the 
exception of allowing 84 hours to reach MODE 5 as discussed in DOC L.2.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.0.1B LCO 3.06.07 COND B 

LCO 3.06.07 COND B RA B.1 
LCO 3.06.07 COND C 
LCO 3.06.07 COND C RA C.1 

LCO 3.06.07 COND C RA C.2
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Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.07 

08-Jun-00 

DOC Number DOC Text 

L.01 CTS Action 15.3.3.B.2 in combination with CTS 15.3.3.B.2.c allows the inoperability of a valve 
Rev. B which supports the iodine removal system, providing that the valve in the opposite system which 

provides the redundant function is still operable. In addition, CTS 15.3.3.B.2 will not allow the 
simultaneous inoperability of any of the components/systems specified within the CTS LCO (i.e., 
a single containment spray pump system, one or two containment fan cooler units, or a valve in 
either the Iodine Removal System or containment fan coolers system). The proposed ITS will 
allow the spray additive system to be inoperable concurrent with the containment fan coolers or 
containment spray train. Concurrent containment spray pump and accident fan coolers 
inoperability is addressed in LCO 3.6.6 of this conversion.  

Inoperability of the spray additive system (Iodine Removal System) concurrent with any allowable 
combination of fan cooler inoperabilities is acceptable. The spray additive system is required to 
be operable to promote retention of iodines in the recirculation fluids after a primary side Loss of 
Coolant Accident (LOCA), in addition to long term containment corrosion considerations. To 
obtain the advantages of the high partition coefficient which results in a high absorption rate and 
nearly complete removal of iodine at equilibrium, the chemisty of the spray solution is modified by 
adding NaOH, raising the pH to approximately 8.5 to 9.5. As directed in SRP 6.5.2, Rev. 2, the 
removal coefficient was limited to 20 1/hr in the LOCA radiological analysis. The containment 
fan coolers are designed to maintain containment pressure and temperature within limits, the 
containment fan coolers and the spray additive system have no functional relationships nor 
dependencies.  

The containment spray system provides containment pressure and temperature control in 
addition to delivery of sodium hydroxide to the containment to minimize the evolution of iodines 
from the containment recirculation fluids. The spray additive system consists of one spray 
additive tank that is shared by the two trains of spray additive components. Each train provides a 
flow path from the spray additive tank to a containment spray pump and consists of an eductor 
for each containment spray pump, valves, instrumentation, and connecting piping. Each eductor 
draws the sodium hydroxide spray solution from the common tank using a portion of the borated 
water discharged by the containment spray pump as the motive flow. Based on the system 
design, a loss of a pump and spray additive valve within the same train, independent or 
concurrently, results in the same level of degradation relative to the spray additive function.  

CTS 15.3.3.B.2.c allows 72 hours to restore an inoperable valve provided the redundant valve is 
operable. Any inoperability which results in a comparable loss of redundant capability will not 
result in an increase in risk. Therefore, allowing 72 hours to restore an inoperable flowpath will 
not reduce the margin of safety, and is consistent with the allowance afforded to a loss of 
redundancy for other safety systems.  

Any inoperability which results in a loss of both spray additive system flowpaths (including an 
inoperable NaOH tank level or concentration, or system components common to both 
flowpaths), will require actions commensurate with a loss of function, i.e., restore at least one 
flowpath to operable status within 1 hour, or commence unit shutdown.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.03.B.02 DELETED 
15.03.03.B.02.C LCO 3.06.07 COND A 

Page 4 of 7



Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.07 

15-Jun-00 

DOC Number DOC Text 

15.03.03.B.02.C LCO 3.06.07 COND A RA A.1 

L.02 CTS 15.3.3.B.2 requires the unit to be placed into hot shutdown within 6 hours and cold 
Rev. B shutdown within 36 hours if any valve within the Spray Additive System is inoperable in excess of 

72 hours as allowed by CTS 15.3.3.B.2.c. Additionally, if the Spray Additive System is inoperable 
for any other reason, CTS 15.3.0.B applies and actions are required to be initiated in 1 hour to 
place the unit in hot shutdown within 6 hours and cold shutdown within 36 hours. The ITS will 
require the unit to be placed into Mode 3 (hot shutdown) within 6 hours and Mode 5 (cold 
shutdown) within 84 hours if the Required Actions and Completion Times above are not met.  
The ITS will allow an additional 48 hour to place the unit into Mode 5. This is reasonable when 
considering the reduced pressure and temperature conditions in MODE 3 for the release of 
radioactive material from the Reactor Coolant System. This additional time period can be utilized 
in restoring the inoperable components to operable status potentially averting the need to incur 
an unnecessary unit cool down and depressurization.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.03.B.02 LCO 3.06.07 COND C RA C.2 

L.03 CTS Table 15.4.1-2, item number 5 requires the performance of a spray additive tank 
Rev. A concentration sample once a month. The proposed ITS will require performance of this 

surveillance once every 184 days. The spray additive tank is normally static, it is not used as a 
process tank, and there are no permanently connected fill lines; therefore, this tank is not subject 
to rapid or uncontrolled changes in level and concentration. Intentional changes to tank level and 
concentration are performed in a controlled manner and will include post evolution sampling 
when necessary. The proposed frequency of 184 days has been proven through industry 
experience to be sufficient in ensuring that sodium hydroxide concentration is maintained within 
limits.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.04.01 T 15.04.01-02 05 SR 3.06.07.03 

L.04 CTS 15.4.5.1.B.1 and CTS 15.4.5.1.B.2 provides details on surveillance testing which are not 
Rev. B necessary to describe the actual regulatory requirement. Therefore, these details are being 

removed. The proposed ITS specifies the safety objective that must be fulfilled by the 
surveillance tests, while leaving the details associated with testing methods and acceptance 
verifications to licensee control. These type of details are better suited for procedural control and 
are not required to be in the ITS to provide adequate protection to the public health and safety.  
Changes to plant procedures and other plant controlled documents are subject to controls 
imposed by plant administrative procedures, which endorse applicable regulations and standards.  

CTS: ITS: 

15.04.05.1.B.01 DELETED 

15.04.05.1.B.02 DELETED 
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Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.07 

17-May-00 

DOC Number DOC Text 

L.05 CTS 15.4.5.I.B.1 requires the Spray Additive System test to be initiated by tripping the normal 
Rev. B actuation instrumentation. The proposed ITS requirement in SR 3.6.7.4 allows initiation by an 

actual or simulated signal. The proposed ITS is less restrictive because it allows a simulated 
signal. This change is insignificant because the actuation instrumentation for this system is 
appropriately surveilled in accordance with the requirements in Section 3.3 of the proposed ITS.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.04.05.1.B.01 DELETED 

LA.01 Not used.  

Rev. B 

CTS: ITS: 
N/A N/A 

M.01 CTS 15.3.3.B.1 contains a provision exempting the requirement to maintain the Iodine Removal 
Rev. A System operable during low power physics testing. This provision has been deleted in the 

proposed Technical Specifications. Low power physics testing in the Improved Technical 
Specifications is a subset of Mode 2. While Mode 2 is typically a non limiting Mode, the 
operability requirements of this system is independent of physics testing, accordingly this 
provision has been deleted. This change represent a more restrictive changes as it involves the 
deletion of a flexibility that currently exists.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.03.B.01 DELETED 

M.02 CTS 15.3.3.B.1 .a establishes the operational limits for the spray additive tank as being; not less 
Rev. A than 2675 gallons in volume, and not less than 30% in concentration. The spray additive system 

is designed to establish a post Design Basis primary side Loss of Coolant Accident containment 
recirculation fluid pH of between approximately 7.0 and 9.0. This range is intended to minimize 
the evolution of iodines from the recirculation fluid as well as minimizing the potential for chloride 
and caustic stress corrosion. To maintain a pH range of approximately 7.0 to 9.0 an upper limit 
for concentration have been proposed. The addition of this limit will provide assurance that the 
upper pH limit is not exceeded. The addition of this limit is a more restrictive requirement.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.03.B.01 .A SR 3.06.07.03 
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Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.07 

17-May-O0 

DOC Number DOC Text 

M.03 CTS 15.4.5.1.B.1 requires the performance of a spray additive system test during reactor 
Rev. A shutdowns once every major fuel reloading. This test is intended to verify proper operation of the 

spray additive tank outlet valves by an actuation signal. This testing has been translated to ITS 
SR 3.6.7.4 as discussed in Description of Change A.7 of this section. The proposed frequency 
for this test is once every 18 months. The CTS frequency is not specific in that it is tied to a plant 
evolution (reactor shutdown for major fuel reloading) as opposed to an explicit performance 
interval. Requiring performance of these surveillances on a fixed frequency of 18 months is 
more restrictive, as the previous frequency has no bounding limit. An 18 month interval for 
actuation testing is acceptable based on industry reliability data for this type of testing.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.04.05.1.B.01 SR 3.06.07.04

M.04 
Rev. A

CTS 15.3.3.B.1 .a establishes a minimum required level for the spray additive tank however, the 
CTS does not contain any surveillance requirement to verify that this limit is met on a periodic 
basis. The ITS has moved the operational limit from the LCO Statement to Surveillance 
Requirement SR 3.6.7.2, which is administrative and imposed a frequency for verifying that the 
limitation is met (every 184 days). The spray additive tank is normally static, it is not used as a 
process tank, and there are no permanently connected fill lines or drain lines, therefore, this tank 
is not subject to rapid or uncontrolled changes in level. The proposed frequency for verifying 
tank volume is considered acceptable based on industry data for this type of testing.

CTS: 
15.03.03.B.01.A

ITS: 
SR 3.06.07.02
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SR 3.6 

A.9 

SR 3.6.7

Spec 3.6.7 
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Containment Cooling and Iodine Removal Systems M.2 

1. A reactor shall not be made critica exce t for l ysics tests] 
]•-"• unless the following conditions associated with that reactor are me 

7 2- a. The spray additive tank contains not less than 2675 gal. of solution with a 
sodium hydroxide concentration of not less than 3 0% by weight.  

b. Two containment spray pumps are operable. V and •330

AI~ C. Four accident fan-cooler units are operable.I

All valves and piping, associated with the above components and required 
to function during accident conditions, are operable.

timeG period specifiedthe reactor shall be placed in the hot shutdown cc 
within six hours and in cold shutdown withi hours._84

One Spray Additive c. Any valve required for the functioning of the system during accident[ System flowpath conditions may be inoperable provided repairs are completed within 72 

L.~ I iý o hall be operable.[ Ixception: -IT a Tspray pump is 

removed from service per . a ove, valves associated with that train may 
be removed from service for the period specified for the pum p.)

t

Unit 1 - Amendment No. 174 

Unit 2 - Amendment No. 178

15.3.3-3 July 9, 1

RAI 3 6 7-2 

RAI 3 6 7-6

ýA 
RAI 3 67

)97

a. One or two accident tan cooler may be out ot service provided the tan 
coolers are restored to operable status within 72 hours. The remaining 
accident fan coolers shall be operable.  

b. One containment spray pump may be out of service provided the pump is 
restored to operable status within 72 hours. The remaining containment 
spray pump shall be operable.

B Spray Additive System B.1 Restore at least one 1 hour 
inoperable for any Spray Additive System 
reason other than flowpath to OPERABLE 
Condition A. status.

c. Four accident fan-cooler units are operable.



Spec 3. 6. 7 E IPage 6 of 8 

SIJThat is, the appropriate pump motor breakers shall have opened 

< Se Scton 5> -m-and closed, and all valves shall have completed their travel.  

B. Containment Spray System 

1. SyNstem tests shall be performed during reactor shutdowns for 

L.4 major fuel reloading.J The test shall be performed with the 

.6.7.4::- isolation valves in the spray supply lines at the containment 

L.5 blocked closed. IOperation of the system is initiated by tripping //B 

the normal actuation instrumentationj The motor breakers fort te RA•36 7-5 ]••pumps shall be placed in the "test" position for this test. | 

"2. The test will be considered satisfactory if visual observatiols] 

;eeLCO3.6.6 > indicate all components have operated satisfactorily.  

3. The spray nozzles shall be checked to verify that they are not 

obstructed at intervals not exceeding five years.  

C. Containment Fan Coolers 

1. Each fan cooler unit shall be tested at each refueling to verify 

proper operation of the backdraft dampers and the service water 

bypass valves.  

2. Containment fan cooler accident fans shall be tested monthly to 

verify operability. Acceptable performance shall be that the 

accident fan starts and running current is verified.  

II. Component Tests and Surveillances 

A. Pumps 

I. The safety injection pumps, residual heat removal pumps, and 

< See LCOs 3.5.2 aand 3.53 

SR 3,6.7 4 Verify eacr spray additive automatic valve in 18 months 
the flow path that ;,s not locked, sealed, or 
otherwise secured in position, actuates to the 
correct position or an actual or simulated 
actiation signal 

U!nit I - Amendment No. 150 15,4.5-2 August 25. 1994 

Unit 2 - Amendment No. 154



Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.07 

15-Jun-00 

JFD Number JFD Text 

01 The LCO 3.6.7 of NUREG 1431 addresses numerous designs which are stated in the title of the 
Rev. B LCO (i.e. Ice Condensers, Sub-Atmospheric, Atmospheric, and Dual). Point Beach's 

containment is an atmospheric design. Inclusion of the design classification (i.e. Ice Condenser, 
Dual, Atmospheric, and Sub-Atmospheric) in the LCO and Bases titles is a detail relevant only in 
distinguishing the NUREG variations. This information has been omitted from the site specific 
ITS.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.07 B 3.06.07 

LCO 3.06.07 LCO 3.06.07 

02 Brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information has been provided. In 
Rev. B some instances, even though the information was designated as being site specific information 

in the LCO (bracketed), the corresponding Bases information was not bracketed. These cases 
are self evident, corresponding to the bracketed information in the LCO and have had the 
appropriate site specific information provided.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.07 B 3.06.07 

SR 3.06.07.02 SR 3.06.07.02 

SR 3.06.07.03 SR 3.06.07.03 

SR 3.06.07.04 SR 3.06.07.04 

03 The five year spray additive eductor flow rate surveillance has not been adopted. The current 
Rev. B Technical Specifications do not contain a sodium hydroxide flow rate limitation. To obtain the 

advantages of the high partition coefficient which results in a high absorption rate and nearly 
complete removal of iodine at equilibrium, the chemistry of the spray solution is modified by 
adding NaOH, raising the pH to approximately 8.5 to 9.5. However, as directed in SRP 6.5.2, 
Rev. 2, the removal coefficient was limited to 20 1/hr in the LOCA radiological analysis. The 
addition of sodium hydroxide to the containment is assumed for long term corrosion control and 
to aid in iodine retention in the containment sump fluids. The delivery rate is not significant.  
Therefore, the proposed system actuation tests, in combination with the periodic system 
alignment verifications, provides sufficient assurance that sodium hydroxide will be delivered to 
the containment as assumed.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.07 B 3.06.07 

N/A SR 3.06.07.05 
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Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.07 

08-Jun-00 

JFD Number JFD Text 

04 The Bases background section for the spray additive system contains two discussions, one for 
Rev. A eductor feed spray additive systems and one for gravity feed. Point Beach's spray additive 

system utilizes an eductor feed system therefore, this section of the Bases will be retained, while 
the gravity feed discussions are omitted.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.07 B 3.06.07 

05 The proposed ITS Bases has been modified to address Point Beach's licensing basis. Point 
Rev. B Beach's spray additive system utilizes an eductor feed system which provides sodium hydroxide 

to the containment sump fluid for the purpose of iodine retention and long term corrosion 
concerns. The assumed pH range is 7.0 to 9.0.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.07 B 3.06.07 

06 The Bases discussion regarding spray additive and automatic valve operation have been 

Rev. A changed to reflect Point Beach's design.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.07 B 3.06.07 

07 The Bases has been revised to reflect Point Beach's licensing basis relative to the spray additive 
Rev. B system. The spray additive system is credited in the delivery of sodium hydroxide to the 

containment, to assure an equilibrium containment recirculation fluid pH of between 7.0 and 
9.0. This pH range ensures that the iodines removed from the containment atmosphere by the 
containment spray system will be retained in solution without significant re-evolution. The spray 
additive system also provides sodium hydroxide to the containment spray flow stream for the 
purpose of removing iodine from the containment atmosphere.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.07 B 3.06.07 

08 Not used.  

Rev. B 

ITS: NUREG: 

N/A N/A 
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Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.07 

07-Jun-00 

JFD Number JFD Text 

09 CTS 15.3.3.B.1 .a, specifies only a minimum volume limit for the Spray Additive Tank. NUREG 
Rev. A 1431 SR 3.6.7.2 specifies both a minimum and a maximum volume for the Spray Additive Tank 

to ensure an equilibrium containment sump fluid pH of between 7.0 and 9.0 for long term iodine 
retention.  

Proposed SR 3.6.7.3 will require the concentration of NaOH to be maintained greater than or 
equal to 30% and less than or equal to 33% which in combination with the lower tank level limit 
proposed in SR 3.6.7.2, will ensure the lower pH limit of 7.0 is achieved for a limiting DBA.  
However, no upper Spray Additive Tank level limit is being proposed.  

Calculations based on the maximum allowable Spray Additive NaOH concentration (33%), 
maximum spray additive flow rates and delivery time, yield a maximum NaOH delivery of 
approximately 3600 gallons, which is insufficient to raise the equilibrium containment sump fluid 
pH above the 9.0 analysis limit. Therefore, no upper Spray Additive Tank volume limit is being 
proposed for inclusion into the ITS, consistent with the Point Beach CTS.  

ITS: NUREG: 

SR 3.06.07.02 SR 3.06.07.02 

10 ITS 3.6.7 Required Actions have been modified to more closely reflect the requirements of CTS 
Rev. B 15.3.3.B.2. Proposed ITS Condition A will allow 72 hours to restore an inoperable flowpath to 

operable status. Additionally, Condition B has been added to allow 1 hour to restore at least one 
Spray Additive System flowpath to operable status for inoperabilities other than Condition A.  
Finally, if the Required Action and Completion Time of Condition A or B can not be met, ITS 
Condition C requires placing the unit in a condition where the requirements of LCO 3.6.7 no 
longer apply.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.07 B 3.06.07 

LCO 3.06.07 COND A LCO 3.06.07 COND A 

LCO 3.06.07 COND A RA A.1 LCO 3.06.07 COND A RA A.1 

LCO 3.06.07 COND B N/A 

LCO 3.06.07 COND B RA B.1 N/A 

LCO 3.06.07 COND C LCO 3.06.07 COND B 

LCO 3.06.07 COND C RA C.1 LCO 3.06.07 COND B RA B.1 

LCO 3.06.07 COND C RA C.2 LCO 3.06.07 COND B RA B.2 
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Spray Additive System

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.7 Spray Additive System

LCO 3. 6. 7 

APPLICABILITY

ACTIONS

The Spray Additive System shall be OPERABLE.  

MODES 1, 2, 3, and 4.

10 One CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

A. ýSpray Additive System A.1 Restore Spray 72 hours 
inoperable. Additive System o 

fwath 1 OPERABLE status.

B Required Action and 
as ociated Completion 
Timeý rot met. r 

;odiio A r 0

BjI Be 'n MODE 3.  

AND 

T 2 Be ir MODE 5

6 hours

84 hours

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.6.7.1 Verify each spray additive manual, power 31 days 
operated, and automat c valve in the flow 
patn that 7s not locked, sealed, or 
otherwise secured in posit on is in the 
correct position.  

(continued) 

B. Spray Additive System B.1 Restore at least one 1 hour 
inoperable for any Spray Additive System 
reason other than flowpath to OPERABLE 
Condition A. status

WOG STS EI-1 3.6-38 Rev I. 04/"07/95

AB 
RAI 3 6 7-6



Spray Ado tiv'& System A~tmospnerý ( r al

wi

SUF'KILLAN E REQU1REMEVS ""continued) 

S-PVE-ILLANCE FR---ENri

S 3. 6. 7.2 Verify spray aucaitive z.>nk solution v'olu~'e 

2 i 1268]gal aýga l 

SP 3 6.7.3 Verr.y spray ad-Jrc-ive tank ýaflH s1 L7 uon 
conceit-at, on i s Žand :K3]:b 

~eiqK ____ 33

184 days

122 uav

SR 31 .7 .4 Verify eacn spray additive aum-cmatc valve 8Omonth s 
7n thre f 7ow pat-n th a- is not 1ocK c .  
sealed, or otherw'se secured in position, 
ac-Lates rc the corret position or a;r2 
ac--a o simulitec actuatior signal.

3 6.5 V-ru addijti1ve 
-7uion's flow -atn

'I]ow FIrate] f om eacO

Wý

J~~~ I 39 F- O' 2Pý

AB 
RAI 3.G.7-6

S R

6-3'7



Spray Additive System

B 3.0 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

B 3.6.7 Spray Additive Syý 

Band Dual 

B AS ES

BACKGROUND The Spray Additive System is a subsystem of the Containment 
Spray System that assists in reducing the iodine fission 
product inventory in the containment atmosphere resulting 
from a Design Basis Accident (DBA).  

Radioiodine in its various forms is the fission product of 
primary concern in the evaluation of a DBA. It is absorbed 
by the spray from the containment atmosphere. To enhance 
the iodine absorption capacity of the spray, the spray 
solution is adjusted to an alkaline pH that promotes iodine 
hydrolysis, in which iodine is converted to nonvolatile 
forms. Because of its stability when exposed to radiation 
and elevated temperature sodium hydroxide (NaOH) is the 
preferred spray additive- The NaOH added to the spray also 
ensures a pH value of between-IP, and 1, ;4 f the solution 
recirculated from the con t ainment sump. This pH band 
minimizes the evolution of iodine as well as the occurrence 
of chloride anc caustic stress corrosion on mechanical 
systems and components.

A3 
RAI 3 6 7-6

Eductor Feed Syctmom Only4 

The Spray Additive System consists of one spray additive 
tank that is shared by the two trains of spray additive 
equipment. Each trair of equipment provides a flow path 
from the spray additive tank to a containment spray pump and 
consists of an eductor for each containment spray pump, 
valves, instrumentation. and connecting piping. Each 
eductor draws the NaOH spray solution from the common tank 
using a portion of the norated water discharged by the 
containment spray pume as the motive flow. The eductor 
mixes the NaOH solution and the borated water and discharges 
the mixture into the spray pump suction line...  
bt..on d B 5 ardte P r 0. tht

WOO STS B 3.6 7-1 Rev 1. 04/07/95
WOG STS B 3.6.7 -I Rev 1. 34/07/95



P A SA ditivA System cor

BA S

A0PP'CABLE SAFETY ANALYSES (continued)

7 

Replace with 
Insert B 3.6.7-03

L' ' 

Replace with 
Insert B 3.6.7-01

SPL L C I LITY

diccucccd ir t~ Ba2oc for LrO 3. .- "Containr o- Spray' :nc 

Z-'in itrn3o heN 

The Spray Additive System satisfi ,Aiterion 3 of tne NR 
Policy Statement.

The Spray Additive System is necessary :o reduce :he rele�se

The Spray Additive System is necessary to reduce the release 
of radioactive material to the enviroinment in the event of a 

DBA. nT; o• tc .... n c. -: c, , in m'c

In addition, it 's essential tnat valves In the Scray 
Additive System flow paths are properly positioned and that 
automatic valves are capable of activating to their correct 
posi;tions.

In MODES 1. 2, 3, and 4, a DBA could cause a release of 
radioactive material to containment requiring the operat-on 
of the Spray Additive System. The Spray Additive System 
assists in reducing the iodine fission product inventory 
prior to release to the environment.  

In MODES 5 and 6, the probability and consequences of these 
events are reduced due to the pressure and temperature 
limitations in these MODES. Thus, the Sp-ray Additive Syste-m 
is no' required to be OPERABLE in DCzE 5 or 6.

A � 
n -� �7 -,

: 3.5 7 -_

- - -' -4

A B 3.6 .

S.. ... . . .- -.-. I -. . .I 1 ,. - . .n -"I,,i , 

a.... c-r•c ...... ccl t-in• ph c'c a 7A.':] cs~nccc•i t- ',cd~no 
S..... • •na~ j o bn-t,'nnn [7 ? •rc _1 C]. Tk pH~ ran 

'.utn<ut in-Pntc-Aecn, cendr c-nc• tha mc'' 4•4rdce cacc ctc-~~I- ;er~o +rckn c- Prcac'- 'ý4~ c AP-;;nr4

AB 
RAI1 76

AB 
RAI 3 3 7>

-- 4,4- Kir)U 4 I

,%T,'] S SP m , iR,1,' • q7



Spray Additive System Atmos heri a ual 

BASE 
B 3.6.7 

BASES 

ACTIONS (continued)

ACTIONS A. I

B. 1 and B.2 c.a C.2

Replace with 
Insert B 3.6.7-06 

:1.

;A,+ ... .. P~hd 44@-.•oH C • f~n T m the plant mus-ý 

be brought to a MODE in which the LCO does not apply, To 
achieve this status the plant must oe brougnt to at least 
MODE 3 within 6 hours and to MODE 5 within 84 hours. The
allowed Complet~on Time of 6 nours is 
operating experience. to reach MODE 3 
conditions in an orderly manner and wi 
plant systems- The extended interval 
48 hours for restoration of the Spray 
MODE 3 and 36 hcurs to reacr MODE 5.  
when considering the reduced pressure

reasonable, based or 
from full power 

thout challenging 
to reach MODE 5 allows 
Additive System in 
Thi s is reasonaule 

and temperature
conaitions in MODE 3 for tne release of radioactive material 
from the Reactor Coolant System.

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

SR 3-6.7.1

Verifying the correct alignment of Spray Additive System 
manual, power operated, and automatic valves in the spray 
additive flow path provides assurance that the system is 
able to provide additive to the Containment Spray System in 
the event of a DBA. 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. This SR does not 
require any testing or valve manipulation. Rather, it

�OG STS B 3.6.7 4 Rev 1. QL Q�, g�1

If the Spray Additive System is inoperable, it must be 
restored to OPERABLE within 72 hours. The pH adjustment of 
the Containment Spray System flow for corrosion protection 
and iodine removal enhancement is reducec in this condition.  
The Containment Spray System would still be available and 
would remove some iodire from the containment atmosphere in 
the event of a DBA. The 72 hour Completion Time takes into 
account the redundant flow path capabilities and the low 
probability of the worst case DBA occurring during this 
period.

A6 
RAI 3 6 7-6

T; ý h 4ý g p , AdH4 I-

;%OUG STS B 3. 6. 7- 4 Rev 1. 04/,'C7/1'g5



BASES INSERTS

Insert B-3.6.7-01:

Insert B 3.6.7-02:

The Containment Spray System actuation signal opens the valves 
from the spray additive tark to the stray train eductors after a 
2 minute delay.

Insert B 3.6.7-03:

±:

Sodium hydroxide addition to t0 e coita rrnnt also ensures a 
containment sump fluid pH of between apprcxvately 7.0 and 9.0 to 
assist in minimizing the evolution of 'odire from the containment 
recirculation fluids. This ph bard also mirimizes the effects of 
chloride and caustic stress corrosion or cor-airnent systems, 
components, and structures, To be ccnsidered OPERABLE, the volume 
ard concentration of the spray additive solution must be 
sufficient to provide Na0' injection irto tne containment

A 
RA 3 6 7-6

Following a design basis LOCA, the conta-nm-re is assumed to ieak 
a- its analysis leakage lim-v (1.0 La) for the f-rst 21 hours of 
the event and 50% of La for the remairder of -he calculatec 30 day dose 
period. Tne containment spray system s asumed to remove elemental 
odinie from the containment atmosphere ti' a decontamination factor 

of 200 is acnievec. Once reroved from the atmosp.ere, iodine is 
assumed to stay in soiution ,i-th the containmeqn spmp fluids. in order 
to assure long term iodire retention with no significant re-evolutior 
an equilibrium sump fluid pm of between 7.D and -.0 -s desired.

1A 
RAN 3 6 7-5 

A 

RA 3 67



BASES INSERTS

Insert B 3.6.7-04:

WAih one Spray Additive System f o;watn 'inoperable, the 
rnoperaole flowpath nust resto-ea to OPERABLE status 

w-_nin 72 hours. :n this condit noq, the remaining OPERABLE 
portion of the Spray Additive System 7s adequate to irject 
sufficient NaOH into one containmer-. The 72 hour 
Completion Time taKes into account tne redundant NaCH 
delivery capati7:vy and the low orobhbility of a DBA 
cccurrinng Curng this perod.

Insert B 3.6.7-05:

Insert B 3.6.7-06:

BI 

If "he Spay A~cditive System is -ro:erable for any reascr 

other thar Ccncition A, at least one flowpath must be 
restored to OPERABLE status wA:nqr 1 our. The Conpl-ticn 
Tive of 1 hour re"nc-ts the loss of tre capability to add 
,aOH to the containment sumr durirc ar ccid-nt and tne 
importance of re-scring the syst-e 7- an OPERABLE status

If the Required Action and Comoleiron Time of Ccrdition A 
B are not met,

I



No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.07 

17-May-00 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

A In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Rev. A 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 and rewording of the current Technical 
Specifications. The reformatting and rewording process involves no technical changes to 
existing requirements. 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 increase the probability or consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not require 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 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 significantly reduce the margin of safety because it has no 
impact on any safety analysis assumptions. This change is administrative. As such, there is 
no technical change to the requirements and, therefore, there is no reduction in the margin of 
safety.

Page 1 of 8



No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.07 

08-Jun-00 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

L.01 In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Rev. B Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 

consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

The proposed change will allow the spray additive system to be inoperable concurrent with 
the containment fan coolers or containment spray train, in addition to addressing a loss of 
redundancy for the spray additive system. Inoperability of the spray additive system 
concurrent with the containment fan cooler units is acceptable based on the fact that these 
two systems perform functions which are not interrelated. The spray additive system is 
required to promote retention of iodines in the recirculation fluids after a Loss of Coolant 
Accident (LOCA), in addition to long term containment corrosion considerations. Sodium 
hydroxide is added to the containment spray flow stream for reduction of containment iodine.  
The containment fan coolers are designed to maintain containment pressure and temperature 
within limits, the containment fan coolers and the spray additive system have no functional 
relationships nor dependencies. The containment spray system provides containment 
pressure and temperature control in addition to delivery of sodium hydroxide to the 
containment to maximize the absorption of iodines from the containment atmosphere and 
minimize the evolution of iodines from the containment recirculation fluids. Based on the 
system design, the loss of a containment spray train and spray additive flowpath within the 
same train, independent or concurrently results in the same level of degradation relative to 
the spray additive function. Additionally, an inoperable spray additive system flowpath results 
in the same level of degradation as an inoperable redundant valve.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

This change does not result in the introduction of any new or different equipment. Through 
not introducing any new failure modes and mechanisms, this change would not result in a 
significant change in the probability of previously evaluated accidents. The consequences of 
previously evaluated accidents are not significantly altered by allowing multiple inoperabilities 
to exist. As discussed above, the allowable inoperabilities either result in the same level of 
degradation as a single inoperability, or are in unrelated functions. The allowable plant 
configurations will continue to be bounded by the existing containment pressure analysis.  
Accordingly, the consequences of previously evaluated accidents are not significantly 
changed.  

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 require 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 allow operation for a limited period of time with multiple 
inoperabilities, while still bounded by the existing analysis. 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? 

Page 2 of 8



No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.07 

06-Jun-00 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

The allowable combination of inoperabilities involve equipment which does not result in any 
increase in risk state or are associated with unrelated functions which do not have any 
interdependencies. Based on this, the potential for common mode failure within redundant 
components during the increased time allowed for overlapping inoperabilities is insignificant.  
In this fashion, the margin inherent to redundant systems and components is not significantly 
impacted by the small increase in allowable restoration time. Considering the low probability 
of coincident entry into multiple Conditions with the low probability of an accident occurring 
during this time, the margin of safety is not significantly reduced.

Page 3 of 8



No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.07 

17-May-00 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

L.02 In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Rev. A 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 does not result in any equipment or hardware changes. The spray additive 
systems allowable restoration time is not assumed to be an initiators of any analyzed event.  
The proposed change extends the allowable time to reach Mode 5 after the unit is placed into 
Mode 3 by 48 hours. During this added 48 hours relative to multiple inoperabilities, the 
consequences of an event will continue be bounded by the existing containment pressure 
analysis. Loss of functional capability is acceptable based on the absence of an iodine re
evolution mechanism over the pH range of concern. Secondarily, any re-evolution should be 
offset by the conservatisms used in the offsite and onsite dose calculations relative to 
containment leakage rates. Accordingly, the consequences of previously evaluated accidents 
are not significantly changed.  

Therefore, the proposed change does not increase the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not require 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 not allow continuous operation with an inoperable 
containment spray train. 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 increased time allowed to reach Mode 5 is acceptable based on the allowable 
combinations of inoperabilities involving equipment which does not result in any increase in 
risk state or are associated with unrelated functions which do not have an interdependencies.  
In addition, this additional time is acceptable based on the conservatisms inherent to the unit 
being placed in Mode 3. Dose considerations (both offsite and control room) are projected 
based on a core operating at 102% of rated power and the containment pressure analysis is 
based upon a higher energy state (temperature) for the reactor coolant system. The reduced 
consequences from these specifics alone offset the increased time allowed to operate in a 
condition capable of event mitigation, but incapable of a single failure. Loss of functional 
capability for the spray additive function does not result in any significant changes in onsite or 
offsite doses. This is based on conservative assumption made relative to containment 
leakage rate, and the lack of a significant driver which would result in re-evolution of iodines 
back into the containment atmosphere over the containment sump pH range of concern.  
Considering the low probability of coincident entry into multiple Conditions or loss of functional 
capability with the low probability of an accident occurring during this time, an increase in the 
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No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.07 

17-May-00 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 
allowable time to reach Mode 5 does not significantly affect any margin of safety.  

L.03 In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Rev. A 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 does not result in any equipment or hardware changes. The proposed change 
extends the spray additive tank sodium hydroxide sampling frequency from once every month 
to once every 184 days. There are no permanently connected fill or drain lines; therefore, this 
tank is not subject to rapid or uncontrolled changes in level and concentration. The frequency 
of surveillance testing is not an initiator of any analyzed event. This increase in frequency is 
acceptable based on the static nature of the tank. Further, the proposed frequency is 
acceptable based on industry data, which supports that the proposed frequency is adequate 
in providing assurance that tank concentration will be maintained thereby, maintaining the 
equipment in an operable state. Based on the equipment being maintained in an operable 
state, the consequence for previously evaluated accidents remains unchanged. Accordingly, 
the probability and consequences of previously evaluated accident is not significantly 
changed.  

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 require 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 spray additive tank is normally static, it is not used as a process tank, and 
there are no permanently connected fill or drain lines, therefore this tank is not subject to 
rapid or uncontrolled changes in level and concentration. Intentional changes to tank level 
and concentration are performed in a controlled manner and will include post evolution 
sampling when necessary. Based on the above, it has been concluded that increasing the 
testing interval will not result in any significant increase in undetectable surveillance failures.  
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 increased surveillance interval is acceptable based on the industry data that has 
concluded that the likelihood of a concentration change is low based on the static nature of 
the tank. The likelihood for an uncontrolled chemistry change is insignificant, and it has been 
concluded that sodium hydroxide concentration does not significantly change due to aging.  
Based on the above, this change does not represent a significant reduction in a margin of 
safety.
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No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.07 

17-May-00 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

L.04 In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Rev. B 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 does not involve any physical alteration of plant systems, structures or 
components, changes in parameters governing normal plant operation, or methods of 
operation. The proposed change results in the deletion of details which are not necessary to 
describe the actual regulatory requirement, or provide adequate protection of the public health 
and safety. Accordingly, there will be no significant change in the probability or 
consequences of accidents previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not involve any physical alteration of plant systems, structures or 
components, nor does it alter parameters governing normal plant operation. The proposed 
change does not introduce a new mode of operation. Therefore, the possibility of a new or 
different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated is not created.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

The deletion of details which are not necessary to describe the actual regulatory requirement, 
or provide adequate protection of the public health and safety, does not result in a significant 
reduction in the margin of safety.
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No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.07 

17-May-00 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

L.05 In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Rev. B Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 

consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

CTS 15.4.5.1.B.1 specifies the Spray Additive System test to be initiated by tripping the 
normal actuation instrumentation. ITS SR 3.6.7.4 permits initiation by an actual or simulated 
signal to satisfy the requirements.  

1. Does the change involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The Spray Additive System is used to mitigate the consequences of an accident; however, it 
is not an initiator of any previously analyzed accident. As such the relaxing the requirements 
under which the Spray Additive System testing is performed does not affect the results of the 
surveillance and will not increase the probability of any accident previously evaluated. The 
proposed actions continue to provide adequate assurance of Operability for required 
equipment and therefore, do not involve an increase in the consequences of any accident 
previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not require a physical alteration of the plant (no new or different 
type of equipment will be installed) or changes in parameters governing normal plant 
operation. Thus, this change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of 
accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

3. Does this change involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

This change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety because the 
Operability of the equipment continues to be evaluated in the same manner. The results of 
the Spray Additive System testing are not affected by the nature of the initiating signal, 
because the system cannot discriminate whether the signals are actual or simulated. The 
intent of the surveillance requirement has not been altered and does not result in a reduction 
in the margin of safety.  

LA Not used.  
Rev. B
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No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.07 

17-May-00 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

M In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Rev. A 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 restrictive 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 the assumptions relative to the mitigation of an 
accident or transient event. These more restrictive requirements continue to ensure process 
variables, structures, systems and components are maintained consistent with the safety 
analyses. Therefore, this change does not increase the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated.  

2. Does the change create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed change does not require 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 does impose different requirements. However, these 
changes are consistent with assumptions made in the safety analysis. 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 affect on or increases the 
margin of safety. Each change is providing additional restrictions to enhance plant safety.  
These changes are consistent with the safety analysis. Therefore, this change does not 
involve a reduction in a margin of safety.
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Spray Additive System 
3.6.7

3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

3.6.7 Spray Additive System

LCO 3.6.7 The Spray Additive System shall be OPERABLE.

APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, 3, and 4.

ACTIONS 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. One Spray Additive A.1 Restore Spray Additive 72 hours 
System flowpath System flowpath to 
inoperable. OPERABLE status.  

B. Spray Additive System B.1 Restore at least one 1 hour 
inoperable for any Spray Additive System 
reason other than flowpath to OPERABLE 
Condition A. status.  

C Required Action and C. 1 Be in MODE 3. 6 hours 
associated Completion 
Time of Condition A or B AND 
not met.  

C.2 Be in MODE 5. 84 hours

DRAFT REV. B

RAI 3.6.7-6

POINT BEACH 3.6.7-1



Spray Additive System 
3.6.7

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.6.7.1 Verify each spray additive manual, power 31 days 
operated, and automatic valve in the flow path 
that is not locked, sealed, or otherwise secured 
in position is in the correct position.  

SR 3.6.7.2 Verify spray additive tank solution volume is 184 days //B 
> 2675 gal. RAI 3.6.7-6 

SR 3.6.7.3 Verify spray additive tank NaOH solution 184 days 
concentration is > 30% and < 33% by weight.  

SR 3.6.7.4 Verify each spray additive automatic valve in the 18 months 
flow path that is not locked, sealed, or otherwise 
secured in position, actuates to the correct 
position on an actual or simulated actuation 
signal.
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B 3.6 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 

B 3.6.7 Spray Additive System 

BASES 

BACKGROUND The Spray Additive System is a subsystem of the Containment Spray 
System that assists in reducing the iodine fission product inventory in 
the containment atmosphere resulting from a Design Basis Accident 
(DBA).  

Radioiodine in its various forms is the fission product of primary 
concern in the evaluation of a DBA. It is absorbed by the spray from 
the containment atmosphere. To enhance the iodine absorption 
capacity of the spray, the spray solution is adjusted to an alkaline pH 
that promotes iodine hydrolysis, in which iodine is converted to 
nonvolatile forms. Because of its stability when exposed to radiation 
and elevated temperature, sodium hydroxide (NaOH) is the preferred RAI 366 
spray additive. The NaOH added to the spray also ensures a pH value 
of between 8.5 and 9.5 of the solution recirculated from the containment 
sump. This pH band minimizes the evolution of iodine as well as the 
occurrence of chloride and caustic stress corrosion on mechanical 
systems and components.  

The Spray Additive System consists of one spray additive tank that is 
shared by the two trains of spray additive equipment. Each train of 
equipment provides a flow path from the spray additive tank to a 
containment spray pump and consists of an eductor for each 
containment spray pump, valves, instrumentation, and connecting 
piping. Each eductor draws the NaOH spray solution from the common 
tank using a portion of the borated water discharged by the containment 
spray pump as the motive flow. The eductor mixes the NaOH solution 
and the borated water and discharges the mixture into the spray pump 
suction line.  

The Containment Spray System actuation signal opens the valves from 
the spray additive tank to the spray train eductors after a 2 minute 
delay.  

The percent solution and volume of solution sprayed into containment 
ensures a long term containment sump pH of_> 7.0 and _< 9.0. This 
ensures the continued iodine retention effectiveness of the sump water 
during the recirculation phase of spray operation and also minimizes 
the occurrence of chloride induced stress corrosion cracking of the 
stainless steel recirculation piping.
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BASES

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

LCO

Following a design basis LOCA, the containment is assumed to leak at 
its analysis leakage limit (1.0 La) for the first 24 hours of the event and 
50% of La for the remainder of the calculated 30 day dose period. The 
containment spray system is assumed to remove elemental iodine from 
the containment atmosphere until a decontamination factor of 200 is 
achieved. Once removed from the atmosphere, iodine is assumed to 
stay in solution with the sump recirculation fluids. In order to assure 
long term iodine retention with no significant re-evolution, an equilibrium 
sump fluid pH of between 7.0 and 9.0 is desired.  

The Spray Additive System satisfies Criterion 3 of the NRC Policy 
Statement.

The Spray Additive System is necessary to reduce the release of 
radioactive material to the environment in the event of a DBA. Sodium 
hydroxide addition to the containment also ensures a containment 
sump fluid pH of between approximately 7.0 and 9.0 to assist in 
minimizing the evolution of iodine from the containment recirculation 
fluids. This pH band also minimizes the effects of chloride and caustic 
stress corrosion on containment systems, components, and structures.  
To be considered OPERABLE, the volume and concentration of the 
spray additive solution must be sufficient to provide NaOH injection into 
the containment. In addition, it is essential that valves in the Spray 
Additive System flow paths are properly positioned and that automatic 
valves are capable of activating to their correct positions.

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2. 3, and 4. a DBA could cause a release of radioactive 
material to containment requiring the operation of the Spray Additive 
System. The Spray Additive System assists in reducing the iodine 
fission product inventory prior to release to the environment.  

In MODES 5 and 6, the probability and consequences of these events 
are reduced due to the pressure and temperature limitations in these 
MODES. Thus, the Spray Additive System is not required to be 
OPERABLE in MODE 5 or 6

ACTIONS A.1 

With one Spray Additive System flowpath inoperable, the inoperable A 
flowpath must be restored to OPERABLE status within 72 hours. In this AB 
condition, the remaining OPERABLE portion of the Spray Additive RAI 36 7-6 

System is adequate to ensure a containment sump fluid pH between

AB 
RAI 3 67-6

AB 
RAI 3 6 7-6

RAI 
RAI 3 6 7-6

I
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BASES 

ACTIONS (continued) 7.0 and 9.0. The 72 hour Completion Time takes into account the 
redundant NaOH delivery capability and the low probability of a DBA 
occurring during this period.  

B. 1 

If the Spray Additive System is inoperable for any reason other than 
Condition A, at least one flowpath must be restored to OPERABLE B 
status within 1 hour. The Completion Time of 1 hour reflects the loss of RA3!7• 
the capability to add NaOH to the containment sump during an accident 
and the importance of restoring the system to an OPERABLE status.  

C.1 and C.2 

If the Required Action and Completion Time of Condition A or B are not 
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 6 hours and to MODE 5 within 84 hours. The allowed 
Completion Time of 6 hours is reasonable, based on operating 
experience, to reach MODE 3 from full power conditions in an orderly 
manner and without challenging plant systems. The extended interval 
to reach MODE 5 allows 48 hours for restoration of the Spray Additive 
System in MODE 3 and 36 hours to reach MODE 5. This is reasonable 
when considering the reduced pressure and temperature conditions in 
MODE 3 for the release of radioactive material from the Reactor 
Coolant System.  

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.6.7.1 
REQUIREMENTS 

Verifying the correct alignment of Spray Additive System manual, power 
operated, and automatic valves in the spray additive flow path provides 
assurance that the system is able to provide additive to the 
Containment Spray System in the event of a DBA. 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. This SR does not require any 
testing or valve manipulation. Rather, it involves verification, through a 
system walkdown, that those valves outside containment and capable 
of potentially being mispositioned are in the correct position.  

SR 3.6.7.2 

To provide effective iodine removal, the containment spray must be an 
alkaline solution. Since the RWST contents are normally acidic, the 
volume of the spray additive tank must provide a sufficient volume of 
spray additive to adjust pH for all water injected. This SR is performed
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SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS 
(continued)

REFERENCES

to verify the availability of sufficient NaOH solution in the Spray Additive 
System. The 184 day Frequency was developed based on the low 
probability of an undetected change in tank volume occurring during the 
SR interval (the tank is isolated during normal unit operations). Tank 
level is also indicated and alarmed in the control room, so that there is 
high confidence that a substantial change in level would be detected.  

SR 3.6.7.3 

This SR provides verification of the NaOH concentration in the spray 
additive tank and is sufficient to ensure that the spray solution being 
injected into containment is at the correct pH level. The 184 day 
Frequency is sufficient to ensure that the concentration level of NaOH 
in the spray additive tank remains within the established limits. This is 
based on the low likelihood of an uncontrolled change in concentration 
(the tank is normally isolated) and the probability that any substantial 
variance in tank volume will be detected.  

SR 3.6.7.4 

This SR provides verification that each automatic valve in the Spray 
Additive System flow path actuates to its correct position. This 
Surveillance is not required for valves that are locked, sealed, or 
otherwise secured in the required position under administrative 
controls. The 18 month Frequency is based on the need to perform this 
Surveillance under the conditions that apply during a plant outage and 
the potential for an unplanned transient if the Surveillance were 
performed with the reactor at power. Operating experience has shown 
that these components usually pass the Surveillance when performed 
at the 18 month Frequency Therefore, the Frequency was concluded 
to be acceptable from a reliability standpoint.

1. FSAR, Chapter 14.3.
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