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Ladies/Gentlemen: 

DOCKETS 50-266 AND 50-301 
SUPPLEMENT 7 TO APPLICATION FOR AMENDMENT TO 
FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE APPENDIX A: 
TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 
SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO RAI ON ITS SECTION 3.6: 
RESPONSE TO RAI ON ITS SECTIONS 3.7.4 and 3.7.5 
POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT, UNITS 1 AND 2 

On November 15, 1999, Wisconsin Electric Power Company (WE), then 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 1 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 1 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. The WE response was provided June 19, 2000 (reference letter NPL 
2000-0271). During a telephone conference with Point Beach personnel on September 21, 2000, 
NRC Staff requested clarifying information on portions of the WE response. In letters dated 
August 24 and September 8, 2000, the NRC issued RAIs to Nuclear Management Company on 
ITS sections 3.7.4 and 3.7.5 respectively.  
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E-mail: mark.reddemann@wepco.com
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Attachment 1 of this letter includes our response to the Staff's questions in the above referenced 
telephone conference and in the August 24 and September 8 letters. 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 "Rev. C." 

The changes required to the CTS, NUREG, and ITS markups are identified as follows (example): 

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

We have 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, We 
conclude 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.  

Nuclear Management Company (NMC) 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) 

"* Supplement 3 dated June 19, 2000 (ITS section 3.6; reference letter NPL 2000-0271) 

"* Supplement 4 dated July 28, 2000 (ITS section 3.8; reference letter NPL 2000-0341) 
"* Supplement 5 dated August 17, 2000 (ITS sections 3.4 and 3.9; reference letter NPL 

2000-0371) 
"* Supplement 6 dated September 14, 2000 (ITS section 5.5; reference letter NPL 2000-0411) 

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 knowledge, but 
on information furnished by cognizant NMC 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, 

2k'Rd /eann 
Site Vice President 
Point Beach Nuclear Plant 

Subscribed to and sworn before me 
on this .a9 day of October, 2000 

-:-.NoOy Public, ,ti f Wisconsin 

SMy- ssior.-expires on C- Z5.'".U02, 

JGAtar'-4 

Attachments 
Enclosure 

cc: NRC Regional Administrator NRC Project Manager 
NRC Resident Inspector PSCW
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DOCKETS 50-266 AND 50-301 
SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SECTION 3.6. 3.7.4 and 3.7.5 
POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT UNITS 1 AND 2 

SECTION 3.6 

The following information is provided in response to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission staff's 
requests for clarifying information during a telephone conference on September 21, 2000 
(regarding an April 19,2000 RAI).  

NRC Ouestion 3.6.1-1: 

CTS 1..D defines CONTAINMENT INTEGRITY. A markup of CTS 1..D shows that the 
requirements of CTS 1.D. 1, 1.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.  

Response: 

The CTS markup of CTS 1.D has been revised as requested. DOC LA.01 and associated NSHC 
have been created to justify this change 

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 
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
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c. Closed in accordance with Specifications 15.3.6.A.l.b and 15.3.6.A.1.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. The definition in its entirety is also contained 
in the basis where it expounds on the associated requirements.  

NRC Question 3.6.1-5: 

CTS 1D.4, 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 1.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, andl/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.  
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.  

Response: 

The following changes were made to the submittal to conform to TSTF-52, Revision 3.  

SR 3.6.1.1 (the exception to containment air lock testing was retained per the TSTF; the 
surveillance is covered in SR 3.6.2.1)
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BASES - LCO 3.6.1 (wording discrepancies were corrected and the acceptance criteria of 1.0 
L, was stated) 

BASES - SR 3.6.1.1 (references were deleted regarding exceptions to testing following an 
outage or shutdown during which Type A, B or C testing was performed) 

BASES - APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES (statement added specifying that La = 0.4% 
of containment air weight per day) 

BASES - LCO (wording discrepancies were corrected) 

BASES - SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (wording discrepancies were corrected) 

In support of these changes, 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 P. 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.  

NRC Ouestion 3.6.1-7: 

SR 3.6.1.2 was deleted; however, this change relates to TSTF-343, which has not been approved 
by the NRC.  

Response: 

SR 3.6.1.2 and its associated reference were reinstated. As a result, JFD 2 has been revised in 
support of this change and DOC LB.01 has been marked as not used.  

NRC Ouestion 3.6.3-5: 

One instance of a statement in the ITS B3.6.3 Bases Section refers to "non-essential 
penetrations" and the containment isolation valves associated with them.  
Comment: Revise the ITS Bases to remove the terminology or implication that the specification 
only applies to "non-essential penetrations".  

Response: 

The reference to "non-essential" penetrations has been deleted from ITS B3.6.3 BASES 
APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES.
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NRC Question 3.6.3-12: 

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.  
Comment: Licensee to update submittal to be in accordance with TSTF - 30 Rev.2 or provide 
additional justification for the deviations.  

Response: 

A statement providing the applicable Point Beach reference for a closed system has been added 
to the Bases for 3.6.3 in accordance with TSTF-30 Rev.2.  

NRC Question 3.6.4-1: 

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.1 and Table 15.4.1-1 Item 27. The combination of 
CTS 3.6 APPLICABILITY, 3.6 OBJECTIVE and 3.6.A. I 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.
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Response: 

The CTS markups have been revised to recharacterize the changes ( old DOC A.2 and A.5) as 
more restrictive (new DOC M. 1 and M.2). A discussion and NSHC have been provided to justify 
this change.  

NRC Question 3.6.6-3: 

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.,,

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.  

Response: 

The sentences pertaining to restoration of operability of these valves were deleted from JFD 22 
and the proposed Bases for ITS B3.6.6 - ACTION D in our original response to this RAI.  
However, we inadvertently stated that this was deleted from the proposed ITS Bases for SR 
3.6.6.5 vice the ITS B3.6.6 Bases - ACTION D. This corrects our initial response.
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NRC Ouestion 3.6.6-7: 

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.  

Response: 

L.05 has been revised to describe and justify that this change allows either a simulated or an 
actual actuation signal. The associated NSHC remains appropriate as initially written.  

NRC Question 3.6.6-9: 

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 
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.
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Response: 

The ITS Bases was revised to retain more of the STS wording as requested by the reviewer. The 
word "controls" was replaced with "indications" because the Point Beach fan coolers only have 
status indicators (e.g., fan run indication, motor running amps, low flow alarms), which provide 
indication of fan cooler status. These indicators do not have any control function over the fan 
coolers. The only control is the start/stop switch, which is tested by virtue of starting and 
stopping the fans in order to conduct the testing.  

JFD 27 incorrectly stated, "the containment accident fan cooler unit accident mode fans do not 
have installed vibration monitoring equipment." This statement has been deleted from JFD 27.  
However, the PBNP CTS does not currently require vibration monitoring. Specification CTS 
15.4.5-I.C.2 states, "Acceptable performance shall be that the accident fan starts and running 
current is verified." Therefore, the proposed ITS Bases are consistent with the current licensing 
basis for the PBNP system.  

NRC Ouestion 3.6.7-2: 

CTS 3.3.B. l.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.  

Response: 

The submittal has been revised to reclassify old DOC A.5 as new DOC LA.1 at the reviewer s 
request. Although the requirement of OPERABILITY has been relocated to ITS LCO 3.6.7, the 
specifics defining OPERABILITY have been relocated to ITS B3.6.7 Bases - LCO. Additional 
discussion and justification has been provided for this LA change, including a NSHC.  

NRC Question 3.6.7-5: 

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
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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.  

Response: 

L.05 has been revised to describe and justify that this change allows either a simulated or an 
actual actuation signal. The associated NSHC remains appropriate as initially written.  

SECTION 3.7.4 

The following information is provided in response to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
(NRC) staff's requests for additional information dated August 24, 2000, and from the NRC 
staff's requests for additional information made during a conference call between the NRC staff 
and PBNP staff on August 14, 2000.  

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

NRC Question 3.7.4-1: 

The Atmospheric Dump Valves (ADVs) are remote air-operated and manual-operated valves and 
the ADV block valves are local manually-operated (only) valves upstream of the ADVs. Both 
are credited with being manually closed to isolate a stuck-open ADV and with being manually 
reopened to establish ADV flow. The proposed surveillance requirement in the Improved 
Technical Specification (ITS) 3.7.4 is to manually exercise the ADVs and the ADV block valves 
at an 18-month frequency with no steam pressure or steam flow required for the exercise tests.  
Provide design and/or qualification information which verifies that the ADVs and the ADV 
block valves are capable of being manually closed and opened within the required time period 
for the postulated ADV blowdown conditions. How will the proposed surveillance test with no 
pressure or flow assure that the valves continue to be capable of being operated under pressure 
and flow conditions? 

Response: 

The ADVs are air operated fail closed valves, with the capability to be remotely opened and 
closed. Local manual operation of the ADVs is credited during a Steam Generator Tube Rupture 
(SGTR) event coincident with a Loss of Offsite Power (LOOP).  

The ADVs are ASME Class II valves, which are required by 10 CFR 50.55a to be tested in 
accordance with ASME Section XI. However, this testing does not encompass local manual 
operation. Proposed SR 3.7.4.1 will require local manual testing of the ADVs, with or without 
steam flow, at an 18 month frequency.  

In June, 1996, a satisfactory demonstration of the ability to manually operate the ADVs locally 
with steam flow was performed. This one time test, in conjunction with the ASME Section XI
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operation of the ADVs using the air operator and proposed SR 3.7.4.1, will verify the capability 
to manually operate the ADVs locally during a SGTR/LOOP event. The 18 month testing 
frequency proposed for ADV local manual operation is adequate based on the engineering 
judgement that the failure of the ability to manually operate these valves is highly improbable.  

With regard to the ADV block valves, the ITS submittal has been revised such that the ADV 
block valves are only credited with isolation of a failed open ADV. The ADV block valves will 
not be credited for re-establishing ADV flow for the mitigation of a SGTRILOOP event. If it is 
necessary to close an ADV block valve to isolate a failed open ADV, that ADV flowpath will be 
considered inoperable.  

SR 3.7.4.2 which proposes to manually exercise the ADV block valves at an 18 month 
frequency, with or without steam flow, will be sufficient to ensure its capability to isolate a failed 
open ADV.  

NRC Question 3.7.4-2: 

Since the ADV block valves are gate valves and may be required to be reopened after being 
closed, provide verification that the valves will not be subject to thermal binding and/or pressure 
locking after being closed, or, if the valves are subject to thermal binding and/or pressure 
locking, provide the corrective actions taken to assure the valves can be successfully reopened.  

Response: 

The ITS submittal has been revised such that the ADV block valves are only credited with 
isolation of a failed open ADV. The ADV block valves will not be credited for re-establishing 
ADV flow for the mitigation of a SGTR/LOOP event. If it is necessary to close an ADV block 
valve to isolate a failed open ADV, that ADV flowpath will be considered inoperable.  

NRC Question 3.7.4-3: 

Allowing seven days to restore an inoperable ADV (LCO 3.7.4, Condition A) has not been 
adequately justified. Provide additional justification or propose a shorter allowed outage time 
(AOT).  

Response: 

Justification has been provided to support a 48 hour AOT based on risk insights from the Point 
Beach Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA) model. Although a 48 hour AOT is being proposed, 
the evaluation was performed based on the originally proposed 7-day AOT for one inoperable 
ADV flowpath. Two different methods were used to evaluate the risk impact of a 7-day AOT.  
The results from both methods show that a 7-day AOT will have minimal risk impact. However, 
a 48 hour AOT is being proposed so as to provide additional margin. This proposal is bounded 
by the following analysis.
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The Point Beach PRA model used for this evaluation only includes internal events with the 
reactor at power. The Point Beach PRA model is a reasonable representation of the as-built, as
operated plant. It is awaiting an independent review by a peer review team. External events 
such as fires, floods, earthquakes, high winds, etc. and events with the reactor shutdown are not 
included in the numerical results. However, due to the limited use of ADVs to mitigate these 
events, having an ADV unavailable for maintenance should not impact external event or 
shutdown risk to any significant degree.  

ADV AOT, Method 1 

The first method of determining risk change evaluated the impact on average core damage risk.  
This was done by adding a test and maintenance unavailability to the random failure probability 
for both of the ADVs. The PRA model was then requantified including these two new values for 
ADV unavailability, and the resulting core damage frequency (CDF) was compared to the base 

CDF to determine a ACDF. A ACDF of less than 1E-06/yr indicates a minimal increase in risk.  
This criteria is consistent with that used in NRC Regulatory Guide 1.174, "An Approach for 
Using Probabilistic Risk Assessment In Risk-Informed Decisions On Plant-Specific Changes to 
the Licensing Basis." 

The new failure probability for the ADVs was developed first by adding a new test and 
maintenance unavailability to the random failure probability. For a 7-day AOT, the result is: 

(7 days / 300 days) + 4.OE-03 = 2.73E-02 

This assumes one AOT period per valve per year, and 300 days of reactor operation (82% 
availability) per year. A higher reactor availability makes this estimated failure probability 
conservative.  

Quantifying the PRA model with these new failure probabilities yields a CDF of 4.623 E-05/yr.  
Given a base CDF of 4.571E-05/yr, the ACDF is then: 

4.623E-05/yr - 4.571E-05/yr = 5.2E-07/yr 

This result is less than 1E-06/yr, which indicates that the risk increase for a 7-day AOT is small.  
Note that this method overestimates the actual risk increase because it includes the random 
probability of having both ADVs unavailable due to maintenance.  

ADV AOT, Method 2 

The second method of determining risk change evaluated the temporary risk increase due to 
having one of the ADVs (MS 2015, MS 2016) out of service. The first step determined the 
change in instantaneous risk due to having an ADV out of service. This change in core damage 
frequency per year was then multiplied by the fraction of a year that we anticipate to experience 
the temporary increase in risk, to arrive at a delta core damage probability (ACDP). The 
temporary risk increase is considered to be of low risk significance if the ACDP is less than 
1E-06. This is consistent with the criteria in EPRI TR-105396, "PSA Applications Guide." 

Quantifying the PRA model with each of the ADV's failure probability set to 1.0, one at a time, 
gave the following results:
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For MS 2015 failed, ACDF = 5.994E-05/yr - 4.571E-O5/yr = 1.42E-05/yr 

For MS 2016 failed, ACDF = 4.696E-45/yr - 4.57 1E-05/yr = 1.25E-06/yr 

The difference between the ACDFs for the two valves is due to asymmetries in the PRA model; 
the value for MS 2015 will be used because it yields a more conservative result.  

The fraction of the year for the temporary risk increase is (7 days / 300 days/yr) = 2.33E-02 yr.  
Multiplying this by the ACDF will give a ACDP: 

1.42E-05/yr * 2.33E-02 yr = 3.32E-07 

This change in core damage probability is lower than the IE-06 criteria; therefore, the temporary 
risk increase is of low risk significance.  

Using either of these methods, the proposed 48 hour AOT for Condition A (one ADV flowpath 
inoperable) provides additional margin over the 7-day AOT used in this analysis and is therefore 
acceptable.  

The decision to propose a 48 hour AOT was also based on dose associated with the currently 
analyzed steam generator tube rupture accident (which credits an ADV for accident mitigation).  
Based on the relatively low doses that that are predicted to occur at the site boundary and the low 
population zone as a result of the analyzed accident (compared to the 10 CFR 100 limits), 
extending the AOT from 24 hours to 48 hours was considered acceptable.  

Both ADV Flowpaths Inoperable 

For both ADV flowpaths inoperable concurrently (for which a 24-hour AOT is proposed), the 
core damage frequency risk increases to 3.431E-04/yr. Our base CDF value is 4.571E-05, 
yielding a CDF increase of 2.974E-04/yr. This CDF increase coupled with the delta core 
damage probability increase criteria for a temporary change of 1.OE-06 would justify a 29-hour 
AOT. Therefore, the proposed 24-hour AOT for Condition B (both ADV flowpaths operable) is 
consistent with acceptable changes for core damage probability in the PRA model.
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SECTION 3.7.5 

The following information is provided in response to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
(NRC) staff's requests for additional information dated September 8, 2000.  

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

NRC Ouestion 3.7.5-1: 

Proposed Surveillance Requirements (SRs) 3.7.5.2 and 3.7.5.4 each have a note which states 
"Not required to be performed for the turbine driven AFW pump until 24 hours after Thermal 
Power reaches Ž 5% RTP." However, in NUREG-1431 Revision 1 and Draft Revision 2, the SR 
notes state "Not required to be performed for the turbine driven AFW pump until [24 hours] after 
[R 1000] psig in the steam generator." The proposed SR notes are not consistent with NUREG
1431 Revision 1. Provide justification for the requirement of > 5 percent RTP versus > 1000 
psig as stated in NUREG-1431.  

Response: 

The note modifying ITS SR 3.7.5.2 has been changed to reflect the allowances of the current 
licensing basis, i.e., not required to be performed for the turbine driven AFW pump until 24 
hours after thermal power exceeds 2% RTP. The Frequency of SR 3.7.5.4 has been changed to 
reflect the requirement of the STS, i.e., not required to be performed for the turbine driven AFW 
pump until 24 hours after greater than or equal to 1000 psig in the steam generator. All 
associated CTS markups, STS markups, DOCs, JFDs and clean ITS copies have been revised to 
reflect these changes.  

NRC Ouestion 3.7.5-2: 

The proposed SR 3.7.5.5 test frequency states "Prior to Thermal Power exceeding 5% RTP 
whenever unit has been in Mode 5, Mode 6, or defueled for a cumulative period of> 30 days." 
However, in NUREG-1431 Revision 1 and Draft Revision 2, the test frequency states, "Prior to 
entering Mode 2 whenever unit has been in Mode 5, Mode 6, or defueled for a cumulative period 
of > 30 days." The proposed test frequency is not consistent with NUREG-1431 Revision 1.  
Provided justification for the test frequency of prior to thermal power exceeding 5 percent RTP 
versus prior to entering Mode 2 as stated in NUREG-1431.  

Response: 

The note modifying ITS SR 3.7.5.5 has been changed to be consistent with the requirements of 
the current licensing basis, i.e., required to be performed prior to thermal power exceeding 2% 
RTP. All associated CTS markups, STS markups, DOCs, JFDs and clean ITS copies have been 
revised to reflect these changes.
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ATTACHMENT 2 
DISCARD AND INSERTION INSTRUCTIONS

VOLUME 7 

SECTION 3.6.1 

DISCARD INSERT 

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

CTS markup pages 1 of 10 and 5 of 10 CTS markup pages 1 of 10 and 5 of 10 

JFD pages 1 of 4 through 4 of 4 JFD pages 1 of 3 through 3 of 3 

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

ISTS Bases markup pages B 3.6.1-3 through ISTS Bases markup pages B 3.6.1-3 through 
B 3.6.1-5 B 3.6.1-5 

ITS page 3.6.1-1 ITS page 3.6.1-1 

ITS Bases pages B 3.6.1-2 through B 3.6.1-4 ITS Bases pages B 3.6.1-2 through B 3.6.1-4 

NSHC pages 1 of 5 through 5 of 5 NSHC pages 1 of 4 through 4 of 4 

SECTION 3.6.2 

DISCARD INSERT 

ISTS Bases markup pages B 3.6.2-2, B 3.6.2-3, ISTS Bases markup pages B 3.6.2-2, 
B 3.6.2-7 B 3.6.2-3, B 3.6.2-7 

ITS Bases pages B 3.6.2-2, B 3.6.2-6 ITS Bases pages B 3.6.2-2, B 3.6.2-6 

SECTION 3.6.3 

DISCARD INSERT 

ISTS Bases markup pages B 3.6.3-3 and ISTS Bases markup pages B 3.6.3-3 and 
B 3.6.3-8 B 3.6.3-8 

ITS Bases pages B 3.6.3-2 and B 3.6.3-6 ITS Bases pages B 3.6.3-2 and B 3.6.3-6 

SECTION 3.6A 

DISCARD INSERT 

DOC pages 1 of 3 through 3 of 3 DOC pages 1 of 3 through 3 of 3 

CTS markup pages 2 of 5, 5 of 5 CTS markup pages 2 of 5, 5 of 5 

NSHC pages 1 of 4 through 4 of 4 NSHC pages 1 of 3 through 3 of 3
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ATTACHMENT 2 
DISCARD AND INSERTION INSTRUCTIONS

SECTION 3.6.6 

DISCARD INSERT 

DOC page 6 of 8 DOC page 6 of 8 

JFD page 12 of 13 JFD page 12 of 13 

ISTS Bases markup page B 3.6.6A-9 ISTS Bases markup page B 3.6.6A-9 

ITS Bases page B 3.6.6-7 and B 3.6.6-8 ITS Bases page B 3.6.6-7 and B 3.6.6-8 

SECTION 3.6.7 

DISCARD INSERT 

DOC pages 2 of 7, 3 of 7 and 6 of 7 DOC pages 2 of 7, 3 of 7 and 6 of 7 

CTS markup page 2 of 8 CTS markup page 2 of 8 

NSHC pages 1 of 8 through 8 of 8 NSHC pages I of 9 through 9 of 9 

VOLUME 8 
SECTION 3.7.4 

DISCARD INSERT 

DOC pages 1 of 4 through 4 of 4 DOC pages 1 of 5 through 5 of 5 

CTS markup page 2 of 5 CTS markup page 2 of 5 

JFD pages 1 of 3 through 3 of 3 JFD pages I of 4 through 4 of 4 

ISTS markup page 3.7-9 ISTS markup page 3.7-9 

ISTS Bases markup pages B 3.7.4-2, B 3.7.4-3 ISTS Bases markup pages B 3.7.4-2, B 3.7.4-3 
and Inserts and Inserts 

ITS page 3.7.4-1 ITS page 3.7.4-1 

ITS Bases pages B 3.7.4-1 through B 3.7.4-4 ITS Bases pages B 3.7.4-1 through B 3.7.4-3 

NSHC pages 2 of 5 and 3 of 5 NSHC pages 2 of 5 and 3 of 5 

SECTION 3.7.5 

DISCARD INSERT 

DOC pages 1 of 11 through 11 of 11 DOC pages 1 of 10 through 10 of 10 

CTS markup pages 7 of 12, 10 of 12 and 12 of CTS markup pages 7 of 12, 10 of 12 and 12 of 
12 12
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ATTACIIMENT 2 
DISCARD AND INSERTION INSTRUCTIONS

SECTION 3.7.5 (continued)

DISCARD INSERT 

JFD pages 1 of 9 through 9 of 9 JFD pages 1 of 7 through 7 of 7 

ISTS markup pages 3.7-13 and 3.7-14 ISTS markup pages 3.7-13 and 3.7-14 

ISTS Bases markup pages B 3.7.5-8, B 3.7.5-9 ISTS Bases markup pages B 3.7.5-8, B 3.7.5-9 
and Inserts (B 3.7.5-7, B 3.7.5-8 and B 3.7.5-9) and Inserts (B 3.7.5-7, B 3.7.5-8 and B 3.7.5-9) 

rTS page 3.7.5-3 and 3.7.5-4 ITS page 3.7.5-3 and 3.7.5-4 

ITS Bases pages B 3.7.5-1 through B 3.7.5-12 ITS Bases pages B 3.7.5-1 through B 3.7.5-9 

NSHC pages 1 of 9 through 9 of 9 NSHC pages 1 of 8 through 8 of 8
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Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.01 

16-Oct-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-1 431, Revision I (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.02A 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 
SR 3.06.01.02 

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 6
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16-Oct-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 

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 

Page 2 of 6
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DOC Number DOC Text 

A.07 CTS 15.3.6A.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 after 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 6
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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

Page 4 of 6



Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.01 
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DOC Number DOC Text

The title, footnote, and statement information of CTS 15.1 .D 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 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.  

The requirements of CTS 15.1.D.1), including subsections a, b, and c, are properly covered by 
DOCs A.1 and A.2 in Section 3.6.3.  

The requirement of CTS 15.1.D.2) Is properly covered by DOC A.4 in section 3.6.1 and DOC A.2 
In Section 3.6.3.  

The requirement of CTS 15.1 .D.3) is properly covered by DOC A.2 In Section 3.6.2.  

The requirement of CTS 15.1.D.4), including the footnote, 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. The definition in its entirety is also contained 
In the basis where it expounds on the associated requirements.

CTS: ITS:
15.01.D B 3.06.01 
15.01.D M B 3.06.01 
15.01.D.01 B 3.06.01 

15.01I.D.01.A B 3.06.01 
15.01I.D.011.B B 3.06.01 

15.01.D.01.C B 3.06.01 

15.01.D.02 B 3.06.01 
15.011.D.03 B 3.06.01 

15.01..D.04 B 3.06.01 

15.01.D.04 B 3.06.01

Not used.

CTS:
N/A

ITS:
N/A

Page 5 of 6
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16-Oct-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 detensloned (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 I 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 6 of 6
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Unit 1 - Amendment No. 169 
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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.l.b and 15.3.6.A.l.c.

IA 
RA 3.6.1-1

IA 
RAJ3.61-1
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Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.01 

16-Oct-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 

02 Not Used.  
Rev. C 

ITS: NUREG: 

N/A N/A 

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

1) 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 
accidento. 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.  

2) 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.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.06.01 B 3.06.01 

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 1 of 3



Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.01 

16-Oct-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 

SR 3.06.01.02 SR 3.06.01.02 

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 Programn. 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 
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Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.01 

16-Oct-00 

JFD Number JFD Text 

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 aidock 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

09 
Rev. A

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: NUREG:

B 3.06.01 B 3.06.01
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Containment

REQUIREMENTS

SURVEILLANCE

SR 3.6.1.1 Perform required visual examinations and 
leakage rate testing except for containment

ApIproved TSTF-52

the Containment 
Leakage Rate 
Testing Program.

-.-

air lock testing. in accordance wltfl V 

... ~~i'or- ~h~ .. .n'y& tct n 

~ thcT~A t~*t7

FREQUENCY

--- --- -- T TF -5 

In accordance 
withL,1 4 Op -;9

Rev 1. 04/07/95

SURVEILLANCE

R 3.6.1.2 Verify containment structural integrity In accordance 
in accordance with the Containment Tendon with the 
Surveillance Program. Containment 

Tendon 
Surveillance 
Program

'

RN 3.6.1-7

WOG STS 3.6-2



Containmene 
B 3.6.1

APPLICABLE SAFEETY ANALYSES (Continued) 

The containment satisfies Criterion 3 of the NRC Policy 
N Statement.

Containment OPERABILITY is maintained by limiting leakage to 
: 1.0 La. except prior to the first startup after performing 
a required •19 . .R 60, .A.pp...4 .. .1 eakage test. At this

"Compliance with this LCO will ensure a containment 
configuration lincluding equipment hatces.s hat is 
structurally sound and that win limit leakage to those 
leakage rates assumed in the safety analysis. Option B 

Individual leakage rates specified for the cog$ :inment air 
lock (LCO 3.6.2)RZ 9ý -... _J.... ... -.. ... . .  
1.(L11 ?.1 ?) r r n specifically parJ f the acceptan e 
;-1rLera (If £0 CFR 50. Appendix J. Therefore. leakage rates 

exceeding these individual limits only result in the 
containment being inoperable when the leakage results in 
exceeding the cceptance criteria of -' 'I 

overall proV~e~dTSWF-52 1. L

A 

A 

A 
RA 1.6.14

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1. 2. 3. and 4. a P ould cause a release of 
radioactive materia ontainment. In MODES 5 and 6.  
the proba and consequences of these events are reduced oesign ofooan the pressure and temperature limitations of these 

Los of Coolanti 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.[ 
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

LCO

WOG STS B 3.6.1-3 Rev 1. 04/07/95



ACTIONS (Continued) 

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 
REQUIREMENTS 

the 
Containment 
T-Vlnn Us 4nm

SR 3.6.1.1 containment tiE 
Maintaining the containment OPERAB requires compliance 
with the visual examinations and eakage rate test 
requirements of 9, An v P 3) a mod 

.: ........ c cm..... .•^ I PFailure to meet air lock 144 . .Pu . -
�ne, 9 nn+. d� n n� 1 4,,,4+r cnn,'.

4
P. n,4 ,v,

U' ) ,'I ,, : L : : :: li ,a i hiIlilb aI13.iI Eca u III

TestingLCO 3.6.2 o nvalidate the 
Program. acceptability of these overall leakage determinations unless 

their contribution to overall Type A. B. and C leakage 
causes that to exceed limits. As left leakaae nor t e 
first startup after performing a required 

Containment i Appemdix j- leakage test is required to be I L f 
combined Type B and C leakage, and a for overall iTesting t 

Tetigra Type A leakage. At all other times between required leakage 
rate tests, the acceptance criteria is based on an overall 

Type A leakage limit of : 1.0 L,. At r 1.0 La the offsite • 
dose consequences are bounded by the assumptions of the 
safety analysis. SR Frequencies are as requlred by 
pR 3. Apphi h ...... .......... arp e' .. x...ti..) ... r n.......  
SR 3,942 (w~hic~h :1 •: 9Frequeny cx c) dtae 4Gt : y .

WOG STS B 3.6.1-4 Rev 1, 04/07/95

RAI 3.6.14

These periodic testing requirements verify that the 
containment leakage rate does not exceed the leakage rate 
assumed in the safety analysis.

L..•; ...... L [..

--a-

B 30.61

P 

vp

WOG STS B 3.6.1-4 Rev 1. 04/07/95



Containmen( e 
B 3.6.1-

BASES 

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued)

SR 3.6.1.2 

For ungrouted. post tensioned tendons, this SR ensures that 
the structural integrity of the containment will be 
maintained In accordance with the provisions of the 
Containment Tendon Surveillance Program. Testing and 
Frequency are consistent with they.ecommendations of 
Regulatory Guide 1.35 (Ref. 4).

A 
R•A &.&-?

REFERENCES 1. 10 CFR 50. Appendix

2. FSAR. Chapter 

3. FSAR. Section 

4. Regulatory Guide 1.35. Revision

Rev 1. 04/07/95

IA 
RN 3I.6.1-7
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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 
leakage rate testing except for containment air 
lock testing, in accordance with the Containment 
Leakage Rate Testing Program.

In accordance 
with the 
Containment 
Leakage Rate 
Testing Program

SR 3.6.1.2 Verify containment structural integrity in In accordance 
accordance with the Containment Tendon with the 
Surveillance Program. Containment 

Tendon 
Surveillance 
Program

IA 
RA&36.14 

A 
RAI 3M-17

DRAFT REV. CPOINT BEACH 3.6.1-1



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 L.: the maximum allowable containment leakage rate at the 
calculated peak containment internal pressure (P.) resulting from the 
limiting design basis LOCA. The allowable leakage rate represented by 
L. forms the basis for the acceptance criteria imposed on all A 
containment leakage rate testing. L. Is assumed to be 0.4% per day in 
the safety analysis at Pa = 60 psig (Ref. 3). &S.1.7 

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 IA/ 
-- 1.0 La, except prior to the first startup after performing a required 1W &&.

Containment Leakage Rate Testing Program leakage test. At this time, A 
the applicable leakage limits contained In the Containment Leakage I/A 
Rate Testing Program must be met. M.,-5 

Compliance with this LCO will ensure a containment configuration, ILZI 
including the equipment hatch, that Is structurally sound and that will •W3,-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 of 
1.0 La. A 

RAI&56.-

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



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, and •0.75 IC 
L. for overall Type A leakage. At all other times between required I -'.6.14 
leakage rate tests, the acceptance criteria is based on an overall Type 
A leakage limit of < 1.0 L. At < 1.0 L. the offsite dose consequences

POINT BEACH B 3.6.1-3 DRAFT REV. C



Containment 
B 3.6.1

BASES

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS 
(continued)

REFERENCES

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.  

SR 3.6.1.2 

For ungrouted, post tensioned tendons, this SR ensures that the 
Structural integrity of the containment will be maintained In accordance 
with the provisions of the Containment Tendon Surveillance Program.  
Testing and Frequency are consistent with the recommendations of 
Regulatory Guide 1.35 (Ref. 4).

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

2. FSAR, Chapter 14.  

3. FSAR, Section 5.1.  

4. Regulatory Guide 1.35, Revision 3.

DRAFT REV. C

A 
RJ 3.6.1-7

A 
RA 3.6.1-7

I

POINT BEACH B 3.6.1-4



No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.01 

16-Oct-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 I of 4



No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.01 

16-Oct-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 goveming 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 

16-Oct-00 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

LA In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Rev. C 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.  

LB Not Used.  
Rev. C
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No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.01 

16-Oct-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 Air Locks KAtmos h

BASES

APPLI 
SAFET

S3.6.2 
. Option B (Ref. 1). as L, - 0.4% of containment air 36 1 & 

weight per day. the maximum allowable containment leakageR IRJW-6 
. rate at the calculated peak design containment internal E 

pressure. Pa of 60 psig. following a design basis LOCA.

CABLE The DBA~that result •n release of radioactive material 
Y ANALYSES within containment a loss of coolant accident 

SW .............. r'' 2). In the analysis of ... thi 

ccidentV it is assumed that containment is OPERABLE 
-tse 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 0.1- of containment air weight per day (Ref. 2). This 
"a age rate is defined in 10 CFR 50. Appendix J qe 

[as La - [0.1]% of containment air weight Der 
maximum allowable containmen rate at the calculated 
peak containmen pressure P 14.4

J.SDQWtrrg-a UbA. l nis aiiowabae leakage rate Torms tne 
basis Tor the acceptance criteria imposed on the SRs 
associated with the air locks.

The containment air locks satisfy Criterion 3 of the NRC 
Policy Statement. r TbwP-521

LCO Each containment air lock forms part of the fontainment 
pressure boundary. As part of ontainment. 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. bulkheads 

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 
"must be OPERABLE. The interlock allows only one air lock 

and its associated Idoorjof an air lock to be opened at one time. This 
equalization valve provision ensures that a gross breach of containment does 

not exist when containment is required to be OPERABLE.  
--- Closure of a single door hn each air lock is sufficient to 

provide a leak tight barrier following postulated events.  
Nevertheless, both doors are kept closed when the air lock 

The OPERABILITY of a single bulkhead e.their associated 
bulkhead door, door seals, equalization equalization valves 
valve, interlock shaft seals, etc;)

WOG STS B 3.6.2-2 Rev 1, 04/07/95
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Containment Air Locks Atmos h " . an ual) 
T B 3.6.2

A 
RAI3.61-G

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1. 2. 3. and 4, a W could cause release of 
radioactive material to containmentODES 5 and 6. the 
probability and consequences of aare reduced due 

a result of a to the pressure and temperature limitations of these MODES.  
sign basis LOCA K Therefore, the containment air locks are not required in MsiuMODE 5 to prevent leakage of radioactive material from 

containment. The requirements for the containment air locks 
during MODE 6 are addressed in LCO 3.9.3. "Containment 
Penetrations."

ACTIONS 

but is not 
required to be 
locked while 
repairs are 
actively being 
performed on the 
Inoperable 
bulkhead

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, If 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

Rev 1. 04/07/95

I 2 
RAJ 3.6.2-3
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Containment Air Locks (Atmos h . . -an ua ) 
I B 3.6.2

ACTIONS (continued)
an inoperable a lock to OPERABLE status, assuming that at 
least one door j•]maintained closed in each affected air 
lock. _

and its associated equalization valve are 1.0

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 
REQUIREMENTS

L9The acceptance criteria specified in the Containment Leakage Rate 
SR 3.6.2.1 Testing Program for the air locks, limits airlock leakage to a 

small precentage of the combined Type B and C leakage limit.

Maintaining containment air locks OPERABLE requires 
comDliance with the leakaqe rate test reauirements

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 
SR 3.6.1.1. This ensures that air loc k leakage is properly

WOG STS B 3.6.2-7 Rev 1. 04/07/95

A 
MI 36.145

WOG STS B 3.6.2-7 Rev 1. 04/07/95



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, A 
Option B (Ref. 1), as L. = 0.4% of containment air weight per day, the 
maximum allowable containment leakage rate at the calculated peak 386.1-6 

design containment internal pressure, P. 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.

LCO Each containment air lock forms part of the containment pressure 
boundary. As part of the containment pressure boundary, the air lock 
safety function is related to control of the containment leakage rate W-.1.  

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 
being used for normal entry Into or exit from containment. A 

RAI W-6.

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."

POINT BEACH B 3.6.2-2 DRAFT REV. C
POINT BEACH B, 3.6.2-2 DRAFT REV. C



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 
which is applicable to SR 3.6.1.1. This ensures that air lock leakage is I&614 
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

POINT BEACH B 3.6.2-6 DRAFT REV. C
DRAFT REV. CPOINT BEACH B 3.6.2-6



BASES 

APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES (Continued)

analyses of any event requiring isolation of contai 
applicable to this LCO.  The Da is 
The DBTA that resul t n Xa re ease of radioactive mg 
within containment P::al 1 1e ~rti~icent-(

-- . This 
ensures that potential paths to the environment through 
containment isolation valves (including containment purge 

5 purge supply and valves) are minimized. The safety analyses assume that the 
exhaust t rA GN P.r.. valves are closed at event initiation.  

The DBA analysis assumes that. within 60 seconds after 
accident, isolation of the containment is com nd 

Replace with leakage terminated except for the des akage rate. L a.  
Insert B 3.6.3-4 The containment isolation to sponse time of 60 second.  

includes signal del esel generator startup (for loss o1 
offsite and containment isolation valve stroke 

E 
t

E 
closed with its 
control switch 
locked in the 
closed position 

How

I U[ (9The purge valves may be unable to close in the environment 
following a LOCA. Therefore. each of the purge valves is 
required to remai ea • - f-- uring MODES 1. 2. 3.  

The and 4.• nDingTe failure criterion 
applicable t e con t ainment purge valves due to foilure 

rever, the control circuit associated with each valve.- thE

WOG STS

purge system valve design precludes a single faflure from 
compromising the containment boundary as long as the system 
is operated in accordance with the subject LCO.

B 3.6.3-3
ithe potential for a

RAI 3.6.3-4

r

[ The single failure criterion required to be imposed 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 provide as nce that both the 
supply and exhaust lines could be ated even if a single 
failure occurred. The mbo nd outboard isolation valves 
on each line are provi with diverse power sources, motor 
operated and pne ically operated spring closed.  
respective . This arrangement was designed to preclude 
Comm e failures from disabling both valves on a purge S "e. J

Contai nment Isol ation Valves l(Atmosphe 
bubatmospner!L Conaenser.• uua, • 

I b d.6.3

1 E 2 
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I
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Containment Isolation Valves VAtmospher~•-•.  5 u0 atmosp ner25 cc -- onclenser, =l 'Iual) 
8 B3.6.3 

BASES 

ACTIONS (Continued) 

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.  

C.1 and C.2 r d 

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 clos ed manual 
valve, and a blind flange. A check valve may not be used to 
isolate the affected penetration flow pat Required 72 
Action C.1 must be completed within the [E ompletion 
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. rhe 
Completion lime Om onc4ier a N ays ior veritying that 

ert B3..3-0 C affected penetrati cbletow path is isolated is appropriahe 
ee msbecause the valsNotare operated under administrativoni 

controls anspe probability of their misalignme is low.  

inrye aST emto30ovdST1 

Condition C is modified by a Note indicating that thises to 
Condition is only applicable to those penetration flow paths 

closed systemmusts with only one containment isolation valve and a closed 
t the rec•irements ,tef 2. system. +This Note is necessary since this Condition is wriitten to specifically address those penetration flow paths 'p n ... em...........e.....  

u=•, as one of , th Required Action C.2 is modified by ote that applies to Lnment barr:re, valves and blind flanges located in high ra'diation areas and i 
~ Is. Note 1

Rev 1. 04/07/95B 3.6.3-8



Containment Isolation Valves 

B 3.6.3 

BASES 

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 A 
of closure to isolate penetrations. This ensures that potential paths to W 3.8.3-5 

the environment through containment isolation valves (including A 
containment purge valves) are minimized. The safety analyses assume 
that the purge supply and exhaust valves are closed at event initiation. FW 6 

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, L,, 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. C
POINT BEACH B 3.6.3-2 DRAFT REV. C



Containment Isolation Valves 

B 3.6.3 

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. The closed system must meet the 
requirements of Ref 2. This Note is necessary since this Condition is i 
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.

POINT BEACH B 3.6.3-6 DRAFT REV. C
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Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.04 

16-Oct-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: 

115.03.06.B LCO 3.06.04 

15.03.06.B.01 LCO 3.06.04 
LCO 3.06.04 COND A 

LCO 3.06.04 COND A RA A.1 

15.03.06.B.02 LCO 3.06.04 COND B 

15.03.06.B.02A LCO 3.06.04 COND B RA B.1 

115.03.06.B.02.B LCO 3.06.04 COND B RA B.2 

A.02 Not used.  

Rev. C 

CTS: ITS: 

N/A N/A 

A.03 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 Chapter 3.6, 

consistent with the Standard Technical Specifications for Westinghouse Plants, NUREG-11431.  
The revised Bases are as shown in the PBNP ITS Bases.  

CTS: ITS: 
BASES B 3.06.04 

B 3.06.04 
B 3.06.04 
B 3.06.04 
B 3.06.04 
B 3.06.04 
B 3.06.04 
B 3.06.04 
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Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.04 

16-Oct-00 

DOC Number DOC Text 

A.04 The CTS requires a channel check of the containment pressure instruments on a shiftly basis, 
Rev. A which relative to this LCO has been concluded to be equivalent to ITS SR 3.6.4.1. SR 3.6.4.1 

verifies containment pressure is within limits every 12 hours. The containment pressure 
instruments are also inputs to reactor protection and safeguard logic which is addressed in 
Section 3.3 of the ITS conversion package. Relative to this LCO these channels are only used to 
verify that containment pressure is within its required range. A channel check as discussed in 
CTS Section 15.4.1 is intended to be a simple observation of instrument function, which is 
fulfilled through verification of containment pressure by observation of other available channels.  
Performance of the proposed ITS surveillances while stated to verify operational limits still 
encompasses an observation of required channel function while clarifying the intended 
containment pressure check. This change is administrative.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.04.01 T 15.04.01-01 27 SR 3.06.04.01 

A.05 Not used.  

Rev. C 

CTS: ITS: 

N/A N/A 

L.01 The CTS required frequency for performance of the containment pressure verification is Nonce 
Rev. A per shift', while the proposed frequency of performance for the ITS Is every 12 hours. Verifying 

that containment pressure Is within limits ensures that unit operation remains within the limits 
established to ensure that containment design pressures are not exceeded. The 12 hour 
Frequency of this SR was developed based on operating experience related to trending of 
containment pressure variations during the applicable MODES. Furthermore, the 12 hour 
Frequency Is considered adequate In view of other indications available in the control room, 
including alarms, to alert the operator to an abnormal containment pressure condition.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.04.01 T 15.04.01-01 27 SR 3.06.04.01 

Page 2 of 3



Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.04 

16-Oct-00 

DOC Number DOC Text 

M.01 The CTS does not specifically state a Mode of Applicability for containment internal pressure, but 
Rev. C does however provide actions which ultimately require the unit to be placed into cold shutdown if 

the LCO is not met. By having actions that place the unit in cold shutdown, an implied 
applicability of Modes 1, 2, 3, and 4 (ITS Modes) can be derived. However, the APPLICABILITY 
for containment pressure Is controlled in the CTS by CTS 15.3.6 APPLICABILITY, 15.3.6.A.1 
and Table 15.4.1 -1, Item 27. The combination of CTS 15.3.6 APPLICABILITY and 15.3.6.A.1 
would imply that the APPLICABILITY for internal pressure would be all plant conditions except 
the COLD SHUTDOWN and REFUELING SHUTDOWN conditions. An Applicability of Modes 1, 
2, 3, and 4 Is consistent with the accident analysis assumptions, as a design basis loss of 
coolant accident In these modes could cause a release of radioactive materials to the 
containment. Since maintaining containment pressure within limits is essential to maintaining 
containment Integrity and to ensure Initial conditions assumed in the accident analyses are 
maintained, an applicability of MODES 1, 2, 3 and 4 has been established. This change Is 
consistent with the accident analyses, corrects an Interpretive discrepancy in the CTS, and Is 
more restrictive.  

CTS: ITS: 
115.03.06.B.02.B LCO 3.06.04 

M.02 The plant condition required column of CTS Table 15.4.1-1 for line Item 27 states that verification 
Rev. C of containment pressure is required in all plant conditions. However, the appropriate Mode of 

Applicability for the containment pressure limit contained in the CTS has been determined to be 
ITS Modes 1, 2, 3, and 4 as provided in Description of Change M.1 to this Section. CTS 15.4.0.1 
states that surveillance requirements shall be met when the system or component is required to 
be operable. By applying Specification 15.4.0.1, the CTS required mode of performance for this 
surveillance as related to verification of the containment pressure limit should also be ITS Modes 
1, 2, 3, and 4. ITS SR 3.0.1 establishes the requirement that surveillances must be met when 
the LCO is applicable. As such, the ITS mode of performance for this surveillance is consistent 
with the safety analyses, corrects an interpretive discrepancy, and is more restrictive.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.04.01 T 15.04.01-01 27 LCO 3.06.04 
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B.

ICond B and RA 

-- - .

LC0 3.6.4 

Internal Pressure 

7 
A 

RIW 2.6.4

1. 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 

AND 1, 2,j3,Jandj4 IM, 364-1 

b. cold shutdown within 36 hours.

]
C. Positive, reactivity- changes shall not be made by rod'drive mo~tion, when the 

conitainment integrity is not intact except for the tes ,ting-,of one bank o If r Iods at a, 
time, rod 
disciI onnecting,'and rod reconnecting provided the reactor. is, initially subcriticall 
by atleast 

;5% Aklk.  

-D. Positive reactivity changes shall not ~be made b~y boron, dilu'tio'n wlien, the 
containment 
integrity is not intact unless the boron concentration in the reactor is maintained 

>2Oppm* 

This boron concentration vralue is in effect following U1IR25 for Unit I and 
following 
U2R23 for Unit 2: and takes, effect prior to, loatdig fuel for those outages. Prior 
to 
UlR25, 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.  

[<S'eeLO3,6

Unit 1 - Amendment No. 180 

Unit 2 - Amendment No. 190

15.3.6-7 September 23, 1997

July 21, 1998



NO. CHANNEL DESCRIPTION CHECK

Page So 5 

TABLE 15.4.1-1 (continued) ft o 5.&4-3 

PLANT CONDITIONS 
CALIBRATE TEST WHEN REQUIRED

--< See Section 3.3 >

4-< See Section 3.5 >

R <'4g. < See Section 3. and 3.7 >

IJA 
RAI 3.&4-1

- See Section 3.3 >

I32. Low Ter ' perature Overpressure"
* ,*4?' ','

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

4 4

Page 3 of 6

See LCO 3.4.12 >

- See LCO 3.4.11>

March 2, 1999

20- . A-uxiliaty Fee-dvate'rFlowrate 13 'RAL 

I 44A p 4~~R ~ ' ALLý 

22 . Br Acid Tank .... D R:, ALL.  23 Charging FlovV ........ ......... ... LL••. , , ........

124. ' Condiensate Storage Tank Level
I I

Containiment High Ranige Radiation" ~ M(l) R(4 

26,. :Containmient Hydrogen Monito AADL 
-0as'CalibrationAL 
1Electonic Calibration RAL 

27. Containment Pressure QS,,9 L 

28. C~ontainmnent Water Level M R, L 

29. Emiergency Plan Radiation , 

30- ELETED ., 

31.' In'-Core Thermocouples M ~ R(141) ,ALL

Positon Idicaor QALLý 

35,.1 PORV Position Idicator,;~ S(1)' ~'R R ALL

I

A • A • • A A 1• m l
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No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.04 

16-Oct-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.
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No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.04 

16-Oct-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 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 extends the surveillance frequency for containment 
pressure verification from "each shift" (nominally 8 hours) to 12 hours. This relaxation is 
acceptable based on operating experience related to trending of containment pressure 
variations during the applicable MODES. Furthermore, the 12 hour Frequency Is considered 
adequate in view of other indications available in the control room, including alarms, to alert 
the operator to an abnormal containment pressure condition. Therefore, this change does 
not significantly increase the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.  

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

The proposed change does not 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 or alter the method of normal plant 
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? 

There are no margins of safety related to safety analyses that are dependent upon the 
proposed change. The requirements will continue to assure that limiting conditions for the 
containment are properly maintained. Therefore, this change does not involve a significant 
reduction in a margin of safety.

Page 2 of 3



No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.04 

16-Oct-00 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

M In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Rev. C 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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Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.06 

16-Oct-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 

L04 CTS 15.4.5.1.B.1 and CTS 15.4.5.!.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 15.4.5.11.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. C 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 either a simulated or an actual 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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Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.06 

17-Oct-00 

JFD Number JFD Text 

26 The containment cooler service water outlet Isolation valves have been added to SR 3.6.6.5, as 
Rev. A an automatic valve, which is actuation tested every 18 months. The Point Beach design 

consists of four fan cooler units cooled by service water which Is routed downstream of the fan 
coolers units into a single discharge header containing two 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 to all four fan cooler units. Actuation testing of these valves is required every 
refueling outage by CTS 15.4.5.I.c.1. Operation of these valve is assumed for containment 
cooler operability, and has therefore been retained in the ITS.  

ITS: NUREG: 

SR 3.06.06.05 SR 3.06.06A.05

The Bases has been modified to reflect the means by which Point Beach verifies containment 
accident fan cooler unit accident fan operation. The Bases of NUREG 1431 SR 3.6.6.2 states 
that operation of the containment cooling train fan unit on a 31 day frequency ensures that all 
associated controls are functioning properly, and that blockage, fan or motor failure, and 
excessive vibration can be detected. The containment accident fan cooler unit accident mode 
fans do not have any associated controls which are verified through performance of this 
surveillance. Proper fan operation is verified through verification of the main control board run 
lights, clearing of low flow alarms, and verification of running current. This change is consistent 
with the acceptance criteria specified in the current Technical Specifications and is necessary to 
reflect the Point Beach design.

ITS:

B 3.06.06

NUREG:

B 3.06.06

Page 12of 13
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Containment Spray and Cooling Systems

BASES

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued) 

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 potent ially being 
mispositioned are in the correct position.  

E -- R3662 unit's acc~ident37 

0perating each k-o containment cooling fani W~~ 
accident for s t re OPERABLE and 

that all associatedthpra are functioning properly. IteB.6
c i ntications aso ensures that blockage, fan or motor failurefa nr

un•t .c.ncan be detected for correctvea
_ __ The 31 day Frequency was developed considering the known 

Crooi~hin v Wa f ter Syste .. a÷rldn da cy thalable, 
redundancy available and the low probabilt y of significant degradation of thpJot!~~ %o3! r-ai loccurring 

between surveillances. It has also been shown to be f.--7 acceptable through operating experience. I~nse-rtB 3.6.6-34 3 3S ' 

U SR 3.6.6 27 

a c c i d e n t f a n c o l e r 
3 .6 .6 

unit can achiev its •..  

assued post accident Verifying that each containment op h at 
t fow rate witt at lease srate to each coot oreqta [700t rqm One fan cooler service 

water outlet valve de v 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 SColin Waer ystm. heýt• redundancy available, 
and the low probability oIfa significant degradation of flow 
occurring between surveillances.  

ýSR 3.6.604 

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 pum.• performance required by 
Section XI of the ASME Code (Ref. Since the containment 

1W &&6.13 
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Containment Spray and Cooling Systems 

B 3.6.6 

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 A 
coolers. The 72 hour Completion Time was developed taking into I 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 and that all associated indications are IA 
functioning properly. It also ensures that blockage, fan or motor failure,IF 
can be detected for corrective action. Acceptable performance is I 
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 and indications, the redundancy available, and the

POINT BEACH B 3.6.6-7 DRAFT REV. C
POINT BEACH B 3.6.6-7 DRAFT REV. C



Containment Spray and Cooling Systems 

B 3.6.6 

BASES 

SURVEILLANCE low probability of significant degradation of the accident fans occurring 
REQUIREMENTS between surveillances. It has also been shown to be acceptable 
(continued) through 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 A 
pump performance required by Section XI of the ASME Code (Ref. 4). I 3.0.6-13 

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. C
B 3.6.6-8 DRAFT REV. CPOINT BEACH



Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.07 

16-Oct-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 Not used.  

Rev. C 

CTS: ITS: 

N/A N/A 

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.I.B.01 SR 3.06.07.04 

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% 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 
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Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.07 

16-Oct-00 

DOC Number DOC Text 

A.09 Not used.  
Rev. B 

CTS: ITS: 
N/A N/A

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.B 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

Page 3 of 7
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Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.07 

16-Oct-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. C 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 either a 
simulated or an actual 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 CTS 15.3.3.B.1.d establishes a requirement to maintain all valves and piping uassociated" with 
Rev. C 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. Additionally, the specifics defining 
OPERABILITY have been relocated to ITS 3.6.7 Bases - LCO. 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).  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.03.B.01 .D LCO 3.06.07 

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 lodines 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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Spe o 3.6.78 
Page 2 of 8

B. Containment Cooling and Iodine Removal Systems

I. I

SR 3.6.7.2 a. The spray additive tank contains not less than 2675 gal. of solutio th 
sodium hydroxide concentration of not less than 30% by weight.  

SRo containment spray pumps are operable'.  

AX8 c. Four accident fan-cooler units ~are oei~able:'

All valves and piping, associated with the above components and required 
to function during accident conditions, are operable.

L~J2.- Du~ng po;wer pr.ation she, rvguktomes of - 1 5.3.3 X -1 may be modified to 211o

If the Requiredl i the sysem is not ragtamd to mac the ;__-ats of 35332-3 "'d 
Action and @ .... i....,the reactor shall be placed in the hot shutdown condition 

icompletion Time within six hours and in cold shutdown witih[ hours.  
[of Condition A l 

or B are not met 
77- ne r two Fciddht tan cooler may be out ot service provided the Tan

a o'lers, re re st Iored toperabl sttswihn72 hours.' The'rem~aini ing' 

A. 10 1 accident fan coolers shall be operable.

sOne Spray Additive C. Any valve required for the functioning of the system during accident I Syst flopit conditionA may, be inoperable provided repairs are completed within 72

FT~e LO34.6.6

Unit 1 - Amendment No. 174 

Unit 2 - Amendment No. 178

15.3.3-3 July 9, 1997

A 

A 
RAI 3..74

b._ oiec~ontainment spray pump may' be out of service provided the pump is 
restor ,ed 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.

A 
RAI 3.6.74

m
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No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.07 

16-Oct-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.
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No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.07 

16-Oct-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 lodines 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? 
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No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.07 

16-Oct-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.
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No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.06.07 

16-Oct-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 (nonew 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 lodines 
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 

16-Oct-00 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

allowable time to reach Mode 5 does not significantly affect any margin of safety.  

L03 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 goveming 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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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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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.I.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 goveming 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.
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LA In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Rev. C 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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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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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: 
15.03.04 LCO 3.07.04 
15.03.04.A.05 LCO 3.07.04 

LCO 3.07.04 COND C 
LCO 3.07.04 COND C RA C.1 

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: 
15.03.04 APPL LCO 3.07.04 

A.03 The CTS provides an Introductory statement (Objective) at the beginning of this Section of the 
Rev. A Technical Specifications which provides 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: 
15.03.04 OBJ B 3.07.04 

A.04 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 3.07.04 
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L.01 CTS 15.3.4.A requires the Steam Generator Atmospheric Dump Valves (ADVs) to be operable 
Rev. A prior to the reactor being made critical. CTS requirement 15.3.4.A.5 requires the unit to be 

placed into Hot shutdown within 6 hours and Cold Shutdown within 36 hours If an inoperable 
ADV is not restored to operable status within the time allotted in the Technical Specifications, 
Implying a Mode of Applicability of ITS Modes 1, 2, 3, and 4.  

The proposed ITS establishes a Mode of Applicability for the ADVs and their associated block 
valve of Mode 1, 2, 3, and Mode 4 when the Steam Generators are relied upon for heat removal.  
In Modes 1, 2, and 3, and Mode 4 when the Steam Generators are relied upon for heat removal, 
the ADVs are required to be operable to provide the capability to cool the unit down to RHR entry 
conditions whenever the condenser steam dump valves are not available. In addition, in Modes 
1, 2, and 3, the ADVs are utilized to cool the unit down to maintain RCS subcooling in response 
to a Steam Generator Tube Rupture coincident with a loss of offsite power.  

In MODE 4 when the steam generators are not relied upon for heat removal, the residual heat 
removal system Is operable and In operation providing decay heat removal. In addition, the RCS 
and steam generator temperatures have been reduced to a temperature sufficiently below the 
saturation pressure corresponding to the steam generator safety valves lift setpoints, precluding 
radiological releases to the environs as a result of a SGTR.  

In MODE 5 or 6, an SGTR Is not a credible event.  

Based on a Mode of Applicability of 1, 2, 3, and Mode 4 when the Steam Generators are relied 
upon for heat removal, the default Actions for LCO non-compliance have been revised to require 
the unit to be placed Into Mode 3 within 6 hours and Mode 4 without reliance upon the steam 
generators for heat removal within 18 hours. These time frames are reasonable, based on 
operating experience, to reach the required unit conditions from full power conditions In an 
orderly manner and without challenging unit systems.  

These proposed changes clarify an ambiguous LCO, and Required Action, however this change 
constitutes a relaxation in the current Mode of Applicability. The proposed Mode of Applicability 
and Required Actions are consistent with analysis assumptions for Point Beach.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.04.A LCO 3.07.04 
15.03.04.A.05 LCO 3.07.04 COND C RA C.2
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L.02 CTS 15.3.4.A.5 allows 24 hours to restore one Inoperable ADV. The proposed change allows 48 
Rev. C hours for one ADV and 24 hours for two ADVs inoperable. Prior to 1994, the ADVs were not 

subject to LCO requirements In the Point Beach Technical Specifications. The ADV LCO 
requirements were added In 1994 based on a review of the FSAR accident analysis 
requirements that discuss the use of the ADVs for mitigation of the SG Tube Rupture and Main 
Steam Une Break accidents. When the decision was made to add LCO requirements for ADVs 
into the PBNP Technical Specifications, NUREG 1431 was used as guidance for creation of the 
ADV LCO requirements. The NUREG 1431 requirements for ADVs Is based on a 4-loop RCS.  
This does not correspond to PBNP which has a 2-loop RCS. The judgement was made to adopt 
the basic requirement of NUREG 1431 which requires an ADV to be restored to operable status 
within 24 hours if only one is operable. This condition would occur for PBNP if either ADV was 
Inoperable, because PBNP has only two ADVs. This requirement Is overly restrictive for PBNP.  
Therefore, a 48 hour completion time Is proposed for the first ADV and 24 hours for the second.  

Based on risk Insights from the Point Beach Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA) model, the 
information below Is provided in support of the extensions to the allowed outage times (AOT).  
Two different methods were used to evaluate the risk impact of a 7-day AOT for an inoperable 
ADV flowpath. The results from both methods show that a 7-day AOT will have minimal risk 
Impact. (A 48 hour AOT has been chosen to provide additional margin and Is bounded by the 
above analysis.) 

The Point Beach PRA model used for this evaluation only Includes internal events with the 
reactor at power. External events such as fires, floods, earthquakes, high winds, etc. and events 
with the reactor shutdown are not included in the numerical results. However, due to the limited 
use of ADVs to mitigate these events, having an ADV unavailable for maintenance should not 
impact external event or shutdown risk to any significant degree.  

The first method of determining risk change evaluated the Impact on average core damage risk.  
This was done by adding a test and maintenance unavailability to the random failure probability 
for both of the ADVs. The PRA model was then requantified including these two new values for 
ADV unavailability, and the resulting core damage frequency (CDF) was compared to the base 
CDF to determine a delta CDF. A delta CDF of less than 1 E-06/yr Indicates a minimal increase 
In risk. This criteria is consistent with that used in NRC Regulatory Guide 1.174, "An Approach 
for Using Probabilistic Risk Assessment In Risk-Informed Decisions On Plant-Specific Changes 
to the Licensing Basis.' 

The new failure probability for the ADVs was developed first by adding a new test and 
maintenance unavailability to the random failure probability". (7 days / 300 days) + 4.OE-03 = 
2.73E-02 

This assumes one AOT period per valve per year, and 300 days of reactor operation (82% 
availability) per year. A higher reactor availability makes this estimated failure probability 
conservative.  

Quantifying the PRA model with these new failure probabilities yields a CDF of 4.623 E-05/yr.  
Given a base CDF of 4.571 E-05/yr, the delta CDF is then: 4.623E-05/yr - 4.571 E-05/yr = 5.2E
07/yr 
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This result is less than 1 E-06/yr, which indicates that the risk increase for a 7-day AOT is small.  
Note that this method overestimates the actual risk Increase because it Includes the random 
probability of having both ADVs unavailable due to maintenance.  

The second method of determining risk change evaluated the temporary risk Increase due to 
having one of the ADVs (MS 2015, MS 2016) out of service. The first step determined the 
change in Instantaneous risk due to having an ADV out of service. This change in core damage 
frequency per year was then multiplied by the fraction of a year that we anticipate to experience 
the temporary Increase in risk, to arrive at a delta core damage probability (delta CDP). The 
temporary risk increase Is considered to be of low risk significance if the delta CDP is less than 
1 E-06. This is consistent with the criteria in EPRI TR-1 05396, "PSA Applications Guide.0 

Quantifying the PRA model with each of the ADV's failure probability set to 1.0, one at a time, 
gave the following results: 

For MS 2015 failed, delta CDF = 5.994E-05/yr - 4.571E-05/yr = 1.42E-05/yr 
For MS 2016 failed, delta CDF = 4.696E-05/yr - 4.571E-05/yr = 1.25E-06/yr 

The difference between the delta CDFs for the two valves Is due to asymmetries In the PRA 
model; the value for MS 2015 will be used because it yields a more conservative result.  

The fraction of the year for the temporary risk Increase is (7 days / 300 days/yr) = 2.33E-02 yr.  
Multiplying this by the delta CDF will give a delta CDP: 1.42E-05/yr * 2.33E-02 yr = 3.32E-07 

This change In core damage probability Is lower than the 1 E-06 criteria; therefore, the temporary 
risk Increase is of low risk significance.  

For both ADV flowpaths inoperable concurrently (for which a 24-hour AOT is proposed), the core 
damage frequency risk Increases to 3.431 E-04/yr. Our base CDF value Is 4.571 E-05, yielding a 
CDF Increase of 2.974E-04/yr. This CDF Increase coupled with the delta core damage 
probability Increase criteria for a temporary change of 1.OE-06 would justify a 29-hour AOT.  
Therefore, the proposed 24-hour AOT for Condition B (both ADV flowpaths inoperable) is 
acceptable.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.04.A.05 LCO 3.07.04 COND A 

LCO 3.07.04 COND A RA A.1 
LCO 3.07.04 COND A RA A.1 NOTE 
LCO 3.07.04 COND B 
LCO 3.07.04 COND B RA B.1
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LB.01 CTS 15.4.1, Table 15.4.1-2, Item 28 requires a complete cycle of the Steam Generator 
Rev. A Atmospheric Dump Valves (ADVs) once per quarter. The ADVs at Point Beach are Class II 

components, and as such are required to be tested per ASME Section XI in accordance with 10 
CFR 50.55a. Since this testing Is duplicative of the ASME required tests, it can be removed from 
the Technical Specifications while remaining to be applicable to Point Beach. As such, this test 
is not required to be in the ITS to provide adequate protection of public health and safety.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.04.01 T 15.04.01-02 28 IST

The CTS does not contain any testing requirements which verify that the ADVs and their 
associated block valves are capable of being locally operated. Local operation of these valves 
should be verified on a periodic basis, as local operation is the assumed mode of operation 
relative to a Steam Generator Tube Rupture with a loss of offsIte power. The proposed ITS will 
require local operation of the ADVs and their associate block valves to be verified on an 18 
month frequency. This frequency Is acceptable based on engineering judgment and the Inherent 
reliability of manual actuators.

CTS:
NEW

ITS:

SR 3.07.04.01 
SR 3.07.04.02
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3. A minimum of 13000 gallons of water per operating unit in the condensate storage 
-tanks -and anunlimite'd water supply from the'lake via' 'either leg of the plant'Service 

Water System.  

'4. Systenipiping andvalVes required to funiction duriniz accident conditions directly
L-associated with the above comnonents onerabted Cofld B/ C... 1. both

SLCO 3. 7.45 

5.  

Icond C/I

RC. 1_ / -0-1 within six hoursland cold shutdown within 24 hours" 
RA C.2

Thdose- equivalent 'iodine- 131 activity on the secondary side of the steam ngenerator shall not] 
~exceed].1.0 ui/cY.F 0 ~i I 4. IR.A A .4-I.e 1... a.lk4 a...

Gener s for heat removal - 18 hours

<See 100 3.71. 5 ý_

D CONDITION A: If one ADV flowpath in 
Einoperable, restore the inoperable flowpath to 

operable status within 48 hours.

Unit I - Amendment No. 173 

Unit 2 - Amendment No. 177

July 1, 1997

15.3.4-2

R4B

I-

During power- operation ~the requirements of 15.3.4.A.2,a and bzriay be modified to allow the' 
following components to -be inoperable for-a specified time. .If the system is not restored to'ý 
meet the reqie nt of 15.3.A.A.2.a and b within the time specified, the speified 

action must be taken. If the requirements oft 5.3 .4.A.2.a and b are not satisfied within an 
additiondl-48 ho'urs, the appropriate reactor(s) shall be cooled down -to less than 3501F.  

1. To UntOpratin -One of the four operable auixilir feedwater pumpsma eot 

of-service for the- below specified times. A tu~rbine driven auxiliary feedwater pump~ 
may be out'of service for up to 72 hours. If the turbine driven- auxiliary feedwater 
pump cannot be restored to service within the, 72 hour 'time period the associated 
reactor shall be in-hot shutdown within the next 12 houfrs. A motor driven. auxiliaryr 
feedwater, pump may be out- of service for, up to,7 days.. If the inoperable motor driven 

'~auxiliary feedwater pump cannot be restored to service within-the 7 day'time period 
-both of the reactors shall be in hot shutdown: within the next 12 hours.-

<See LqO 3.7.18 >

F . ..Both a~tmospheric; steam dump fines shall be operable.1 I If~irfli'of 'the Latmo~sphericopri 

steam dump lines is determined tobe inoperable, restore the inoperable linetonI 

operble sttu withi 24 hou.jsIf -operability canotb restored be in hot sh ý
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JFD Number JFD Text 
01 Brackets have been removed and the appropriate plant specific information has be Input.  

Rev. A 

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.07.04 B 3.07.04 

LCO 3.07.04 LCO 3.07.04 

LCO 3.07.04 COND C RA C.2 LCO 3.07.04 COND C RA C.2

02 
Rev. A

Point Beach has two ADV Lines, one per steam generator, therefore, NUREG 1431 section 
3.7.4 has been modified accordingly.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.07.04 B 3.07.04 

LCO 3.07.04 COND B LCO 3.07.04 COND B 

LCO 3.07.04 COND B RA B.1 LCO 3.07.04 COND B RA B.1

Page 1 of 4



Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.07.04 

16-Oct-00 

JFD Number JFD Text 

03 The ADVs are air operated fail closed valves, with the capability to be remotely opened and 
Rev. C closed. Local manual operation of the ADVs Is credited during a Steam Generator Tube 

Rupture (SGTR) event coincident with a Loss of Offsite Power (LOOP).  

The ADVs are ASME Class II valves, which are required by 10 CFR 50.55a to be tested in 
accordance with ASME Section Xl. However, this testing does not encompass local manual 
operation. Proposed SR 3.7.4.1 will require local manual testing of the ADVs, with or without 
steam flow, at an 18 month frequency.  

In June, 1996, a satisfactory demonstration of the ability to manually operate the ADVs from the 
local station with steam flow was performed. This one time test, in conjunction with the ASME 
Section XI operation of the ADVs using the air operator and proposed SR 3.7.4.1, will verify the 
capability to manually operate the ADVs locally during a SGTR/LOOP event. The 18 month 
testing frequency proposed for ADV local manual operation is adequate based on the 
engineering judgement that the failure of the ability to manually operate these valves is highly 
improbable.  

The ADV block valves are only credited with Isolation of a failed open ADV. The ADV block 
valves are not credited for re-establishing ADV flow for the mitigation of a SGTR/LOOP event. If 
it is necessary to close an ADV block valve to isolate a failed open ADV, that ADV flowpath will 
be considered inoperable.  

SR 3.7.4.2 which proposes to manually exercise the ADV block valves at an 18 month 
frequency, with or without steam flow, is sufficient to ensure its capability to isolate a failed open 
ADV.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.07.04 B 3.07.04 

SR 3.07.04.01 SR 3.07.04.01 

SR 3.07.04.02 SR 3.07.04.02 

04 The normal source of water for the Auxiliary Feedwater System (AFW) is the condensate 
Rev. A storage tank; however, the safety related water supply is from the service water system. The 

Bases have been rewritten to address this as Point Beach's design basis.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.07.04 B 3.07.04 
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05 Point Beach's ADVs are air operated fail closed valves, with the capability to be remotely opened 
Rev. A and closed. Motive air to the ADV is from the non-safety related instrument air system, with no 

backup nitrogen or accumulators. The Bases has therefore omitted all discussion related to 
backup nitrogen and air accumulators. The ADVs are considered operable when they are 
capable of being locally stroked. Failure of the instrument air system is accounted for via local 
manual operation.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.07.04 B 3.07.04 

06 Point Beach's ADVs are considered operable when they are capable of local manual operation.  

Rev. A The Bases have been modified to reflect this as Point Beach's design basis.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.07.04 B 3.07.04 

07 As discussed in Justification For Deviation 2 of this LCO, Point Beach has one ADV per steam 
Rev. A generator, rendering the plant Incapable of sustaining a single failure of an ADV in the 

unaffected steam generator during a steam generator tube rupture coincident with a loss of 
condenser steam dump capabilities. Bases statement relating to single failure criteria has 
therefore been omitted.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.07.04 B 3.07.04 

08 The Bases for the Applicability associated with LCO 3.7.4 (the ADVs), does not provide any 
Rev. A discussion of why the ADVs are not required to be operable when the steam generators are not 

relied upon for heat removal. This discussion has been added for completeness.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.07.04 B 3.07.04 

09 Point Beach's ADV block valves are not power operated valves. These valve are manually 
Rev. A operated, and as such do not fall under ASME Section XI relative to surveillance testing.  

Accordingly, reference to ASME testing In the Bases of SR 3.7.4.2 has been changed to reflect 
Point Beach's design.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.07.04 B 3.07.04 

10 Automatic actuation of the ADVs is not relied upon for the mitigation of any analyzed events for 

Rev. A Point Beach. Therefore reference to automatic operation of the ADVs has been deleted.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.07.04 B 3.07.04 
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11 FSAR Chapter 14 has been added as reference 2 for the bases of section 3.7.4. FSAR Chapter 
Rev. A 14 is the appropriate Point Beach accident analysis reference.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.07.04 B 3.07.04 

12 OAtmosphedc Dump Valves (ADV) Lines" has been changed to NAtmospheric Dump Valve 

Rev. A (ADV) Flowpathso, to reflect the nomenclature currently used at Point Beach.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.07.04 B 3.07.04 

LCO 3.07.04 LCO 3.07.04 

LCO 3.07.04 COND A LCO 3.07.04 COND A 

LCO 3.07.04 COND A RA A.1 LCO 3.07.04 COND A RA A.1 

LCO 3.07.04 COND B LCO 3.07.04 COND B 

13 An ADV block valve can be used to mitigate a failed open ADV. The ADV block valves are not 
Rev. A used to mitigate a failed closed ADV. Accordingly, the LCO 3.7.4 Bases discussion of the ADV 

block valves has been modified to reflect this distinction.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.07.04 B 3.07.04 

14 NUREG-1431, Required Action A.1 and the associated Bases have been modified to allow 48 
Rev. C hours to restore an inoperable ADV to operable status. This change reflects risk insights from 

the Point Beach Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA) model. Two different methods were used 
to evaluate the risk impact of a 7-day AOT for an inoperable ADV flowpath. The results from 
both methods show that a 7-day AOT will have minimal risk impact. A 48 hour AOT has been 
chosen to provide additional margin and is bounded by the above analysis.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.07.04 B 3.07.04 

LCO 3.07.04 COND A RA A.1 LCO 3.07.04 COND A RA A.1 
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ADVs Lines 
3.7.4 ~ADV Flowpaths

3.7 PLANT SYSTEMS 12 IFlOathsI 

3.7.4 Atmospheric Dump Valve, l(ADV) Lines 

LCO 3.7.4 ADV lines shall be OPERABLE.

APPLICABILITY: MODES 1. 2.  
MODE 4 when

and 3.  
steam generator is relied upon for heat removal.

ACTIONS

CONDITION I REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

A. One required ADV e 
Inoperable.  

1 flowpath

A.1 - -------- NNOTE 
LCO 3.0.4 is not 
applicable.

~re 
line to 
status.

required ADV 
OPERABLE

B. Two @- - re required B.1 Restore one ADV - 24 hours 
TiADVS.lines inoperable, to OPERABLE status.  

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

C.2 Be in MODE 4 without hours 
reliance upon steam 
generator for heat 
removal.

Rev 1. 04/07/95

flowpaths

74L s.7."

jflowpathý--

WOG STS 3.7-9



ADVs Lines 
B 3.7.4 

BASES 

APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES (continued) 

cool the unit to RHR entry conditions with only one steam 
generator and one ADV, utilizing the cooling water supply 

In the accident analysis presented in ReferADVs 
are assumed to be used by the operator to cool down the unit 
to RHR entry conditions for accidents accompanied by a loss 

0, of ffsitf Dower. Prior to operator actions to cool down 
the unit, the AW6-&a&4 main steam safety valves (MSSVs) are 
assumed to operate automatically to relieve steam and 
maintain the steam generator pressure below the design 
value. For the recovery from a steam generator tube rupture 
(SGTR) event, the operator i§ I required to perform a 
limited cooldown to establish adequate subcooling as a 
necessary step to terminate the primary to secondary break 
flow into the ruptured steam generator. The time required 
to terminate the primary to secondary break flow for an SGTR 
is more critical than the time required to cool down to RHR 
conditions for this event and AýIco for ethcr ucnedte 
Thus, the SGTR is the limiting event for the ADVs.

ýaccidWent iinilyrir reguircementedpnuuo h ubro 
-44-~ 1 ---- .nA -an-

4
A- + ^ Ar, ,- Frnla *41,

Elascumptione rcgar-din~o the faflUre-o oon;- .441% to open; 9n 

The ADVs are equipped with block valves in the event an ADV 
spuriously.•&If_•i!• ý ý t .,r fails to close during use.  

The ADVs satisfy Criterion 3 of the NRC Policy Statement.  

LCO[rThree ADV lines are required to e OPERABLE. One ADV 

is required from each of threeý steam generators to ensure 
1 'rfowp ' tha at least one ADV line is available to conduct a unit 1 lwp at 

cooldown following an SGTR. in which one steam generator 
becomes unavailableZ, by a Gg ..... r., .u"........

valves must 
A closed b' 

noperable F

WOG STS

(continued)
RP &7.4-1 

B 3.7.4-2 Rev 1. 04/07/95 "'f14-2
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ADVs Linesl 
B 3.7.4 

BASES 

LCO (continued) 

Failure to meet the LCO can result in the inability to cool 
the unit to RHR entry conditions following an event In which 
the condenser is unavailable for use with the Steam Bypass 
System.  

An ADV is considered OPERABLE when it is capable of 
providing controlled relief of the main steam flow and 
capable of fully opening and closing on demand.  

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1. 2. and 3. and in MODE 4. when a steam generator 
is being relied upon for heat removal, the ADVs are required 
to be OPERABLE.  

In MODE 5 or 6. an SGTR is not a credible event.  

ACTIONS A.1 4 hours 48 hour 
is reasonable to repair an 
inoperable ADV flowpath, With one required ADV lin inoperable ction must e taken 
based on the availablility of to restore OPERABLE status within da s The dyda 

".Cor letion Time allows for the redundant capabilit afforded 
"b the remainin OPERABLE ADV lines, a nonsafety grade 

and the low probability of backup in the Steam Bypass System, and MSSVs.t Required 
an event occurring during Action A.1 is modified by a Note indicating that LCO 3.0.4 
this period that would does not apply.  
require the ADV flowpath. Br 

flopahsflowpat M~ &7A.41 RN 
&74.2 

With two for more OADV 3inesminoperable. action must be taken RN.3 

to restore a.llbut one ADV men.jo OPERABLE status. Since 
the block valve can be closed to isolate an ADV. some 

an repairs may be possible with the unit at power. The 24 hour 

'12 °' Completion Time is reasonable to repair inoperable ADV 
opes based on the availability of the Steam Bypass System 

and MSSVs. and the low probability of an event occurring 
during this period that would require the ADV lines 
C.1 and C.2 ,flowpaths i1ow,2 

If the ADV lines cannot be restored to OPERABLE status 
within the associated Completion Time, the unit must be 

(continued)

WOG STS B 3.7.4-3 Rev 1. 04/07/95
WOG STS B 3.7.4- 3 Rev 1. 04/07/95



LCO 3.7.4 Bases Inserts

Insert B 3.7.4-1: 

when the ADVs are capable of being locally opened and closed. AL/\ 
RAI 7.4-1 

Insert B 3.7.4-2: 

To perform a controlled cooldown of the RCS. the ADVs must be able to be 
opened locally and throttled through their full range. This SR ensures that A 
the ADVs are capable of being locally operated by cycling the valve, with or AI7.1 

without steam flow. at least once per fuel cycle. This test is in addition to 
the ASME quarterly inservice test required by 10 CFR 50.55a. The Frequency is 
considered acceptable based on engineering judgement and reliability.  

Insert B 3.7.4-3: 

In MODE 4 when the steam generators are not relied upon for heat removal 
(residual heat removal system in operation), the RCS and steam generator 
temperatures have been reduced to a temperature sufficiently below the 
saturation pressure which corresponds to the steam generator safety valves 
lift setpoints to preclude radiological releases to the environs as a result 
of a SGTR.  

Insert B 3.7.4-4: 

The Frequency Is considered acceptable based on engineering judgement and 
reliability.



ADV Flowpaths 
3.7.4

3.7 PLANT SYSTEMS 

3.7.4 Atmospheric Dump Valve (ADV) Flowpaths

LCO 3.7.4 Two ADV flowpaths shall be OPERABLE.

APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, and 3, 
MODE 4 when steam generator is relied upon for heat removal.  

ACTIONS 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLE11ON TIME 

A. One required ADV A.1 NOTE 
flowpath inoperable. LCO 3.0.4 is not 

applicable.  

Restore required ADV 48 hours 
flowpath to OPERABLE 
status.  

B. Two required ADV B.1 Restore one ADV 24 hours 
flowpaths inoperable. flowpath to OPERABLE 

status.  

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

C.2 Be In MODE 4 without 18 hours 
reliance upon steam 
generator for heat 
removal.

DRAFT REV. C

RAI 3.7.4-1

POINT BEACH 3.7.4-1



ADV Flowpaths 
B 3.7.4

B 3.7 PLANT SYSTEMS 

B 3.7.4 Atmospheric Dump Valves (ADVs) 

BASES

BACKGROUND The ADVs provide a method for cooling the unit to residual heat 
removal (RHR) entry conditions should the preferred heat sink via the 
Steam Bypass System to the condenser not be available, as discussed 
in the FSAR, Section 10.1 (Ref. 1). This is done in conjunction with the 
Auxiliary Feedwater System providing cooling water from the 
condensate storage tank (CST) or the service water system. The ADVs 
may also be required to meet the design cooldown rate during a normal 
cooldown when steam pressure drops too low for maintenance of a 
vacuum in the condenser to permit use of the Steam Dump System.

One ADV flowpath for each of the two steam generators is provided.  
Each ADV flowpath consists of one ADV and an associated block valve.  

The ADVs are provided with upstream block valves to permit their being 
tested at power, and to provide an altemate means of Isolation. The 
ADVs are equipped with pneumatic controllers to permit control of the 
cooldown rate.  

A description of the ADVs is found In Reference 1. The ADVs are 1A 
OPERABLE when the ADVs are capable of being locally opened and I 
closed. R 1

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

The design basis of the ADVs is established by the capability to cool 
the unit to RHR entry conditions. The design rate of approximately 
50°F per hour is applicable for one steam generator. This rate is 
adequate to cool the unit to RHR entry conditions with only one steam 
generator and one ADV, utilizing the cooling water supply available in 
the CST or the service water system.  

In the accident analysis presented in Reference 2, the ADVs are 
assumed to be used by the operator to cool down the unit to RHR entry 
conditions for accidents accompanied by a loss of offsite power. Prior 
to operator actions to cool down the unit, the main steam safety valves 
(MSSVs) are assumed to operate automatically to relieve steam and 
maintain the steam generator pressure below the design value. For the 
recovery from a steam generator tube rupture (SGTR) event, the 
operator is required to perform a limited cooldown to establish adequate 
subcooling as a necessary step to terminate the primary to secondary 
break flow into the ruptured steam generator. The time required to 
terminate the primary to secondary break flow for an SGTR is more 
critical than the time required to cool down to RHR conditions for this 
event. Thus, the SGTR is the limiting event for the ADVs.

POINT BEACH B 3.7.4-1 DRAFT REV. C
POINT BEACH B 3.7.4-1 DRAFT REV. C



ADV Flowpaths 

B 3.7.4 

BASES 

APPLICABLE The ADVs are equipped with block valves in the event an ADV 
SAFETY ANALYSES spuriously fails to close during use.  
(continued) 

The ADVs satisfy Criterion 3 of the NRC Policy Statement.  

LCO Two ADV flowpaths are required to be OPERABLE. One ADV flowpath 
is required from each of two steam generators to ensure that at least 
one ADV flowpath is available to conduct a unit cooldown following an 
SGTR, in which one steam generator becomes unavailable. The block 
valves must be OPERABLE to isolate a failed open ADV flowpath. A A 
closed block valve renders Its ADV flowpath inoperable.  

A &.7.4-1 

Failure to meet the LCO can result In the inability to cool the unit to MW 8•7A-2 

RHR entry conditions following an event in which the condenser is 
unavailable for use with the Steam Bypass System.  

An ADV is considered OPERABLE when it is capable of providing 
controlled relief of the main steam flow and capable of fully opening and 
closing on demand.  

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1, 2, and 3, and In MODE 4, when a steam generator is 
being relied upon for heat removal, the ADVs are required to be 
OPERABLE.  

In MODE 4 when the steam generators are not relied upon for heat 
removal (residual heat removal system in operation), the RCS and 
steam generator temperatures have been reduced to a temperature 
sufficiently below the saturation pressure which corresponds to the 
steam generator safety valves lift setpoints to preclude radiological 
releases to the environs as a result of a SGTR.  

In MODE 5 or 6, an SGTR is not a credible event.  

ACTIONS A.1 

With one required ADV flowpath inoperable, action must be taken to 
restore OPERABLE status within 48 hours. The 48 hour Completion 
Time Completion Time is reasonable to repair an inoperable ADV A 
flowpath, based on the availability of a nonsafety grade backup in the 8 3.7.4-1 

Steam Bypass System, and MSSVs, and the low probability of an event AI 8.7.4.2 
occurring during this period that would require the ADV flowpath. RI 8.7.4 

Required Action A.1 is modified by a Note indicating that LCO 3.0.4 
does not apply.

POINT BEACH B 3.7.4-2 DRAFT REV. C
DRAFT REV. CPOINT BEACH B 3.7.4-2



ADV Flowpaths 
B 3.7.4 

BASES 

ACTIONS (continued) B.1 

With two ADV flowpaths inoperable, action must be taken to restore 
one ADV flowpath to OPERABLE status. Since the block valve can be 
closed to isolate an ADV, some repairs may be possible with the unit at 
power. The 24 hour Completion Time is reasonable to repair an 
inoperable ADV flowpath, based on the availability of the Steam Bypass 
System and MSSVs, and the low probability of an event occurring 
during this period that would require the ADV flowpath.  

C.1 and C.2 

If the ADV flowpaths cannot be restored to OPERABLE status within 
the associated Completion Time, the unit must be placed in a MODE in 
which the LCO does not apply. To achieve this status, the unit must be 
placed in at least MODE 3 within 6 hours, and in MODE 4, without 
reliance upon steam generator for heat removal, within 18 hours. The 
allowed Completion Times are reasonable, based on operating 
experience, to reach the required unit conditions from full power 
conditions in an orderly manner and without challenging unit systems.  

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.7.4.1 
REQUIREMENTS 

To perform a controlled cooldown of the RCS, the ADVs must be able 4 
to be opened locally and throttled through their full range. This SR I 
ensures that the ADVs are capable of being locally operated by cycling 
the valve, with or without steam flow, at least once per fuel cycle. This 
test is in addition to the ASME quarterly inservice test required by 10 
CFR 50.55a. The Frequency is considered acceptable based on 
engineering judgement and reliability.  

SR 3.7.4.2 

The function of the block valve Is to isolate a failed open ADV. Cycling 
the block valve both closed and open, with or without steam flow, 
demonstrates its capability to perform this function. The Frequency is 
considered acceptable based on engineering judgement and reliability.  

REFERENCES 1. FSAR. Section 10.1.  

2. FSAR. Chapter 14.

DRAFT REV. CPOINT BEACH B 3.7.4-3



No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.07.04 

16-Oct-00 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

L01 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.  

Mode of Applicability for the ADVs has been changed to be consistent with the accident 
analysis assumptions. The ADVs are required to be operable to provide the capability to cool 
the unit down to RHR entry conditions whenever the condenser steam dump valves are not 
available. In addition, In Modes 1, 2, and 3, the ADVs are utilized to cool the unit down to 
maintain RCS subcooling in response to a Steam Generator Tube Rupture coincident with a 
loss of condenser steam dumps. Based on revising the Mode of Applicability to ITS Modes 1, 
2, 3, and Mode 4 when the Steam Generators are relied upon for heat removal, the default 
Actions for LCO non-compliance have been revised to ultimately require the unit to be placed 
into Mode 4 without reliance upon the steam generators for heat removal.  

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following Is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The Atmospheric Dump Valves (ADVs) are used to cool the unit down to Residual Heat 
Removal (RHR) entry condition during routine shutdowns and for recovery from Steam 
Generator Tube Rupture (SGTR), when the main condenser Is not available. The probability 
for analyzed event (SGTR) and unit cooldowns are independent of the required mode of 
applicability for the ADVs. The proposed Mode of Applicability will provide assurance that the 
ADVs are operable when the ADVs are required to function in support of unit cooldown 
operations. The proposed Conditions and Required Actions will similarly, require the unit to 
be placed into a condition where the ADVs are not required to function in support of unit 
cooldowns. As such, the probability and consequences of previously analyzed event are 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 ADVs consistent with the 
current accident analyses assumptions. 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 ADVs is consistent with the assumptions made in the various 
Point Beach accident analyses. The ADVs will be maintained operable in accordance with 
the proposed ITS in the operational Modes and Conditions for which ADVs are required to 
function. In this fashion the margin of safety is not significantly changed.  

Page 2 of 5



No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.07.04 

16-Oct-GO 

NSHC Number NSHC Text 

L.02 In accordance with the criteria set forth In 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Rev. C 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 Atmospheric Dump Valves (ADVs) are used to cool the unit down to Residual Heat 
Removal (RHR) entry condition during routine shutdowns and for recovery from Steam 
Generator Tube Rupture (SGTR) and Main Steam Line Break events, when the main 
condenser Is not available. The probability for analyzed event (SGTR and MSLB) and unit 
cooldowns are Independent of the number of operable ADVs. Therefore, the probability and 
consequences of previously analyzed events are not Increased significantly.  

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

New or different kinds of accidents can only be created by new or different accident initiators 
or sequences. 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 goveming 
normal plant operation. This proposed change does not create any new or different accident 
initiators or sequences because this change to the LCO condtions, action statements and 
allowable outage times for the ADVs does not create any different accident Initiators or 
sequences. The PBNP emergency operating procedures contain guidance for mitigation of a 
SGTR and a MSLB for situations where the ADVs are not available. Therefore, this proposed 
Technical Specifications change does not create the possibility of an accident of a different' 
type than any previously evaluated in the Point Beach FSAR.  

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

The margins of safety for Point Beach are based on the design and operation of the reactor 
and containment and the safety systems that provide their protection. This change does not 
affect the design and operation of the reactor and containment. This change proposes to 
Increase the allowed outage time for one ADV from 24 hours to 48 hours and to allow two 
ADVs to be Inoperable for 24 hours. This proposed change does not significantly reduce any 
margin of safety, because other equipment, such as the condenser steam dump, can be used 
to mitigate SGTR and MSLB accidents if the ADVs are not able to be operated. Therefore, 
this proposed Technical Specifications change does not involve a significant reduction In a 
margin of safety because accident mitigation is still able to be achieved.
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Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.07.05 

16-Oct-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: 
15.03.04 LCO 3.07.05 

15.03.04.C LCO 3.07.05 COND D 
15.04.01 T 15.04.01-01 20 (13) SR 3.07.05.05 
15.04.08 LCO 3.07.05 

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: 
15.03.04 APPL LCO 3.07.05 
15.04.08 APPL LCO 3.07.05 

A.03 The CTS provides an introductory statement (Objective) at the beginning of this Section of the 
Rev. A Technical Specifications which provides 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: 
15.03.04 OBJ B 3.07.05 
15.04.08 OBJ B 3.07.05 

A.04 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 3.07.05 

Pagel of 10



Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.07.05 

16-Oct-00 

DOC Number DOC Text 

A.05 CTS states that both motor driven auxiliary feedwater pumps, the turbine driven auxiliary 
Rev. A feedwater pump, the flow paths, and essential instrumentation associated with these pumps are 

required to be operable. The ITS states that one turbine driven and two motor driven auxiliary 
feedwater pump systems are required to be operable. In specifying that the pump system must 
be operable, all of the elements contained within the CTS are addressed. The proposed ITS 
Surveillance Requirements contained in LCO 3.7.5 require periodic verification of the auxiliary 
feedwater pumps, flowpaths, and automatic start and alignment capabilities, while proposed 
LCO 3.3.2 addresses the required ESF instrumentation and actuation logic. In addition, through 
application of the ITS definition of Operability, the pump system and all of its associated support 
equipment must be capable of performing their specified safety functions. Accordingly, the ITS 
captures all of the elements specified within the CTS in a presentation consistent with NUREG 
1431. This change is administrative.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.04.A.02.B LCO 3.07.05 

A.06 The CTS states that during power operation, the requirements of Specifications 15.3.4.A.2.a and 
Rev. A b (i.e. pumps, piping, and essential instrumentation for single and two unit operation) may be 

modified to allow the auxiliary feedwater pumps to be Inoperable for a limited period of time 
before requiring a unit shutdown. This Specification establishes the structure for the remedial 
actions in the CTS. The ITS contains specific usage rules for consistent application of the 
Conditions and Required Actions associated with varying system inoperabilities consistent with 
the format and presentation of NUREG 1431. Accordingly, deletion of a specific Specification 
directing usage of Actions is unnecessary, as it duplicates the ITS usage rules. This change is 
administrative.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.04.C DELETED 

Page 2 of 10



Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.07.05 

16-Oct-00 

DOC Number DOC Text 

A.07 CTS 15.4.8.1 requires each AFW pump to be started quarterly, however, if the test comes due 
Rev. C for the turbine driven pump when the unit is not at power, the test Is required to be performed 

within 24 hours of entering power operation. CTS 15.1.h defines 'power operation" as the 
condition when the reactor is critical and the average neutron flux of the power range 
Instrumentation indicates greater than 2 percent of rated power. Proposed SR 3.7.5.2 is 
modified by a note which states that performance of the pump test is not required for the turbine 
driven AFW pump until 24 hours after THERMAL POWER is greater than 2% RTP.  

Table 15.4.1-1, Note 13 requires completion of flow path verification prior to entering power 
operation (greater than 2% power) whenever the unit has been in cold shutdown for greater than 
30 days. Proposed ITS SR 3.7.5.5 states that the required AFW flowpaths are to be verified 
prior to THERMAL POWER exceeding 2% RTP, whenever the unit has been In MODE 5, MODE 
6, or defueled for a cumulative period of > 30 days.  

Therefore, changing the above frequencies from 'within 24 hours of entering power operation" 
and 'prior to entering power operation" to '24 hours after THERMAL POWER exceeds 2% RTP" 
and "prior to THERMAL POWER exceeding 2% RTP' Is an administrative change.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.04.01 T 15.04.01-01 20 (13) SR 3.07.05.05 
15.04.08.01 A SR 3.07.05.02 
15.04.08.01 .B SR 3.07.05.02 NOTE 

L.01 CTS 15.3.4.C only provides actions that address the Inoperability of the auxiliary feedwater 
Rev. A (AFW) pumps. As such, piping, valve, and Instrumentation inoperabilities which render a pump 

Inoperable could be interpreted as requiring entry Into CTS 115.3.0.B (similar to ITS LCO 3.0.3).  
The ITS addresses inoperability of the AFW pump systems (turbine and motor driven), thereby 
encompassing any component within a given pump system which could render a pump (pump 
system) Incapable of performing its Intended function. This change Is acceptable because any 
component which renders a pump system Inoperable Is equivalent to the Inoperability of the 
pump itself.  

CTS: ITS: 

15.03.04.C.02 LCO 3.07.05 COND B 
LCO 3.07.05 COND B RA B.1 
LCO 3.07.05 COND C 
LCO 3.07.05 COND C RA C.1 
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Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.07.05 

16-Oct-00 

DOC Number DOC Text 

L02 CTS 15.3.4.C.1 only provides Actions for a single Inoperable auxiliary feedwater (AFW) pump 
Rev. A during two unit operation. This Description of Change addresses the proposed ITS Action, which 

will allow an Inoperable turbine driven AFW pump on each unit simultaneously during two unit 
operation. The inoperability of two or more AFW pump systems on the same unit is addressed 
by Description of Change M.2 of this Section.  

Each turbine driven AFW pump Is dedicated to a unit and Is capable of supplying 200% of the 
design AFW flow to both steam generators on its respective unit. Based on the turbine driven 
auxiliary feedwater pump being dedicated to a specific unit, an inoperability on one unit should 
Impact that unit alone; however, the CTS only provides Actions for a single inoperable AFW 
pump during two unit operation, thereby requiring each unit to Initiate the Actions of CTS 
15.3.0.B. CTS 15.3.0.B requires both units to be placed Into hot shutdown (equivalent to ITS 
Mode 3) within 7 hours, ultimately requiring at least one unit to be then cooled down to less than 
350 degrees F before the Actions for a single unit operating can then be applied. Application of 
the single unit operating LCO then allows the operating unit to continue to operate for up to 72 
hours from the time the AFW pump became inoperable prior to requiring the unit to be placed 
into hot shutdown (ITS Mode 3) In 12 hours and less than 350 degrees (ITS Mode 4) within 60 
hours.  

The proposed ITS will allow a turbine driven AFW pump on each unit to be inoperable for up to 
72 hours before requiring the affected units to be placed into Mode 3 within 6 hours and Mode 4 
within 18 hours. Operation with a turbine driven AFW pump Inoperable on each unit for up to 72 
hours Is reasonable to restore the pump to operable status before requiring a unit shutdown 
based on redundant capabilities afforded by the motor driven pump systems, a reasonable time 
to effect repairs, the low probability of a DBA occurring during this time period and the fact that 
the turbine driven pumps are dedicated to their respective unit, thereby, only affecting the unit 
that the pump system supplies. Requiring a unit to be shutdown based on the Inoperability of 
opposite unit equipment Is an unnecessary action. The opposite unit's turbine driven AFW pump 
Is not credited to operate nor does it affect the risk or consequences to its complementary unit.  
Based on the availability of the motor driven AFW pumps, the accident analysis remains 
bounded for both units during the proposed Completion Time.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.04.C.01 DELETED

Page 4 of 10



Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.07.05 

16-Oct-00 

DOC Number DOC Text 

L.03 Both turbine driven AFW pump steam supply lines are required to be operable to consider the 
Rev. A turbine driven AFW pump system to be operable. Therefore, the inoperability of a steam supply 

line results in entry into the Actions for an inoperability of a turbine driven AFW pump, which 
allows up to 72 hours to restore the pump to operable status before requiring a unit shutdown.  
The proposed ITS will allow a single steam supply to be inoperable for up to 7 days before 
requiring the unit to be placed into Mode 3 within 6 hours and Mode 4 within 18 hours. The 
proposed Condition and Required Action represents a 96 hour extension of the allowable outage 
time for an inoperable turbine driven AFW pump steam supply. This extension is bounded by the 
current accident analysis and Is acceptable based on the redundant capabilities provided by the 
remaining operable motor driven pump systems, and the low probability of an accident occurring 
during this time period which would affect the availability of the remaining steam supply. The 
Completion Time for this Action Is limited to 7 days from entry into the Condition or 10 days from 
failure to meet the LCO, whichever Is more restrictive. The proposed 10 day completion time 
limits the maximum time the LCO may be not met as a result of multiple overlapping Conditions.  

CTS: ITS: 

NEW LCO 3.07.05 COND A 
LCO 3.07.05 COND A 
LCO 3.07.05 COND A RA A.1 

L.04 The current Technical Specifications require entry into LCO general requirement 15.3.0.B if the 
Rev. A entire AFW system Is Inoperable. This is Inappropriate because the actions for 15.3.0.B require 

that the affected unit be placed in hot shutdown within 7 hours. AFW is needed for decay heat 
removal when the unit Is In hot shutdown. If the entire AFW system is inoperable the appropriate 
action would be to initiate action to restore AFW Immediately. If this situation were to occur and 
the current Technical Specifications were applied, it Is highly likely that Notice of Enforcement 
Discretion would be requested to avoid placing the plant In a condition In which AFW is needed 
for decay heat removal. Therefore, the proposed Technical Specification requirements for three 
AFW pump systems Inoperable provides the appropriate required action for this condition and 
the proposed requirements are considered a substantial improvement over the current Technical 
Specifications requirements. The proposed condition and required action provide adequate 
protection of the public health and safety because the appropriate action has been established 
for the condition of inoperability of all three AFW pump systems.  

CTS: ITS: 

NEW LCO 3.07.05 COND E 
LCO 3.07.05 COND E RA E.1 

LCO 3.07.05 COND E RA E.1 NOTE 

L.05 Not used.  

Rev. C 

CTS: ITS: 

N/A N/A 
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16-Oct-00 

DOC Number DOC Text 

LA.01 The CTS contains separate Specifications and Required Actions for single and two unit 
Rev. A operation. This structure clarifies the shared interrelationship of the motor driven AFW pumps, 

requiring both motor driven AFW pump systems to be operable whenever either unit is above 
350 degrees F. When a motor driven AFW pump is inoperable, the CTS requires both units to be 
placed on a restoration time clock.  

The auxiliary feedwater (AFW) system consists of a total of four pumps; two motor driven 
auxiliary feedwater pump systems which are shared by both units, and one dedicated turbine 
driven pump per unit. Both motor driven AFW pumps are required to be operable to support one 
or two unit operation, while the turbine driven pumps are only required to support operation of 
their respective unit.  

The proposed ITS will require the turbine driven and two motor driven pump systems to be 
operable to support a unit In Modes 1, 2, 3, in addition to the motor driven pump systems 
supplying any steam generators relied upon for heat removal In Mode 4.  

The ITS Is written to be applied on a unit specific basis. The LCO requirements are to be applied 
to each unit independently. Conditions and Required Actions are applicable to each affected unit 
as well.  

Based on application of the LCO to each unit independently, the number of pump systems 
required to be operable will remain the same, with the sharing of the motor driven pump systems 
addressed in the Bases. The number of shared components is a detail which is not necessary In 
the Technical Specification itself, as each unit is required to met its minimum operability 
requirement independent of the other. The shared Interrelationship of the motor driven pump 
systems Is a detail associated with system design and configuration, which are adequately 
addressed in the Bases and through the 10 CFR 50.59 process. These details are not required 
to be in the ITS to provide adequate protection of public health and safety. Changes to these 
details will be controlled In accordance with the provisions of the Bases Control Program 
described in Chapter 5 of the Technical Specifications and the 10 CFR 50.59 process as 
applicable.  
Similarly, the Actions for inoperable AFW pumps are applicable to each affected unit, with the 
restoration time for a single inoperable motor or turbine driven AFW pump remaining the same.  

The Actions for multiple inoperable pumps are addressed in Description of Change L.2 (multiple 
inoperable turbine driven pumps on opposite units) and Description of Change M.2 (multiple 
inoperable pumps affecting the same unit).  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.04.A.02.A DELETED 
15.03.04.A.02.B DELETED 
15.03.04.C.01 LCO 3.07.05 
15.03.04.C.02 DELETED
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Description of Changes - NUREG-1431 Section 3.07.05 

16-Oct-00 

DOC Number DOC Text 

LA.02 The CTS states that the auxiliary feedwater system Is required to have an unlimited water supply 
Rev. A from the lake via either leg of the plant service water system, and that the piping and valves 

which are necessary for the auxiliary feedwater system to function during accident conditions are 
required. The ability to supply service water to the auxiliary feedwater pumps Is verified via 
testing of the service water supply valves. The service water supply valves are ASME Class 3 
components which are required to be tested In accordance with ASME Section XI by 10 CFR 
50.55a. As such, while not specifically stated, service water suction supply valve testing will 
continue to be required In accordance with this regulatory requirement. The piping required to 
function during accident conditions is an attribute of system design and configuration, which is 
adequately captured through application of the definition of operability. As such, these details are 
not required to be in the ITS to provide adequate protection of public health and safety. These 
attributes are discussed within the Bases for the proposed Point Beach ITS, changes to these 
details will be controlled in accordance with the provisions of the Bases Control Program 
described In Chapter 5 of the Improved Technical Specifications and the 50.59 process as 
applicable.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.04.A.03 B 3.07.05 
15.03.04.A.04 B 3.07.05 

LA.03 The CTS provides acceptance criteria for AFW pump and valve operability tests, which simply 
Rev. A requires satisfactory control board indication changes and visual observation of equipment to 

verify that It has operated satisfactorily. These acceptance limits are vague and non-prescriptive.  
ASME Section XI testing of AFW pumps and valves Is required in accordance with 10 CFR 
50.55a and specified In Section 5.0 of the ITS. The Inservice Testing Program contains specific 
acceptance criteria reflective of component performance capability. As such, the CTS details 
(observation of control board Indication and visual observation of equipment) are not required in 
the ITS to provide adequate protection of public health and safety. The details and methods used 
to obtain equipment performance information Is adequately controlled In Station procedures with 
the Technical Specifications and Regulations simply establishing a requirement to perform the 
testing. 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: 
15.04.08.02 DELETED 

LB.01 The CTS requires the auxiliary feedwater pump discharge valves and service water suction 
Rev. A supply valves to be tested by operator action on a quarterly basis. These valves are ASME Class 

3 valves and as such are required to be tested in accordance with ASME Section XI as required 
by 10 CFR 50.55a. The CTS frequency for valve testing (quarterly) is consistent with the ASME 
required frequency (once every 92 days). Accordingly, the testing of these valves is established 
and required by regulation without the need to duplicate these requirements in the Technical 
Specifications.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.04.08.01 .C DELETED 
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16-Oct-00 

DOC Number DOC Text 

M.01 CTS 15.3.4.C.2 requires the unit to be placed into hot shutdown (equivalent to ITS Mode 3) 
Rev. A within 12 hours If a motor driven or turbine driven auxiliary feedwater (AFW) pump exceeds the 

allowable outage time (7 days and 72 hours respectively). Once the unit Is placed Into hot 
shutdown, the CTS allows an additional 48 hours before the unit must be cooled down to less 
than 350 degrees (equivalent to ITS Mode 4). As such, once the allowable outage time for an 
Inoperable pump system has expired, the CTS will require the unit to be placed In ITS Mode 3 
within 12 hours and ITS Mode 4 within 60 hours. For this same set of conditions, the ITS will 
require the unit to be placed into Mode 3 within 6 hours and Mode 4 within 18 hours. The 
proposed reduction In time frames allowed to reach Mode 3 and Mode 4 are more restrictive 
than the CTS, and are being made for consistency with NUREG 1431.  

CTS: ITS: 

15.03.04.C LCO 3.07.05 COND D RA D.2 

15.03.04.C.02 LCO 3.07.05 COND D RA D.1 

M.02 The CTS only provides Actions for a single Inoperable auxiliary feedwater (AFW) pump during 
Rev. A single and two unit operation. This Description of Change addresses the proposed ITS Action for 

simultaneous Inoperability of two or more AFW pump systems. The simultaneous Inoperability of 
both turbine driven AFW pumps during two unit operation Is addressed by Description of Change 
L.2 of this LCO.  

Based on the CTS only containing Actions for a single inoperable AFW pump, the CTS would 
require entry Into LCO 15.3.0.B If two motor driven AFW pump systems or a turbine and a motor 
driven pump system were Inoperable simultaneously. CTS 15.3.0.B requires the unit to be 
placed into hot shutdown (equivalent to ITS Mode 3) within seven hours and cold shutdown 
(equivalent to ITS Mode 5) within 37 hours, but does not contain a time limit for achieving less 
than or equal to 350 degrees (ITS Mode 4). Accordingly, the CTS does not specify a time limit for 
when the reactor must be cooled to less than or equal to 350 degrees.  

The proposed ITS will require the unit to be placed Into Mode 3 within 6 hours and Mode 4 within 
18 hours when two AFW pump systems are Inoperable simultaneously. The reduced time frame 
to achieve Mode 3 (7 hours to 6 hours) and the specific time frame to reach Mode 4 (18 hours) 
are more restrictive requirements. These time frames are consistent with the time frames 
specified in NUREG 1431.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.04.C.02 DELETED 

NEW LCO 3.07.05 COND D 
LCO 3.07.05 COND D RA D.1 

LCO 3.07.05 COND D RA D.2 
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16-Oct-00 

DOC Number DOC Text 

M.03 The CTS does not contain a specific Condition to address multiple Inoperable auxiliary feedwater 
Rev. A (AFW) pumps. If multiple overlapping Inoperability were to occur (e.g. alternating between an 

inoperable turbine driven and motor driven AFW pump), the CTS does not establish any 
limitation requiring LCO compliance to be re-established. The proposed ITS contains a 
Completion Time limit which requires restoration of LCO compliance within 10 days of first 
component becoming inoperable. The limit of 10 days is the summation of the longest and 
shortest Completion Times within this LCO and Is consistent with NUREG 1431. The addition of 
this Completion time is an additional restriction not contained In the CTS.  

CTS: ITS: 
15.03.04.C.02 LCO 3.07.05 COND B RA B.1 

LCO 3.07.05 COND C RA C0.

M.04 
Rev. A

The proposed ITS has added three new surveillances to verify alignment, automatic pump start, 
and automatic valve realignment capabilities in support of system operability. The addition of 
these tests will provide added assurance of AFW system operability, by testing assumed 
functions.  

Proposed SR 3.7.5.1 requires performance of a 31 day surveillance to verify valves that are not 
locked sealed or otherwise secured in position are In their required positions.  

Proposed SR 3.7.5.3 and SR 3.7.5.4 verify AFW pump automatic start and automatic valve 
realignment capabilities. These tests are not required In Mode 4 due to reduced heat removal 
requirements and there being adequate time for operator action to manually start and align the 
AFW pump systems if necessary.

CTS:
NEW

ITS:
SR 3.07.05.01 
SR 3.07.05.03 
SR 3.07.05.03 NOTE 
SR 3.07.05.04 
SR 3.07.05.04 NOTE 1 
SR 3.07.05.04 NOTE 2
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16-Oct-00 

DOC Number DOC Text 

M.05 The CTS requires the auxiliary feedwater (AFW) system to be operable whenever reactor 
Rev. A coolant temperature is greater than 350 degrees (equivalent to ITS Modes 1, 2, and 3). The 

proposed ITS will continue to require the AFW system to be operable in Modes 1, 2, and 3, while 
adding a requirement to maintain the motor driven AFW pumps associated with steam 
generators required for decay heat removal In accordance with proposed ITS LCO 3.4.6.  
Inclusion of this Applicability, ensures the capability to provide make up water to steam 
generator(s) relied upon for decay heat removal. In keeping with the proposed Applicability, the 
ITS also contain a Required Action to address the loss of one or both motor driven AFW pumps 
systems in Mode 4. The Action proposed Is consistent with those required in proposed ITS LCO 
3.4.6 for loss of the steam generators as a heat sink, requiring initiation of action to restore the 
AFW pump system to operable status.  

CTS: ITS: 

15.03.04A LCO 3.07.05 

NEW LCO 3.07.05 NOTE 
LCO 3.07.05 COND F 
LCO 3.07.05 COND F RA F.1 

M.06 CTS 15.4.8.1 requires the motor and turbine driven auxiliary feedwater (AFW) pumps to be 
Rev. A tested periodically, only requiring that the pumps be started and verified to be running 

satisfactorily. The AFW pumps are ASME Class 3 components which are required to be tested 
per 10 CFR 50.55a In accordance with the ASME Section XI testing program (the Inservice 
Testing Program). The ITS requires verification that the AFW pumps will develop their required 
head at the flow test point when tested at a frequency in accordance with the Inservice Testing 
Program. As such, the ITS frequency of testing will continue to be the same as stated in 
Description of Change A.7 of this Section. Inclusion of a requirement to verify that the developed 
pump head Is above the required pump head Is a new Technical Specifications acceptance 
criteria, not contained in the CTS. As such, verification of this limit is an additional restriction 
placed on pump testing In accordance with NUREG 1431. This change Is more restrictive.  

CTS: ITS: 

15.04.08.01 A SR 3.07.05.02 
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CTS INSERTS
Spec 3.7.5 1 
Page 7 of 12

Insert 3.7.5-1:

SURVEILLANCE

SR 3.7.5.2 ----------------NOTE---------------
Not required to be performed for the 
turbine driven AFW pump until 24 hours 
after THERMAL POWER reaches > 2% RTP.

Verify the developed head of each required 
AFW pump at the flow test point is greater Em I_ than or equal to the required developed 

L---j -head.

F

FREQUENCY
4.

PAU 3.7.5-1

In 
accordance 
with the 
Inservice 
Testing 
Program

Insert 3.7.5-2:

SURVE I LLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.7.5.1 Verify each manual, power operated, and 31 days 
automatic valve in each required water and steam 
flowpath. that is not locked, sealed, or otherwise 
secured in position, is in the correct position.  

SR 3.7.5.3 ------------------- NOTE -------------------
Not applicable in MODE 4 when steam 
generator Is relied upon for heat removal.  

Verify each AFW automatic valve that Is not 18 months 
locked, sealed, or otherwise secured 
In position, actuates to the correct position on an 
actual or simulated actuation signal.  

SR 3.7.5.4 ------------------- NOTES -----------------
1. Not required to be performed for the turbine 

driven AFW pump until 24 hours after 
k 1000 psig in the steam generator.  

2. Not applicable in MODE 4 when steam generator 
is relied upon for heat removal.  

Verify each AFW pump starts automatically on an 
actual or simulated actuation signal. 18 months

I 3&.5-1

I



CTS INSERTS

Insert 3.7.5-7:

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

SR 3.7.5.5 Verify proper alignment of the required Prior to 
AFW flow paths by verifying flow from the :exceeding 2% 
condensate storage tank to each steam :RTP whenever 
generator supplied by the respective AFW :unit has been 
pump system. :in MODE 5.  

:MODE 6. or 
:defueled for a 
:cummulative 

f7 period of '> 30 days 

Insert 3.7.5-8: 

E. Three AFW pump systems E.1 --------- NOTE-----
inoperable in MODE 1. LCO 3.0.3 and all 
2. or 3. other LCO Required 

Actions requiring 
MODE changes are 
suspended until 
one AFW pump system 
is restored to 
OPERABLE status.  

Initiate action to Immediately 
restore one AFW pump 
system to OPERABLE 
status.

Spec 3.7.51 
Page 10 of 12

,A 
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<SeeLCO3.412>NOTES USED IN TABLE 15.4. 1-1 (continued) 

(10~ Whe sd fr te Lw Tm~p-e-r-a-t-ur~e-O-V~e-pressure Systeri, eachPORV shall be deonistrated- operable b: 
a. Performance of a, channel functional test on the, PORV actuation channxel, but excluding valve* operation, wvithin 31 days priorto, enitering a condit ion in which the POR 

is required operable and at least once per 3 1 days thereafter when the PORV is required~operable.  

(1) Performance of a haieluntoateti eurdxcdigvv peratioii., L ,1 c ,.2 

(1) 7".hifl 'ceck's re'quife wein th&16ta orcooan §Y mi iiopei-ftt- athe arno n e~ se~inhm i eprti r 
in-5ervice pressure test as specified in TS Figurie15.3.1-71.7 

(13) An AFW flow path to each steamn generator shall be demronstrated operable, following each cold shutdown of greater than 30 days, prior to entering power operation by verifying 
AFW flow to each steam generator. 

0 >-' (1) Cairainis to beavrfcto frsos oasurce.~- <Se SR 3.7.5.5 IA ~ 
See Insert 3.7.5-7 MJ3.7.54 

(15) -Sample gas for calib~ration at 2% and 6%,: See eeO 3.3 an>32 

4F Wchý -eco ne p~reissu're 'c ha-n'ne per ta eeao s eurdWiiee the seamn generato co ressurized.  

(1~~~~~~7~ums aondrt~o ",o logic, foraka feedwote' iiuslt±o varuip 
(7'"ncudes'tesid logic fo'eco~i i owý o'w evel,'uoaiacatn loi for auxiiar feeckwatr iolaton ohigli steami gnenratot 

c isnua justment peor pnain~sen ow~erOU jZ C~ S> 1 

(20), T6 confirmthat hot chne fato inits are being satisfied, the requirements'O :A 5.3.0.1 3us3.1'et 

L(231) lachirantstdatle evi' idyoa Se ln 2 

-eib•,' en 031 ,.. -. n3..' 

(24) Neutron detectors excluded from calibration. <'See L0 .  
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Unit 2 - Amendmenit No. 189 July 17, 1998



Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.07.05 

16-Oct-00 

JFD Number JFD Text 

01 The LCO, Surveillances, Required Actions, and associated Bases has been modified to reflect 
Rev. A the Point Beach Auxiliary Feedwater (AFW) system design.  

The AFW system is divided Into three redundant and diverse pump systems per unit. The AFW 
system consists of a total of four pumps; two motor driven auxiliary feedwater pump systems 
which are shared by both units, and one dedicated turbine driven pump per unit. Both motor 
driven AFW pump systems are required to be operable to support one or two unit operation, 
while the turbine driven pump systems are only credited in the safety analysis to support 
operation of their respective unit.  

Each of the two shared motor driven AFW pumps are capable of supplying 100% of the AFW 
systems design flow rate. AFW pump OP-38AO supplies the "A' steam generator in both units 
while AFW pump "P-38B" supplies the "B" steam generators. Each AFW pump discharges 
through an air operated back-pressure control valve and normally closed automatic discharge 
isolation valves. The air operated back-pressure control valve functions to prevent the motor 
driven AFW pump from tripping on high current at low steam generator pressures. The back
pressure control valves are provided with a backup nitrogen supply to provide pneumatic 
pressure In the event of a loss of instrument air. The normally closed discharge motor operated 
valves automatically reposition to provide 100% of the respective AFW pumps flow to the 
affected unit. This is accomplished by providing an open signal to the affected units discharge 
isolation valves, and a close signal to the unaffected units discharge isolation valves whenever 
the system receives an automatic start signal.  

Each turbine driven AFW pump is dedicated to its respective unit and Is capable of supplying 
200% of the design AFW flow rate. The turbine driven AFW pump system supplies both steam 
generators of its respective unit. The turbine Is started by opening at least one of the two DC 
motor operated steam supply valves. Steam to the turbine can be supplied from each steam 
generator, via connections to the main steam lines upstream of the main steam Isolation valves.  
The turbine bearing oil is normally cooled by service water with an alternate source of cooling 
water from the firewater system.  

The AFW pumps are fed from a common suction header from the condensate storage tanks.  
The service water system provides the back up safety related source of water for the AFW 
system via manually operated motor operated valves to each AFW pump suction. Each pump 
has a recirculation line back to the condensate storage tanks to ensure minimum flow to 
dissipate pump heat. Each steam generator has a single AFW supply line which Is common to 
the turbine and respective motor driven AFW pumps which supply the steam generator.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.07.05 B 3.07.05 
N/A 
N/A 

LCO 3.07.05 LCO 3.07.05 

LCO 3.07.05 COND A LCO 3.07.05 COND A 
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Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.07.05 

16-Oct-00 

JFD Number JFD Text 

LCO 3.07.05 COND F LCO 3.07.05 COND E 

LCO 3.07.05 COND F RA F.1 LCO 3.07.05 COND E RA E.1 

SR 3.07.05.05 SR 3.07.05.05 

02 Brackets have been removed and site specific information provided.  

Rev. A 

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.07.05 B 3.07.05 

LCO 3.07.05 COND A LCO 3.07.05 COND A 

LCO 3.07.05 COND B LCO 3.07.05 COND B 

LCO 3.07.05 COND D LCO 3.07.05 COND C 

LCO 3.07.05 COND C 

SR 3.07.05.02 NOTE SR 3.07.05.02 NOTE 

SR 3.07.05.03 SR 3.07.05.03 

SR 3.07.05.04 NOTE 1 SR 3.07.05.04 NOTE 1 

SR 3.07.05.05 SR 3.07.05.05 

03 The Bases has been modified to reflect Point Beach's AFW System design. The ITS states that 
Rev. A the AFW System is designed to supply water to the steam generator by delivering at least the 

minimum required flow rate at pressures corresponding to the lowest steam generator safety 
valve set pressure plus 3%. The Point Beach AFW pumps are sized to provide the design AFW 
flow rate with Steam Generator pressure at 1192 psig (approximately 7% over the highest 
Steam Generator Safety Valve setpoint and 9% over the lowest).  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.07.05 B 3.07.05 

04 The Bases for NUREG 1431 lists a number of Design Basis Accidents and transient which are 
Rev. A generically considered to be the most limiting. This statement has been modified to reflect the 

most limiting event for Point Beach. Main Feedwater Line Break inside the containment is not 
within Point Beach's Licensing Basis, while a break outside containment is not a limiting event 
relative to AFW capacity. The limiting event for Point Beach is a loss of normal feedwater, which 
has been retained In the Bases. The appropriate FSAR reference for the loss of normal 
feedwater has been provided and subsequent references have been renumbered as necessary 
to reflect this change. Reference has been provided to the appropriate FSAR Section which 
contains the design basis. Subsequent reference number has been changed to reflect the 
addition of this reference.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.07.05 B 3.07.05 
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16-Oct-00 

JFD Number JFD Text 

05 The Bases have been modified to reflect the accident analysis assumptions for Point Beach.  
Rev. A The AFW system Is assumed to function in the mitigation of; steam generator tube rupture, main 

steam line break, loss of normal feedwater, and loss of all AC power to the station auxiliaries.  
The AFW system must also be capable of isolating AFW to a ruptured steam generator In 
addition to Isolating the steam supply to the turbine driven AFW pump associated with the 
ruptured steam generator following a SGTR. The Point Beach AFW System will be Initiated 
during a LOCA; however, the AFW system is not assumed in the mitigation of primary side Loss 
of Coolant Accidents (LOCA). Point Beach has analyzed LOCA events assuming no credit for 
the AFW system. The large break LOCA analysis does not assume secondary heat removal 
and the small break LOCA was analyzed without AFW to be conservative and to limit the 
modeling required to address all possible combinations and time delays for various AFW system 
configurations.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.07.05 B 3.07.05 

06 The automatic start signals for the turbine and motor driven AFW pump systems are not 
Rev. A identical, and have therefore been moved in the Bases to earlier discussions specific to the 

motor and turbine driven pump systems for clarity.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.07.05 B 3.07.05 

07 The Bases for NUREG 1431 states that sufficient AFW flow must be available to account for 
Rev. A losses such as pump recirculation flow and line breaks. There are no calculations which 

establish a leak limit while demonstrating excess pumping capacity to compensate for system 
leakage. Additionally, at Point Beach, the pump recirculation line is isolated during the event.  
The AFW system is designed to account for the ability to withstand a single failure. Sufficiency 
of AFW flow capacity resulting from leakage Is accounted for via single failure which renders an 
entire pump system unavailable. Point Beach design bases provide for the closure of the pump 
recirculation line and the current licensing basis for Point Beach does not include feedwater line 
break scenarios. As such, reference to flow losses due to line breaks and pump recirculation 
have been deleted from the Bases of the ITS.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.07.05 B 3.07.05 

08 The Bases for Required Action A.1 contains an Incomplete sentence. The NUREG Bases 
Rev. A states "if one of the two steam supplies to the turbine driven AFW train is inoperable, action 

must be taken to restore OPERABLE status within 7 days". The proposed ITS has been 
changed to complete the sentence, stating that the "inoperable steam supply" must be restored 
to OPERABLE status.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.07.05 B 3.07.05 

Page 3 of 7



Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.07.05 

16-Oct-00 

JFD Number JFD Text 

09 The LCO Bases implies that the AFW system is only required to mitigate the consequences of 
Rev. A events which challenge the RCS pressure boundary, while the AFW system is actually assumed 

to function for several other events to include Steam Generator Tube Rupture, and Main Steam 
Line Break which do not directly challenge the RCS pressure boundary. As such, the Bases has 
been changed to state that the AFW system will perform its design safety function, to mitigate 
the consequences of design basis accidents and transients.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.07.05 B 3.07.05

NUREG 1431 LCO 3.7.5 Condition B addresses the inoperability of an AFW train. Condition B 
has been rewritten to address the inoperability of a turbine driven AFW pump system, with new 
Condition C added to address the inoperability of a motor driven pump system. These changes 
are necessary to reflect the Point Beach AFW system design and retain the current licensing 
basis allowable outage times for the motor driven and turbine driven AFW pumps. As described 
in Justification for Deviation 1 of this Section, the Point Beach AFW system consists of three 
pump systems. The CTS allows 72 hours to restore a turbine driven pump to operable status 
and 7 days to restore a motor driven pump before requiring a unit shutdown. The ITS 
Completion Time limit of 10 days contained In Condition B has been retained and applied both 
Conditions to limit LCO non-compliance consistent with NUREG 1431.

ITS: NUREG:

B 3.07.05 B 3.07.05 

LCO 3.07.05 COND B LCO 3.07.05 COND B 

LCO 3.07.05 COND B RA B.1 LCO 3.07.05 COND B RA B.1 

LCO 3.07.05 COND C LCO 3.07.05 COND B 

LCO 3.07.05 COND C RA C.1 LCO 3.07.05 COND B RA B.1 

LCO 3.07.05 COND D LCO 3.07.05 COND C 

LCO 3.07.05 COND D RA D.1 LCO 3.07.05 COND C RA C.1 
LCO 3.07.05 COND C RA C.1 

LCO 3.07.05 COND D RA D.2 LCO 3.07.05 COND C RA C.2 
LCO 3.07.05 COND C RA C.2 

LCO 3.07.05 COND E LCO 3.07.05 COND D 

LCO 3.07.05 COND E RA E.1 LCO 3.07.05 COND D RA D.1 

LCO 3.07.05 COND E RA E.1 NOTE LCO 3.07.05 COND D RA D.1 NOTE 

LCO 3.07.05 COND F LCO 3.07.05 COND E

LCO 3.07.05 COND F RA F.1 LCO 3.07.05 COND E RA E.1

Page 4of 7
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Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.07.05 

16-Oct-00 

JFD Number JFD Text 

11 The terminology used in NUREG 1431 LCO 3.7.5 Condition C has been changed to reflect the 
Rev. A Point Beach design. As discussed in Justification for Deviation 1 of this Section, the Point 

Beach AFW design consists of three pump systems instead of three trains of AFW as 
addressed in the NUREG.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.07.05 B 3.07.05 

LCO 3.07.05 COND D LCO 3.07.05 COND C 

12 Condition C of NUREG 1431 LCO 3.7.5 (proposed Condition D)addresses the Inoperability of 
Rev. A two AFW trains in Mode 1, 2, and 3. The acceptability of a single motor driven AFW train in 

Mode 4 has been previously addressed In the LCO Section of the Bases. Therefore, this Bases 
Information is being deleted.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.07.05 B 3.07.05 

SR 3.07.05.04 SR 3.07.05.04 

SR 3.07.05.05 SR 3.07.05.05 

13 The Default Condition (Condition C) for LCO 3.7.5 has been modified to reflect the addition of 
Rev. A new Conditions C. Condition C has been added to address Point Beach specific features and 

licensing basis as described in Justification for Deviation 10 of this Section. New Condition C Is 
applicable In Modes 1, 2, and 3. As such, if the Required Actions are not completed within their 
specified Completion Times, the unit must be placed In a MODE In which the LCO does not 
apply.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.07.05 B 3.07.05 

LCO 3.07.05 COND D LCO 3.07.05 COND C 

14 The steam supply valves to the turbine driven AFW pump and the AFW pump back up suction 
Rev. A supply valves from the service water system are not designated as AFW system valves at Point 

Beach. NUREG 1431 SR 3.7.5.1 requires verification that all AFW manual, power operated, and 
automatic valves that are not locked, sealed, or otherwise secured in position are In their 
required positions. This SR is intended to address all valve within the system flow path, 
inclusive of the turbine driven steam supplies and service water suction lines. As such, the 
wording of the surveillance has been altered, removing reference to "AFW" valves, eliminating 
any potential misapplication of the SR.  

ITS: NUREG: 

SR 3.07.05.01 SR 3.07.05.01 
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Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.07.05 

16-Oct-O0 

JFD Number JFD Text 

15 The Bases for NUREG 1431 LCO 3.7.5 Required Action A.1 discusses application of a modified 
Rev. A Completion Time (C10 days from discovery of failure to met the LCO") which limits the maximum 

time allowed for LCO non-compliance. NUREG 1431 contained two conditions which could 
result in Indefinite non-compliance with LCO 3.7.5, which therefore required this modified 
Completion Time, however, the proposed ITS has added a Condition, resulting in the need to 
modify the Bases associated with Required Action A.1. The proposed change merely 
recognizes the existence of multiple conditions that could lead to indefinite non-compliance.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.07.05 B 3.07.05 

16 The proposed changes to the Bases clarify the scope of testing for proposed SR 3.7.5.3. As 
Rev. A addressed In Justification for Deviation 14 of this Section, the AFW system Interfaces with other 

systems containing manual and automatic valves (i.e. service water and main steam) which are 
not designated as AFW system valves. SR 3.7.5.3 requires testing of all automatic AFW valves, 
which would consist of the motor driven AFW pump discharge motor operated valves (i.e. AF
4020, 4021, 4022, and 4023). Testing of other automatic valves not designated as AFW valves, 
but required to support the AFW pump systems, are addressed in SR 3.7.5.4. SR 3.7.5.4 
verifies that the main steam supply valves to the turbine driven AFW pump will automatically 
open by testing the pump automatic start capability.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.07.05 B 3.07.05 

17 The AFW system is not required to maintain automatic start capabilities in Mode 4 because 
Rev. A sufficient time exists for manual initiation of the system if necessary. The Bases has been 

modified to reflect manual start capability in addition to operation of the residual heat removal 
system in Mode 4.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.07.05 B 3.07.05 

18 Not used.  

Rev. C 

ITS: NUREG: 

N/A N/A 
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Justification For Deviations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.07.05 

16-Oct-00 

JFD Number JFD Text 

19 NUREG 1431 requires the performance of AFW pump testing in accordance with the frequency 
Rev. C specified in the Inservice Testing Program (SR 3.7.5.2), AFW pump automatic start testing (SR 

3.7.5.4), and verification of proper AFW valve alignment by verifying flow to each steam 
generator (SR 3.7.5.5). SR 3.7.5.2 and SR 3.7.5.4 are modified by Notes which allow 
performance of the SRs to be delayed for the turbine driven AFW pump until suitable test 
conditions are established, and the frequency associated with SR 3.7.5.5 does not require SR 
3.7.5.5 to be completed until conditions are appropriate for performing the test.  

Similar to NUREG 1431, CTS 15.4.8.1.b establishes a bounding limit for completion of turbine 
driven AFW pump testing, and Note 13 of Table 15.4.1-1 establishes the bounding limit for 
completion of AFW flow path verification. CTS 15.4.8.1.b requires completion of turbine driven 
pump testing within 24 hours of entering power operation, and Note 13 of Table 15.4.1-1 
requires completion of flow path verification prior to entering power operation whenever the unit 
has been in cold shutdown for greater than 30 days. Furthermore, CTS 15.1 .h defines "power 
operation" as a condition when the reactor is critical and the average neutron flux of the power 
range instrumentation indicates greater than 2 percent of rated power.  

Proposed ITS SR 3.7.5.2 (AFW pump testing) is modified by a Note which allows performance 
of the test to be deferred for the turbine driven AFW pump until within 24 hours of after 
exceeding 20% RTP. This exception is consistent with the current licensing basis and prevents 
excessive RCS cooldowns as a result of steam drawn from the steam generators during pump 
testing. This Note allows suitable test conditions to be established while allowing a reasonable 
time period to complete the SR.  

Proposed ITS SR 3.7.5.5 (AFW flow path verification) is not required to be completed until prior 
to exceeding 2% power whenever the unit has been in Mode 5, MODE 6, or defueled for a 
cumulative period of > 30 days. This exception is consistent with the current licensing basis and 
prevents excessive RCS cooldowns during testing of the turbine driven AFW pump as a result of 
steam drawn from the steam generators during pump testing. Testing can be accomplished at 
lower power levels than proposed in SR 3.7.5.2 as the duration of the test proposed in ITS SR 
3.7.5.5 Is shorter. This frequency allows suitable test conditions to be established while still 
specifying an acceptable limit for completion of the SR.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.07.05 B 3.07.05 

SR 3.07.05.02 SR 3.07.05.02 

SR 3.07.05.05 SR 3.07.05.05 

20 Reviewer note for AFW flow path testing has been deleted. AFW flow path testing has been 

Rev. A retained for all AFW flowpaths. Each flowpath is independent.  

ITS: NUREG: 

B 3.07.05 B 3.07.05 
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AFW System 
3.7.5

SURVEILLANCE REOUIREMENTS
SUVILAC REUREET

-I

SURVEILLANCE .....  

SR 37.51 Vrifyeac[ manual, powder operated, and 

utomatic valve in each water flow path.  
nd in both steam supply flow paths to the 

am turbine driven purpn that is not 
locked, sealed, or otherwise secured in 
position. is in the correct position.

SR

t
- I NJTHERMAL POWER exceeds 

2% RTP.  

Verify the developed head of each AFW pump 
at the flow test point is greater than or 
equal to the required developed head.

1�

SR 3.7.5.3 

IReplace with 

Insert 3.7.5-1.  

Approved TS..F .

----------------- NOTEO-T 
Not applicable in MODE 4 when steam 
generator is relied upon for heat removal.  

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

Rev 1. 04/07/95

FREQUENCY

31 days

8months

(continued)

IF;-er-t •""3.7.5-1.

WOG STS 3.7-13



IReplace with [- 2. [Not applicable in MODE 4 when steam Inser 3.75 1.generator is relied upon for heat 
9ne 3..-.j "removal.  

Verify each AFW pump starts automatically 
on an actual or simulated actuation signal.

AFW System 
3.7.5 

UENCY 

A th7.5-1

Rev 1. 04/07/95WOG STS 3.7-14



AFW System 
B 3.7.5 

BASES " ,,• . . .. ...  

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued)

The [31] day Frequency on a STAGGERD1EI-II si 
testing each pump oni onthI;! as required by 

S[This SR is modified by a Note indicating tiL11JII!m,ý51 ol 

Iner B3.7.5- be deferred untilsialets ns are established.  
'JThisdfra * . bcu e thre i s i nsuffi ci ent 

ssure to perform the test.] 

SR 3.7.5.3 

This SR verifies that AFW can be delivered to the 
appropriate steam generator in the event of any accident or 
transient that generates an ESFAS. by demonstrating that 

motor drIven AFW pumpl each lau oma , I i elc vMF H l 1ý t s t : 

operated valve W- Ion an actual or simulated actuation signal.  4020, 4021, 4022, andI This Surelac I o euired for valves that are 
4023) actuate to I . ... ." . . . .. . . . .  

their correct locked, sealed, or otherwise secured in the required 
Ipositions position under administrative controls. The 080 month 

Frequency is based on the need to perform this Surveillance 
under the conditions that apply during a unit outage and the 
potential for an unplanned transient if the Surveillance 

Swere performed with the reactor at power. The 080month 
Frequency is acceptable based on operating experience and 

- the design reliability of the equipment.  I Insert B 3.-7.5--10j-~ 
Isrt B 3.7.5-8 IThis SR is modified by a Note that states the SR is not 

reuie in_ MODE 4_. jln MODE 4. the"rzi~-AdtT" -s 

SR 3.7.5.4 

This SR verifies that the AFW pumps will start in the event 
of any accident or transient that generates an ESFAS by 
demonstrating that each AFW pump starts automatically on an 
actual or simulated actuation signal in MODES 1. 2. and 3.  
In MODE 4. the required pump is a 82. . 1 . e 
au 7rg uied. The 80 oth 
Frequency is based on the need to perform his Surveillance 
under the conditions that apply during a unit outage and the 
potential for an unplanned transient if the Surveillance 
were performed with the reactor at power.  

This SR is modified by ra] (two] Note[s)i Yote 1 indicates A 
T (continued) RN &.75-1 

WOG STS B 3.7.5-8 [two Notes '$ Rev 1. 04/07/95



AFW System 
B 3.7.5

BASES

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREEMENTS (continued) 

that the SR be deferred until suitable test conditions are 
established. This deferral is required because there is 
insufficient steam ressure to perform the test. ,] T] 
o e states ýhat the SR is not required in MODE 4.  

MODE 4. the required pump is already operating and 
autostart function is not required.] [In MO . the heat 
removal requirements would be less pr ng more time for 
operator action to manually st e required AFW pump.] 

Reviewer's Note: plants may not routinely use the AFW 
for heat re in MODE 4. The second justification is 
proy or plants that use a startup feedwater pump rather 

an AFW for startup and shutdown.

-SR 3.7.5.5 I exceeding 2% of RTP

respective AFW pump This SR verifies that the AFW is pr/perly aligned by 
system k-verifying the flow paths from the/CST to each steam 

generatortnrior to net fter more than 30 days 
lany combinationi in MODE 5 or 6.1 OPERABILITY of AFW flow paths must be 
of MODE 5 or 6 verified before sufficient core heat is generated that would 
or defueled require the operation of the AFW System during a subsequent 

tshutdown. The Frequency is reasonable. based on engineering 
pproved .Tjudgement and other administrative controls that ensure that 

flow paths remain OPERABLE. To further ensure AFW System 
alignment, flow path OPERABILITY is verified following 
extended outages to determine no misalignment of valves has 
occurred. This SR ensures that the flow path from the CST 
to the steam generators is properly aligned. • 

SInot required by •ev---ts tha nrl startup 
In-~t-aw~

REFERENCES 1. FSAR. Section

Rev 1. 04/07/95

PA 

RAJ 3.7.5-2

2. FSAR. Section 14.1.10.  

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

B 3.7.5-9WOG STS



LCO 3.7.5 BASES INSERTS

Insert B 3.7.5-7: 

This SR is modified by a Note indicating that performance of 
this SR for the turbine driven AFW pump is required to be 
completed within 24 hours after the unit exceeds 2% of RTP. IA • 
This exception is required to prevent excessive RCS P 

cooldowns as a result of steam drawn from the steam 
generators and the cooling effect of AFW water pumped into 
the steam generators during pump testing. This Note allows 
suitable test conditions to be established while allowing a 
reasonable time period to complete the SR during unit 
startups and low power operation.  

Insert B 3.7.5-8: 

In MODE 4. AFW actuation does not need to be OPERABLE because 
either AFW or residual heat removal (RHR) will already be in 
operation to remove decay heat or sufficient time is available to 
manually place either system in operation.  

Insert B 3.7.5-9: 

Not used.  

A 
MI &7.5-1



AFW System 
3.7.5

SR 3.7.5.2 ----------------------------.NOTE --------------------------
Not required to be performed for the turbine 
driven AFW pump until 24 hours after THERMAL 
POWER exceeds 2% RTP.  
.-.............................. w.........----------...w----

Verify the developed head of each required AFW 
pump at the flow test point is greater than or 
equal to the required developed head.

,A75
In accordance 
with the 
Inservice 
Testing Program

(continued)

DRAFT REV. C

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

F. One or more required F.I Initiate action to restore Immediately 
AFW pump systems AFW pump system(s) to 
inoperable in MODE 4. OPERABLE status.  

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.7.5.1 --------------------------- NOTE --------------------------
AFW pump system(s) may be considered 
OPERABLE during alignment and operation for 
steam generator level control, if it Is capable of 
being manually realigned to the AFW mode of 
operation.  

...............---------------------------------------

Verify each manual, power operated, and 31 days 
automatic valve in each water flow path, and in 
both steam supply flow paths to the steam turbine 
driven pump, that is not locked, sealed, or 
otherwise secured In position, Is in the correct 
position.

POINT BEACH 3.7.5-3



AFW System 
3.7.5

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued) 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.7.5.3 ---------------------------- NOTE -------------------------
AFW pump system(s) may be considered 
OPERABLE during alignment and operation for 
steam generator level control, if It is capable of 
being manually realigned to the AFW mode of 
operation.  
-... ... .. ... ..--------------------------------------...---

Verify each AFW automatic valve that Is not 18 months 
locked, sealed, or otherwise secured in position, 
actuates to the correct position on an actual or 
simulated actuation signal.  

SR 3.7.5.4 --------------------------- NOTES ------------------------
1. Not required to be performed for the turbine 

driven AFW pump until 24 hours after 
:> 1000 psig in the steam generator.  

2. AFW pump system(s) may be considered 
OPERABLE during alignment and 
operation for steam generator level 
control, If it is capable of being manually 
realigned to the AFW mode of operation.  

.. . . .. . .. . . . . .. .w--------------------------------- ---

Verify each AFW pump starts automatically on an 18 months 
actual or simulated actuation signal.  

SR 3.7.5.5 Verify proper alignment of the required AFW flow Prior to 
paths by verifying flow from the condensate THERMAL 
storage tank to each steam generator supplied by POWER 
the respective AFW pump system. exceeding 2% 

RTP whenever 
unit has been In 
MODE 5, 
MODE 6, or 
defueled for a 
cumulative 
period of 
> 30 days

DRAFT REV. C

,A 
RAI 3.7.5-1 

PRAI .7.5-2

POINT BEACH 3.7.5-4



AFW System 
B 3.7.5

B 3.7 PLANT SYSTEMS 

B 3.7.5 Auxiliary Feedwater (AFW) System 

BASES

BACKGROUND The AFW System automatically supplies feedwater to the steam 
generators to remove decay heat from the Reactor Coolant System 
upon the loss of normal feedwater supply. The AFW pumps provide 
cooling water to the steam generator secondary side via connections to 
the main feedwater (MFW) piping inside containment. The steam 
generators function as a heat sink for core decay heat. The heat load is 
dissipated by releasing steam to the atmosphere from the steam 
generators via the main steam safety valves (MSSVs) (LCO 3.7.1) or 
atmospheric dump valves (LCO 3.7.4). If the main condenser is 
available, steam may be released via the steam bypass valves and 
recirculated to the CST.  

The AFW System consists of three independent pump systems; two 
motor driven AFW pumps which are shared between the two units, and 
one dedicated steam turbine driven pump per unit. Each motor driven 
pump is capable of providing 100% of the design AFW flow rate, while 
the turbine driven pump Is capable of providing 200% of the design 
flowrate. Each pump is provided with a recirculation line to maintain 
pump discharge flow above the minimum required flow rate for pump 
cooling. Each AFW pump system can be manually aligned to take 
suction from the service water system. The normal source of water for 
the AFW pumps is the Condensate Storage Tank (CST) and the safety 
related supply is the Service Water (SW) System. Motor operated 
valves are provided to allow the suction supply for the AFW pumps to 
be manually transferred to the SW system. For an AFW pump system 
to be considered OPERABLE, Its associated service water suction 
supply valve must be operable. CST low level alarms and AFW pump 
low suction pressure alarms and trips are provided to alert personnel 
that the AFW pump suction supply must be manually swapped.  

Each motor driven AFW pump is powered from an Independent 
safeguards power supply and feeds one steam generator in each unit.  
AFW pump P-38A supplies AFW flow to the Unit 1 and Unit 2 A steam 
generators, while AFW pump P-38B supplies the Unit 1 and Unit 2 B 
steam generators. Each motor driven AFW pump's discharge header 
contains two normally closed automatic motor operated valves. Upon 
receipt of an AFW actuation signal, the discharge valve associated with 
the affected unit receives an automatic open signal and the discharge 
valve associated with the unaffected unit receives an automatic close 
signal. This feature will ensure that 100% of the motor driven AFW 
pump flow will be delivered to the affected unit, thereby, assuring that 
the accident analysis flowrates are met. Each motor driven AFW pump

POINT BEACH B 3.7.5-1 DRAFT REV. C
B 3.7.5-1 DRAFT REV. CPOINT BEACH



AFW System 
B 3.7.5 

BASES 

BACKGROUND is also equipped with a backpressure control valve, which is designed 
(continued) to preclude the motor driven AFW pump from tripping on an overcurrent 

condition at low steam generator pressures.  

The motor driven AFW pump systems actuate automatically on steam 
generator water level (low-low) and upon receipt of an safety injection 
(SI) signal. If offsite power is available, the motor driven AFW pump 
systems actuate immediately. If offsite power is not available, the 
safeguards buses shed their normal operating loads and are connected 
to the emergency diesel generators (EDGs). The motor driven AFW 
pump systems are then actuated per their programmed time sequence.  
While not credited in any DBA analysis, the motor driven AFW pump 
systems also actuate on; a trip of all MFW pumps, and by the 
Anticipated Transient Without Scram Mitigating System Actuation 
Circuit.  

Each unit's turbine driven AFW pump receives steam from both steam 
generator main steam lines upstream of the main steam isolation 
valves. Each of the two steam feed lines can supply 100% of the 
required steam flow to the turbine driven AFW pump. Both steam 
supply lines must be OPERABLE to consider the turbine driven AFW 
pump OPERABLE. All power-operated valves associated with the 
turbine driven AFW pump system are DC-powered, with the exception 
of the service water suction supply valve (Unit 1 and Unit 2 AF-4006) 
which is powered from a 480 Volt AC safeguards bus.  

The turbine driven AFW pump system actuates automatically on a 
steam generator water level - low-low in both steam generators. While 
not credited in any DBA analysis, the turbine driven AFW pump system 
also actuates on; a trip of all MFW pumps, undervoltage on both main 
feedwater pump buses, and by the Anticipated Transient Without 
Scram Mitigating System Actuation Circuit.  

The AFW System is capable of supplying feedwater to the steam 
generators during normal unit startup, shutdown, and hot standby 
conditions.  

One pump at full flow is sufficient to remove decay heat and cool the 
unit to residual heat removal (RHR) entry conditions. Thus, the 
requirement for diversity in motive power sources for the AFW System 
Is met.  

The AFW System is designed to supply sufficient water to the steam 
generator(s) to remove decay heat with steam generator pressure at 
the setpoint of the MSSVs. Subsequently, the AFW System supplies 
sufficient water to cool the unit to RHR entry conditions, with steam 
released through the ADVs.  

The AFW System is discussed in the FSAR, Section 10.2 (Ref. 1).

DRAFT REV. CPOINT BEACH B 3.7.5-2



AFW System 
B 3.7.5 

BASES 

APPLICABLE The AFW System mitigates the consequences of any event with loss of 
SAFETY ANALYSES normal feedwater.  

The design basis of the AFW System is to supply water to the steam 
generator to remove decay heat and other residual heat by delivering at 
least the minimum required flow rate to the steam generators at 
pressures in excess of the steam generator safety valve set pressure.  

In addition, the AFW System must supply enough makeup water to 
replace steam generator secondary inventory lost as the unit cools to 
MODE 4 conditions.  

The AFW system is assumed to function in the mitigation of Design 
Basis Accidents (DBAs) and transients to include; Steam Generator 
Tube Rupture (SGTR), main steam line break, loss of normal 
feedwater, and loss of all AC power to the station auxiliaries. The AFW 
system must be capable of Isolating AFW to the ruptured steam 
generator following a SGTR in addition to isolating the steam supply to 
turbine driven AFW pump associated with the ruptured steam 
generator. Although the AFW System will be Initiated during the Small 
Break LOCA, the event has been analyzed with no credit for AFW. The 
Small Break LOCA was analyzed without AFW to be conservative and 
to limit the modeling required to address all possible combinations and 
time delays for various AFW system configurations.  

The limiting Design Basis Accident (DBA) for the AFW System is the 
loss of normal feedwater event (Ref. 2).  

The ESFAS automatically actuates the AFW turbine driven pump and 
associated power operated valves and controls when required to 
ensure an adequate feedwater supply to the steam generators during 
loss of power. DC power operated valves are provided for each AFW 
line to control the AFW flow to each steam generator.  

The AFW System satisfies the requirements of Criterion 3 of the NRC 
Policy Statement.  

LCO This LCO provides assurance that the AFW System will perform its 
design safety function to mitigate the consequences of Design Basis 
Accidents and transients. Three AFW pump systems, consisting of two 
shared motor driven pump systems and one dedicated turbine driven 
pump system are required to be OPERABLE to ensure the availability 
of RHR capability for all events accompanied by a loss of offsite power 
and a single failure. This is accomplished by powering two of the 
pumps from Independent emergency buses. The third AFW pump is 
powered by a different means, a steam driven turbine supplied with 
steam from a source that is not isolated by closure of the MSIVs.

DRAFT REV. CPOINT BEACH B 3.7.5-3
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B 3.7.5

BASES

LCO (continued) The AFW System is configured into three pump systems. The AFW 
System is considered OPERABLE when the components and flow 
paths required to provide redundant AFW flow to the steam generators 
are OPERABLE, and the components required to manually transfer 
AFW pump suction supply to the service water system are OPERABLE.  
This requires that the two motor driven AFW pumps be OPERABLE, 
each capable of supplying AFW to a separate steam generator. The 
turbine driven AFW pump is required to be OPERABLE with redundant 
steam supplies from each main steam line upstream of the MSIVs, and 
shall be capable of supplying AFW to both of the steam generators.  
The piping, valves, instrumentation, and controls in the required flow 
paths also are required to be OPERABLE.

The LCO is modified by a Note indicating that only the motor driven 
AFW pumps which are associated with steam generators required to be 
operable for heat removal (per LCO 3.4.6) are required to be 
OPERABLE in MODE 4. This is because of the reduced heat removal 
requirements and short period of time in MODE 4 during which the 
AFW Is required and the insufficient steam available in MODE 4 to 
power the turbine driven AFW pump.

APPLICABILITY

ACTIONS

In MODES 1,2, and 3, the AFW System is required to be OPERABLE 
in the event that it is called upon to function when the MFW is lost. In 
addition, the AFW System Is required to supply enough makeup water 
to replace the steam generator secondary inventory, lost as the unit 
cools to MODE 4 conditions.  

In MODE 4 the AFW System may be used for heat removal via the 
steam generators.  

In MODE 5 or 6, the steam generators are not normally used for heat 
removal, and the AFW System Is not required.

A.1

If one of the two steam supplies to the turbine driven AFW pump 
system is Inoperable, action must be taken to restore the inoperable 
steam supply to OPERABLE status within 7 days. The 7 day 
Completion Time is reasonable, based on the following reasons: 

a. The redundant OPERABLE steam supply to the turbine driven 
AFW pump; 

b. The availability of redundant OPERABLE motor driven AFW pumps; 
and
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AFW System 
B 3.7.5 

BASES 

ACTIONS (continued) c. The low probability of an event occurring that requires the 
Inoperable steam supply to the turbine driven AFW pump.  

The second Completion Time for Required Action A.1 establishes a 
limit on the maximum time allowed for any combination of Conditions to 
be inoperable during any continuous failure to meet this LCO.  

The 10 day Completion Time provides a limitation time allowed In this 
specified Condition after discovery of failure to meet the LCO. This limit 
Is considered reasonable for situations in which multiple Conditions are 
entered concurrently. The AND connector between 7 days and 10 days 
dictates that both Completion Times apply simultaneously, and the 
more restrictive must be met.  

B.1 

With the turbine driven AFW pump system (e.g., pump, flow path, or 
turbine) Inoperable in MODE 1,2, or 3, action must be taken to restore 
the pump system to OPERABLE status within 72 hours. The 72 hour 
Completion Time Is reasonable, based on redundant capabilities 
afforded by the remaining OPERABLE motor driven AFW pump 
systems, time needed for repairs, and the low probability of a DBA 
occurring during this time period.  

The second Completion Time for Required Action B.1 establishes a 
limit on the maximum time allowed for any combination of Conditions to 
be Inoperable during any continuous failure to meet this LCO.  

The 10 day Completion Time provides a limitation on the time allowed 
in this specified Condition after discovery of failure to meet the LCO.  
This limit is considered reasonable for situations in which multiple 
Conditions are entered simultaneously. The AND connector between 
the 72 hour and 10 day Completion Times dictates that both 
Completion Times apply simultaneously, and the more restrictive must 
be met.  

C.1 

With one of the motor driven AFW pump systems (e.g., pump or flow 
path) inoperable in MODE 1, 2, or 3, action must be taken to restore the 
pump system to OPERABLE status within 7 day. The 7 day 
Completion Time Is reasonable, based on redundant capabilities 
afforded by the remaining OPERABLE motor driven and turbine driven 
AFW pump systems, time needed for repairs, and the low probability of 
a DBA occurring during this time period.

POINT BEACH B 3.7.5-5 DRAFT REV. C
B 3.7.5-5 DRAFT REV. CPOINT BEACH



AFW System 

B 3.7.5 

BASES 

ACTIONS (continued) The second Completion Time for Required Action C.1 establishes a 
limit on the maximum time allowed for any combination of Conditions to 
be inoperable during any continuous failure to meet this LCO.  

The 10 day Completion Time provides a limitation on the time allowed 
In this specified Condition after discovery of failure to meet the LCO.  
This limit is considered reasonable for situations in which multiple 
Conditions are entered simultaneously. The AND connector between 
the 7 day and 10 day Completion Times dictates that both Completion 
Times apply simultaneously, and the more restrictive must be met.  

D.1 and D.2 

When Required Action A.1 , B.1, or C.1 cannot be completed within the 
required Completion Time, or if two AFW pump systems are inoperable 
in MODE 1, 2, or 3, the unit must be placed In a MODE in which the 
LCO does not apply. To achieve this status, the unit must be placed in 
at least MODE 3 within 6 hours, and in MODE 4 within 18 hours.  

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

E.1 

If all three AFW pump systems are inoperable in MODE 1, 2, or 3, the 
unit Is in a seriously degraded condition with no safety related means 
for conducting a cooldown, and only limited means for conducting a 
cooldown with non-safety related equipment. In such a condition, the 
unit should not be perturbed by any action, including a power change, 
that might result In a trip. The seriousness of this condition requires 
that action be started immediately to restore one AFW train to 
OPERABLE status.  

Required Action E.1 is modified by a Note Indicating that all required 
MODE changes or power reductions are suspended until one AFW 
pump system is restored to OPERABLE status. In this case, LCO 3.0.3 
is not applicable because it could force the unit into a less safe 
condition.  

F.1 

In MODE 4, either the reactor coolant pumps or the RHR loops can be 
used to provide forced circulation. This is addressed in 
LCO 3.4.6, "RCS Loops-MODE 4." With one or more required motor 
driven pump systems inoperable, action must be taken to immediately 
restore the inoperable pump system(s) to OPERABLE status. The 
Immediate Completion Time is consistent with LCO 3.4.6.
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AFW System 
B 3.7.5 

BASES 

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.7.5.1 
REQUIREMENTS 

Verifying the correct alignment for manual, power operated, and 
automatic valves in the AFW System water and steam supply flow 
paths provides assurance that the proper flow paths will exist for AFW 
operation. This SR does not apply to valves that are locked, sealed, or 
otherwise secured in position, since they are verified to be in the correct 
position prior to locking, sealing, or securing. This SR also does not 
apply to valves that cannot be Inadvertently misaligned, such as check 
valves. This Surveillance does not require any testing or valve 
manipulation; rather, it involves verification that those valves capable of 
being mispositioned are In the correct position.  

The SR is modified by a Note that states one or more AFW trains may 
be considered OPERABLE during alignment and operation for steam 
generator level control, if it is capable of being manually (i.e., remotely 
or locally, as appropriate) realigned to the AFW mode of operation, 
provided it is not otherwise inoperable. This exception allows the 
system to be out of its normal standby alignment and temporarily 
incapable of automatic initiation without declaring the train(s) 
inoperable. Since AFW may be used during startup, shutdown, hot 
standby operations, and hot shutdown operations for steam generator 
level control, and these manual operations are an accepted function of 
the AFW system, OPERABILITY (i.e., the intended safety function) 
continues to be maintained.  

The 31 day Frequency is based on engineering judgment, is consistent 
with the procedural controls governing valve operation, and ensures 
correct valve positions.  

SR 3.7.5.2 

Verifying that each AFW pump's developed head at the flow test point is 
greater than or equal to the required developed head ensures that AFW 
pump performance has not degraded during the cycle. Flow and 
differential head are normal tests of centrifugal pump performance 
required by Section XI of the ASME Code (Ref 3). 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 indicating abnormal 
performance. Performance of inservice testing discussed In the ASME 
Code, Section XI (Ref. 3) (only required at 3 month intervals) satisfies 
this requirement.  

This SR Is modified by a Note indicating that performance of this SR for 
the turbine driven AFW pump Is required to be completed within A 
24 hours after the unit exceeds 2% of RTP. This exception is required I 

RAI 3.7.5-1
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SURVEILLANCE to prevent excessive RCS cooldowns as a result of steam draw from 
REQUIREMENTS the steam generators during pump testing. This Note allows suitable 
(continued) test conditions to be established while allowing a reasonable time 

period to complete the SR during unit startups and low power operation.  

SR 3.7.5.3 

This SR verifies that AFW can be delivered to the appropriate steam 
generator in the event of any accident or transient that generates an 
ESFAS, by demonstrating that each motor driven AFW pump discharge 
motor operated valve (AF-4020, 4021, 4022, and 4023) actuate to their 
correct positions on an actual or simulated actuation 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 unit outage and 
the potential for an unplanned transient if the Surveillance were 
performed with the reactor at power. The 18 month Frequency is 
acceptable based on operating experience and the design reliability of 
the equipment.  

The SR is modified by a Note that states one or more AFW trains may 
be considered OPERABLE during alignment and operation for steam 
generator level control, If it is capable of being manually (i.e., remotely 
or locally, as appropriate) realigned to the AFW mode of operation, 
provided it Is not otherwise inoperable. This exception allows the 
system to be out of its normal standby alignment and temporarily 
incapable of automatic initiation without declaring the train(s) 
inoperable. Since AFW may be used during startup, shutdown, hot 
standby operations, and hot shutdown operations for steam generator 
level control, and these manual operations are an accepted function of 
the AFW system, OPERABILITY (i.e., the intended safety function) 
continues to be maintained.  

This SR is modified by a Note that states the SR is not required In 
MODE 4. In MODE 4, AFW actuation does not need to be OPERABLE 
because either AFW or residual heat removal (RHR) will already be in 
operation to remove decay heat or sufficient time is available to 
manually place either system In operation.  

SR 3.7.5.4 

This SR verifies that the AFW pumps will start In the event of any 
accident or transient that generates an ESFAS by demonstrating that 
each AFW pump starts automatically on an actual or simulated 
actuation signal in MODES 1, 2, and 3. In MODE 4, AFW actuation 
does not need to be OPERABLE because either AFW or residual heat 
removal (RHR) will already be in operation to remove decay heat or
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AFW System 
B 3.7.5 

BASES 

SURVEILLANCE sufficient time is available to manually place either system in operation.  
REQUIREMENTS The 18 month Frequency is based on the need to perform this 
(continued) Surveillance under the conditions that apply during a unit outage and 

the potential for an unplanned transient if the Surveillance were 
performed with the reactor at power.  

This SR is modified by two Notes. Note 1 indicates that the SR may be 
deferred until suitable test conditions are established. This deferral is 
required because there is insufficient steam pressure to perform the 
test. Note 2 states one or more AFW trains may be considered F &7.%.1 

OPERABLE during alignment and operation for steam generator level 
control, if it is capable of being manually (i.e., remotely or locally, as 
appropriate) realigned to the AFW mode of operation, provided it is not 
otherwise inoperable. This exception allows the system to be out of its 
normal standby alignment and temporarily incapable of automatic 
initiation without declaring the train(s) Inoperable. Since AFW may be 
used during startup, shutdown, hot standby operations, and hot 
shutdown operations for steam generator level control, and these 
manual operations are an accepted function of the AFW system, 
OPERABILITY (i.e., the Intended safety function) continues to be 
maintained.  

SR 3.7.5.5 

This SR verifies that the AFW is properly aligned by verifying the flow 
paths from the CST to each steam generator supplied by the respective A 
AFW pump system prior to exceeding 2% of RTP after more than A 
30 days in any combination of MODE 5 or 6 or defueled. F &7--1 

OPERABILITY of AFW flow paths must be verified before sufficient 
core heat Is generated that would require the operation of the AFW 
System during a subsequent shutdown. The Frequency is reasonable, 
based on engineering judgement and other administrative controls that 
ensure that flow paths remain OPERABLE. To further ensure AFW 
System alignment, flow path OPERABILITY is verified following 
extended outages to determine no misalignment of valves has 
occurred. This SR ensures that the flow path from the CST to the 
steam generators Is properly aligned.  

REFERENCES 1. FSAR, Section 10.2.  

2. FSAR, Section 14.1.10.  

3. ASME, Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code, Section XI.
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No Significant Hazards Considerations - NUREG-1431 Section 3.07.05 

16-Oct-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.
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16-Oct-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 clarifies application of the Required Actions for an Inoperable AFW 
pump to the entire AFW pump system. 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 does not result in a significant change in the probability of 
previously evaluated accidents. The consequences of previously evaluated accidents will 
remain the same because the loss of any pump system component (e.g. piping, valves, or 
actuation capability) Is bounded and at worst, equivalent to the inoperability of the AFW pump 
Itself. 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 limited operation In a condition which is bounded 
by the exiting condition for an inoperable pump. 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? 

Expansion of the scope for which the Required Actions can be applied will continue to be 
enveloped by the loss of the pump itself. Application of the proposed Required Actions will 
continue to be limited to a single pump system, therefore the redundant pump systems will 
continue to be required operable. Based on the availability of redundant pump systems, In 
combination with the low probability of an event occurring in combination with the failure of a 
remaining operable pump systems, the margin of safety is not impacted.
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NSHC Number NSHC Text 

L.02 The CTS only provides Actions for a single inoperable AFW pump during two unit operation, 

Rev. A thereby requiring each unit to be placed Into hot shutdown (equivalent to ITS Mode 3) within 7 

hours, ultimately requiring at least one unit to be then cooled down to less than 350 before the 
Actions for a single unit operating can then be applied.  

The proposed ITS will allow the Actions for an inoperable turbine driven AFW pump to be 
applied to the affected unit alone, with no Interdependence established on opposite unit 
equipment that cannot be shared.  

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following Is provided In support of this conclusion.  

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

The proposed changes do not result in any hardware changes, nor does the change 
significantly increase the probability of any analyzed events since the function of the 
equipment has remained unchanged. The turbine driven AFW pump systems are not shared 

between the two units. These pump systems are dedicated to their respective unit. As such, 
the availability of the opposite units turbine driven AFW pump system has no affect on the 
probability or consequences of previously evaluated accident.  

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

The proposed change does not 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? 

The proposed change will allow application of the Technical Specification Required Actions 
for an inoperable turbine driven AFW pump system to the affected unit only. The turbine 
driven AFW pump systems are not shared systems, therefore no dependency is established 
in any accident analysis on the opposite unit's turbine driven AFW pump system.  
Accordingly, this change do not represent a significant reduction in a margin of safety.  
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L03 Both turbine driven AFW pump steam supply lines are required to be operable to consider the 

Rev. A turbine driven AFW pump system to be operable. Therefore, the inoperability of a steam 
supply line results In entry into the Actions for an Inoperability of a turbine driven AFW pump, 

which allows up to 72 hours to restore the pump to operable status. The proposed ITS will 

allow 7 days to restore a single inoperable steam supply line to operable status, thus 
extending the allowable outage time by 96 hours.  

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following Is provided In support of this conclusion.  

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

This change does not result in any hardware changes. The AFW system is assumed to 
function in the mitigation of various design basis events, but is not assumed to be an Initiator 
of any analyzed event. The change will not allow continuous operation such that a single 
failure will preclude the turbine driven AFW pump system from fulfilling its safety function.  
This change allows unit operation for an additional 96 hours with one of the two steam 
supplies to the turbine driven pump inoperable. The consequences of an event occurring 
during the additional 96 hours are the same as those currently allowed for 72 hours 
(inoperable turbine driven pump system). 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 goveming normal plant 
operation. The proposed change does not allow continuous unit operation with a steam 
supply line to the turbine driven AFW pump Inoperable. 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 small probability of an event during 
this time frame which would affect the availability of the remaining steam supply while 
requiring the turbine driven AFW pump system for mitigation of the event. The requested 
Completion Time will provide a reasonable time to restore an inoperable steam supply to 
operable status. The condition of a turbine driven AFW pump system being inoperable due to 
the unavailability of a steam supply line is bounded by the Point Beach single failure 
evaluation. As such, this change does not significantly reduce the margin of safety.
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L.04 The CTS only provides Actions for a single inoperable AFW pump, thereby requiring each 

Rev. A unit to be placed Into hot shutdown (equivalent to ITS Mode 3) within 7 hours in accordance 
with CTS 15.3.0.B, if more than one AFW pump system Is inoperable. The proposed ITS 
Action for all three AFW pump systems inoperable suspends the requirements of LCO 3.0.3 
and requires immediate Initiation of action to restore one AFW pump system to operable 
status.  

In accordance with the criteria set forth In 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following Is provided in support of this conclusion.  

1. Does the change Involve a significant Increase In the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated? 

The proposed changes do not result In any hardware changes, nor does the change 
significantly increase the probability of any analyzed events since the function of the 
equipment has remained unchanged. The CTS requirement to place the unit(s) in a condition 
that requires AFW when no AFW Is available is not appropriate and is being corrected by the 
proposed change. As such, the proposed change has no affect on the probability or 
consequences of previously evaluated accident.  

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

The proposed change does not 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? 

The proposed change will allow application of the Technical Specification Required Actions 
for the condition of all AFW pumping systems inoperable. This proposed change corrects an 
inconsistency within the CTS. Accordingly, this change does not represent a significant 
reduction in a margin of safety.  

L05 Not used.  
Rev. C
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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 goveming 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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In accordance with the criteria set forth In 10 CFR 50.92, PBNP has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following Is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

This change 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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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 after 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 8 of 8


