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ARKANSAS NUCLEAR ONE Page 1 

FORM TITLE: FORM NO. REV.  

I 10CFR50.59 DETERMINATION 1000.131 A 003-04-0

This Document contains 4 Pages.

Document No. NCP 975122N202 Rev./Change No. 00

Title Additional AFW Trip

Brief description of proposed change: 

It was considered a prudent measure to add an additional AFW trip on MSIS and CSAS. The AFW trip added 
by this modification package will be non-safety related and will not be credited for any event or design basis.  
The additional AFW trip will reduce blowdown and reduce differential pressure across the main feedwater 
valves (2CV-1024-1, 2CV-1074-1, 2CV-1023-2 and 2CV-1073-2) in the event of a MFW or MS line break in 
containment. A trip will be provided to the AFW pump breaker cabinet 2A100 from relays MFWIS1 and 
MFWIS2 in cabinets 2A106 and 2A205 respectively. These relays were installed under NCP 975122N201 and 
each relay provides a MSIS and CSAS trip signal to trip the heater drain pumps and the condensate pumps.  
Spare contacts from MFWIS1 and MFWIS2 will be used to provide the AFW trip. Normally open contacts from 
each relay will be placed in parallel to allow either relay to trip the AFW breaker/pump. This 50.59 review will 
also include the post modification testing for NCP 975122N202. Post modification testing for this NCP must 
be performed during cold shutdown conditions with breakers 2A1 00, 2A1 06, and 2A205 and their associated 
pumps 2P75, 2P2C, and 2P2B de-energized/disabled.  

Will the proposed Activity: PAGE 1L REV. 4 
1 . Require a change to the Operating License including:

Technical Specifications (excluding the bases)?

Operating License? 

Confirmatory Orders?

Yes[] Nog 

Yesr- No[ 

YesE"- NoZ

2. Result in information in the following SAR documents (including drawings and text) being 
(a) no longer true or accurate, or (b) violate a requirement stated in the document:

SAR (multi-volume set for each unit)? 

Core Operating Limits Report?

Fire Hazards Analysis?

Bases of the Technical Specifications? 

Technical Requirements Manual? 

NRC Safety Evaluation Reports?

3. Involve a test or experiment not described in the SAR? 
(See Attachment 2 for guidance)

4. Result in a potential impact to the environment? (Complete Environmental 
Impact Determination of this form.) 

5. Result in the need for a Radiological Safety Evaluation per section 6.1.5? 

6. Result in any potential impact to the equipment or facilities 
utilized for Ventilated Storage Cask activities per Section 6.1.6?

YesZ NoF'

Yes[l NoO 

Yes[] No; 

YesE-] Noo 

Yes[L NoN 

YesEI No0 

YesEl NoZ 

Yes[] No0R 

Yes[] Noo 

Yes[l NoZ
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FORM TITLE: FORM NO. REV.  
t 0CFR50.59 DETERMINATION 1000.131A 003-04-0

7. Involve a change under 1 OCFR50.54 for the following SAR documents 
per Section 6.1.7?

QAPM? 

E-Plan?

8. Does this review depend on future NRC approval of other actions? 
(NRC SER, Relief, etc)? (forward change to PSC per 6.3.8 or 6.3.9)

Yes[-] Noo 

Yes[] Noo 

Yes[:] No(Z

PAGE ,5 REV..
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FORM TITLE: FORM NO. REV.  

I 10CFR50.59 DETERMINATION 1 1000.131 A 003-04-0

Document No. NCP 975122N202 

Basis for Determination (Questions 1, 2, & 3):

Rev./Change No.

See attached

00

PAGE _ REV. .

F1 Proposed change does not require 1 OCFR50.59 Evaluation per Attachment 1, Item # (If checked, note 
appropriate item #, send LDCR to Licensing).  

Search Scope: 

List sections reviewed in the Licensing Basis Documents specified in questions 1, 2 and 3. If search was 
performed on LRS, the LRS search index should be entered under "Section" with the search statement(s) used in 
parentheses. Controlled hard copies of the documents shall be reviewed (LRS is not verified and searches only 
text, not figures or drawings). Attach and distribute a completed LDCR per Section 6.1.2 if LBD changes are 
required.

Document Section

LRS:

MANUAL SECTIONS:

50.59 - Unit 2 (2p75, 2p-75, AFW, MSIS, CSAS, 2A1 00, 2A1 06, 2A205) 

Unit 2 SAR 3.6.4.1.4.1, 6.2.1.1.2.67.3.1.1.11.2, 7.3.1.1.11.3, 7.3.1.1.11.4, 
7.3.1.1.11.8, 7.4.1.2,10.3.2.2,10.3.3,10.4.7,10.4.9, 15.1.14.1.4.1 
All chapter 7 & 10 tables,

FIGURES:

Unit 2 SAR Fig 3.6-66, 3.6-67, 3.6-68 
All chapter 7 & 10 figures, 
Fig 7.3-12 sh. 4 and 10.4-2 revised 

Robert Busei 
Certified Re ieer's iS ature Pi 7/

Reviewer's certification expiration date: 

Assistance provided by:

r 
dnted Name

04-07-2001

Printed Name Scope of Assistance

Search Scope Review Acceptability (NA, if performed by Technical Reviewer per1000.006)

i k -t--C 
DateCertified Reviewer's Signature

10-30-2000 
Date

Date

Printed Name
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FORM TITLE: FORM NO. REV.  
I OCFR50.59 DETERMINATION 1000.131A 003-04-0 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT DETERMINATION 
(UNIT 1 and UNIT 2) 

Document No. NCP 975122N202 Rev./Change No. 00 

Complete the following Determination. If the answer to any item below is "Yes", an Environmental Evaluation is 

required. See Section 6.1.4 for additional guidance.  

Will the Activity being evaluated: 

Yes No 

E [ Disturb land that is beyond that initially disturbed during construction (i.e., new construction of 

buildings, creation or removal of ponds, or other terrestrial impact)? See Unit 2 SAR Figure 

2.5-17. This applies only to areas outside the protected area.  

E] L Increase thermal discharges to lake or atmosphere? 

Increase concentration of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or 
tower? 

El 2 Increase quantity of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or 
tower? 

El [] Modify the design or operation of cooling tower which will change drift characteristics? 

E] L Install any new transmission lines leading offsite? 

E] L Change the design or operation of the intake or discharge structures? 

E] L Discharges any chemicals new or different from that previously discharged? 

11 Z] Potentially cause a spill or unevaluated discharge which may effect neighboring soils, surface 

water or ground water? 

III [ Involve burying or placement of any solid wastes in the site area which may effect runoff, 
surface water or ground water? 

El Z Involve incineration or disposal of any potentially hazardous materials on the ANO site? 

LI [ Result in a change to nonradiological effluents or licensed reactor power level? 

LI [ Potentially change the type or increase the amount of non-radiological air emissions from the 
ANO site.  

PAGE 7Z REV. AL



ARKANSAS NUCLEAR ONE Page 1 

FORM TITLE: FORM NO. REV.  
I0CFR50.59 REVIEW CONTINUATION PAGE 1000.131C 003-04-0 

Document No. NCP 975122N202 Rev./Change No. 00 

1 OCFR50.59 Review Continuation Page 

50.59 Determination Continuation 

1. ~Will the proposed activity require a change to the Operating License? 

NCP 975122N202 and the included post modification testing will not require a change to the Operating 
License. Changes made and actions performed per NCP 975122N202 are below the level of detail of the 
Operating License. Testing will be performed with Unit 2 in cold shutdown and the affected equipment 
(breakers 2A1 00, 2A1 06, and 2A205 and their associated pumps 2P75, 2P2C, and 2P2B) out of service.  

2. Will the proposed activity result in information in the SAR documents (including drawings and text) being 
(a) no longer true or accurate, or (b) violate a requirement stated in the document: 

Figures 7.3-12 sh. 4 (M-2403 sh. 4) and 10.4-2 (M-2204 sh. 4) have been revised to reflect the additional 
trips added to the AFW (Auxiliary Feedwater) Pump 2P-75. SAR section 7.3.1.1.11.4 was revised that the 
AFW pump will also receive a trip on MSIS. A 50.59 evaluation and LDCR have been performed and 
attached for these changes. Changes performed per this NCP and associated post modification testing 
are below the level of detail of the remaining SAR documents.  

3. Will the proposed activity involve a test or experiment not described in the SAR? 

This 50.59 review will also include the post modification testing for NCP 975122N202. Post modification 
testing for this NCP must be performed during cold shutdown conditions with breakers 2A1 00, 2A1 06, and 
2A205 and their associated pumps 2P75, 2P2C, and 2P2B de-energized/disabled.  
This modification package does not involve any tests or experiments not described in the SAR. The test 
described in this modification package involves testing proper operation of components that are operating 
in accordance with approved plant procedures. This change does not require any unusual operating 
conditions or startup tests. This testing does not include tests and experiments that could degrade the 
margins of safety during normal operations or anticipated transients or degrade the adequacy of 
structures, systems, or components to prevent accidents or mitigate accident consequences and are not 
described in the SAR.

PAGE REV.



ARKANSAS NUCLEAR ONE 

I OCFR50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION

Page 1 

FORM NO. REV.  
1000.131B 003-04-0 

This Document contains 1 Page.

Document No. NCP 975122N202 Rev./Change No. 00 10CFR50.59 Eval. No. -'L}V-, 
(Assigned by PSC) 

Title Additional AFW Trip 

A WRITTEN RESPONSE PROVIDING THE BASIS FOR THE ANSWER TO EACH QUESTION MUST BE 
ATTACHED. EACH QUESTION MUST BE ANSWERED SEPARATELY. A SIMPLE STATEMENT OF 
CONCLUSION IS NOT SUFFICIENT. ATTACHMENT 2 PROVIDES GUIDANCE FOR RESPONSE.  

If the answer to any question on this form is "Yes," then an unreviewed safety question is involved. If the answer 
to all questions is "No," then the proposed change does not involve an unreviewed safety question.  

1. Will the probability of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be Yes El No 0 
increased? 

2. Will the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR Yes El No 0 
be increased? 

3. Will the probability of a malfunction of equipment important to safety be Yes El No 0 
increased? 

4. Will the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to Yes El No 01 
safety be increased? 

5. Will the possibility of an accident of a different type than any previously Yes El No 0 
evaluated in the SAR be created? 

6. Will the possibility of a malfunction of equipment important to safety of a Yes El No 0 
different type than any previously evaluated in the SAR be created? 

7. Will the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any technical Yes El No [D 
specification be reduced? 

/ ý 7 Robert Buser 10-30-2000 

Certified R76ewer'sSi-nature Printed Name Date 

Reviewer's certification expiration date: 04-07-2001

Assistance provided by: 

Printed Name Scope of Assistance Date 

Date: \'.. .O O0

PAGE - 4 REV.A--

FORM TITLE:

'01.

PSC review by:



ARKANSAS NUCLEAR ONE Page 1 

FORM TITLE: FORM NO. REV.  
10CFR50.59 REVIEW CONTINUATION PAGE 1000.131C 003-04-0 

Document No. NCP 975122N202 RevJChange No. 00 

10CFR50.59 Review Continuation Paoe 

50.59 Evaluation Continuation 

It was considered a prudent measure to add an additional AFW trip on MSIS and CSAS. The AFW trip added 
by this modification package will not be non-safety related and will not be credited for any event or design 
basis. The additional AFW trip will reduce blowdown and reduce differential pressure across the main 
feedwater valves (2CV-1 024-1, 2CV-1 074-1, 2CV-1 023-2 and 2CV-1 073-2) in the event of a MFW or MS line 
break in containment. A trip will be provided to the AFW pump breaker cabinet 2A1 00 from relays MFWIS1 
and MFWIS2 in cabinets 2A106 and 2A205 respectively. These relays were installed under NCP 975122N201 
and each relay provides a MSIS and CSAS trip signal to trip the heater drain pumps and the condensate 
pumps. Spare contacts from MFWIS1 and MFWIS2 will be used to provide the AFWtrip. Normally open 
contacts from each relay will be placed in parallel to allow either relay to trip the AFW breaker/pump. This 
50.59 review will also include the post modification testing for NCP 975122N202. Post modification testing for 
this NCP must be performed during cold shutdown conditions with breakers 2A1 00, 2A1 06, and 2A205 and 
their associated pumps 2P75, 2P2C, and 2P2B de-energized/disabled.  

1. W.ill the probability of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be increased? 

Chapter 15 of the Unit 2 SAR was reviewed for all accidents related to AFW. Section 15.1.8 "Loss 
of Normal Feedwater Flow" addresses loss of normal feedwater flow. The trip being added to the 
AFW pump is generated from channels 1 & 2 on either MSIS or CSAS. Interposing relays 
MFWIS1 and MFWIS2 are energized by MSIS and CSAS contact closures. Currently, the AFW 
pump normally supplies FW to the steam Generators via the main feedwater lines and 2CV-0744 
and 2CV-0753 (ref. U2 SAR sect. 10.4.9.2.2). The main feedwater isolation valves between the 
AFW pump and the steam generators are closed on either MSIS or CSAS. Therefore, a spurious 
actuation of MSIS or CSAS would result in a loss of feedwater flow independently of any 
feedwater pump trip(s). Since the relays used to provide the AFW pump trip are energize to 
actuate AFW pump trip, a loss of DC control power to the relays will not result in a spurious trip of 
AFW. The probability of a loss of normal feedwater due to AFW MSIS and/or CSAS trip is 
bounded by the existing probability. The addition of a MSIS and CSAS trip to the Unit 2 AFW 
breaker/pump will not increase the probability of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR.  

2. Will the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be increased? 

No offsite dose consequences for any previously evaluated accident will be increased. Section 
15.1.8 "Loss of Normal Feedwater Flow" addresses loss of normal feedwater flow. Dose 
consequences for this accident will remain unchanged. Dose consequences due to secondary 
system pipe breaks (ref. SAR section 15.1.14) may be reduced by the AFW pump trip on MSIS 
and CSAS. In the event of a mainsteam line break inside containment, the AFW pump trip added 
by NCP 975122N202 may reduce SG blowdown. However, no credit will be taken for this 
reduction of consequences in the design or licensing basis of ANO Unit 2. The consequences of 
an accident previously evaluated in the SAR will not be increased.  

PAGE -IP REV.



ARKANSAS NUCLEAR ONE Page 2 

FORM TITLE: FORM NO. REV.  
10CFR50.59 REVIEW CONTINUATION PAGE 1000.131C 003-04-0 

Document No. NCP 975122N202 Rev./Change No. 00 

1 OCFR50.59 Review Continuation Page 

50.59 Evaluation Continuation PAGE LL REV. _L 

3. Will the probability of a malfunction of equipment important to safety be increased? 

NCP 971255N202 does not affect any safety related components. Per section 10.4.9.2.1 of the 
Unit 2 SAR, the AFW pump is designed to supply water to the steam generators during non
emergency conditions to avoid challenging the safety related EFW pumps. Therefore, the AFW 
pump is not considered equipment important to safety. The MSIS and CSAS AFW pump trip 
added by NCP 975122N202 will reduce differential pressure across the MFW isolation valves 
which are classified as safety related. Reduced differential pressure across the MFW isolation 
valves will increase the probability they will be able to perform their safety function (closure).  
However, no credit will be taken for reduction of malfunction probability in the design or licensing 
basis of ANO Unit 2. The probability of a malfunction of equipment important to safety will not be 
increased.  

4. Will the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to safety be increased? 

NCP 975122N202 does not affect any equipment important to safety. Per section 10.4.9.2.1 of the 
Unit 2 SAR, the AFW pump is designed to supply water to the steam generators during non
emergency conditions to avoid challenging the safety related EFW pumps. Therefore, the AFW 
pump is not considered equipment important to safety. No equipment affected by NCP 
975122N202 is credited for mitigation of offsite dose consequences. Therefore, the 
consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to safety will not be increased by 
NCP975122N202.  

5. Will the probability of an accident of a different type than previously evaluated in the SAR be 
created? 

NCP 975122N202 provides a trip to the Unit 2 AFW breaker/pump on MSIS or CSAS. The AFW 
trip is provided from any channel 1 or 2 MSIS or CSAS. The Unit 2 AFW pump is classified as 
non-safety related and is supplied offsite power by non-safety (non-1 E) 4160 bus 2A1. Per section 
10.4.9.2.1 of the Unit 2 SAR, the AFW pump is designed to supply water to the steam generators 
during non-emergency conditions to avoid challenging the safety related EFW pumps. Section 
15.1.8 "Loss of Normal Feedwater Flow" addresses loss of normal feedwater flow. No new 
accidents can be postulated which are not enveloped by the loss of normal feedwater already 
evaluated in the SAR. Therefore, the probability of an accident of a different type than previously 
evaluated in the SAR will not be created.  

6. Will the possibility of a malfunction of equipment important to safety of a different type than 
previously evaluated in the SAR be created? 

NCP 975122N202 provides a trip to the Unit 2 AFW breaker/pump on MSIS or CSAS. The AFW 
trip is provided from any channel 1 or 2 MSIS or CSAS. Contacts from non-safety related control 
relays are used to supply the trip to 2A1 00 (the AFW pump breaker). The Unit 2 AFW pump is 
classified as non-safety related and is supplied offsite power by non-safety (non-lE) 4160 bus 
2A1. Per section 10.4.9.2.1 of the Unit 2 SAR, the AFW pump is designed to supply water to the 
steam generators during non-emergency conditions to avoid challenging the safety related EFW 
pumps. No safety related equipment is affected by this modification. This modification will not 
create any type of malfunctions of equipment important to safety. Therefore, the possibility of a 
malfunction of equipment important to safety of a different type than previously evaluated in the 
SAR will not be created.



ARKANSAS NUCLEAR ONE Page 3 

FORM TITLE: FORM NO. REV.  
I0CFR50.59 REVIEW CONTINUATION PAGE 1000.131 C 003-04-0

Document No. NCP 975122N202 Rev./Change No. 00

1 OCFR50.59 Review Continuation PaQe 

50.59 Evaluation Continuation

7. Will the margin to safety as defined in the basis of any technical specification be reduced? 

NCP 975122N202 provides a trip to the Unit 2 AFW breaker/pump on MSIS or CSAS. Section 3/ 
4.7.1.2 (Emergency Feedwater System) of the Unit 2 technical specifications and the associated 
bases were reviewed. The AFW pump was not mentioned. No margins to safety will be affected 
by this modification. No fission product barriers will be affected by this modification.  

PAG E JL. REV. 1L.
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Document No. NCP 980397N201 Rev./Change No. 0

Title Main Generator Stator Rewind 

Brief description of proposed change:This NCP will rewind the Unit 2 main generator stator. The single element 
RTDs and thermocouple will be replaced with dual elements components. Generator end shield oil leakage 
enhancements will also be made. Generator stator winding monitoring will be added. The Stator Water Cooler 
system flow orifice, flowmeter, filter and control valve will be replaced alona with several setpoint changes.  
General Electric will perform the stator rewind modifications.  
Will the proposed Activity: 

1. Require a change to the Operating License including:

Technical Specifications (excluding the bases)?

Operating License? 

Confirmatory Orders?

Yes[-] NorZ 

YesE- No[R 

YesE" Nog

2. Result in information in the following SAR documents (including drawings and text) being 
(a) no longer true or accurate, or (b) violate a requirement stated in the document:

SAR (multi-volume set for each unit)?

Core Operating Limits Report

Fire Hazards Analysis?

Bases of the Technical Specifications? 

Technical Requirements Manual? 

NRC Safety Evaluation Reports?

3. Involve a test or experiment not described in the SAR? 
(See Attachment 2 for guidance) 

4. Result in a potential impact to the environment? (Complete 
the Environmental Impact Determination of this form.) 

5. Result in the need for a Radiological Safety Evaluation 
per section 6.1.5?

6. Result in any potential impact to the equipment or facilities utilized for Ventilated 
Storage Cask activities per Section 6.1.6? 

7. Involve a change under I 0CFR50.54 for the following SAR documents 
per Section 6.1.7:

QAMO? 

E-Plan?

8. Does this review depend on future NRC approval of other actions 
(NRC SER, Relief, etc)? (forward change to PSC per 6.3.8 or 6.3.9)

Yes0E NoE 

YesL- No[Z 

YesE- No[E 

Yes[_-] NoE 

Yesf" No[E 

Yes[] No[E 

YesEr Nor 

Yes' No[ 

Yes[] No[Z 

YesE[ NoZ

Yes[] No[Z 

Yes- NoZ

... YesE] NoZ 

PAGL... REV.J.
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Document No. NCP 980397N201 

Basis for Determination (Questions 1. 2 & 3):

Rev./Change No. 0

See attached form C.  

El Proposed change does not require 10 CFR 50.59 Evaluation per Attachment 1, Item #_., (If checked, note 
appropriate item #, send LDCR to Licensing).  

Search Scope: 

List sections reviewed in the Licensing Basis Documents specified in Question 1, 2 and 3. If a search was 
performed on LRS, the LRS search index should be entered under "Section' with the search statement(s) used in 
parentheses. Controlled hard copies of the documents shall be reviewed (LRS is not verified and searches only 
text, not figures or drawings). Attach and distribute a completed LDCR per Section 6.1.2 if LBD changes are 
required.

Document 
LRS: 
Unit 2 50.59

Section 

"main generator", stator, winding, RTD, TC, thermocouple, 
"resistance temperature detector", "end shield",2E50A, 2EMOB, 2FE 
9722, stator w/10 cooler, turbine w/10 runback, 2FS 977*, 2TS 
9747', 2FS 972*, 2PS 977-, 2FIS 9722, 2TE 9754, 2F-450, 2CV-9785, 
"5 inch valve body". "6 inch valve body"

MANUAL SECTIONS: 
Unit 2 SAR Section 8 All 

FIGURES: 
Unit 2 SAR 3.2-6, Section 8 All of Section 8 

.,•U I ~ David A. Robinson 8129100 

Certified Reviewer's Signature Printed Name Date 

Reviewer's certification expiration date: 03/01101 

Assistance provided by: 

Printed Name Scope of Assistance Date

Search Scope Review Acceptability (NA, if performed by Technical Review per 1000.006) 

Certified Revibwer's Signature Printed Name Date

PAGE .. UUREV.L
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3 of 3 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT DETERMINATION 

(UNIT 1 and UNIT 2) 

Document No. NCP 980397N201 Rev./Change No. 0 

Complete the following Determination. If the answer to any checklist item is 'Yes", an Environmental Evaluation 
is required. See Section 6.1.4 for additional guidance.  

Will the Activity being evaluated: 

Yes No 

El 1Z Disturb land that is beyond that initially disturbed during construction (i.e., new construction of 
buildings, creation or removal of ponds, or other terrestrial impact)? See Unit 2 SAR Figure 
2.5-17. This applies only to areas outside the protected area.  

El 0] Increase thermal discharges to lake or atmosphere? 

El 0] Increase concentration of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or 
tower? 

El 0] Increase quantity of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or 
tower? 

El 0] Modify the design or operation of cooling tower which will change drift characteristics? 

E [ E Install any new transmission lines leading offsite? 

l [0 Change the design or operation of the intake or discharge structures? 

El [E Discharges any chemicals new or different from that previously discharged? 

El 0] Potentially cause a spill or unevaluated discharge which may effect neighboring soils, surface 
water or ground water? 

El Z Involve burying or placement of any solid wastes in the site area which may effect runoff, 
surface water or ground water? 

El 0] Involve incineration or disposal of any potentially hazardous materials on the ANO site? 

El 0 Result in a change to nonradiological effluents or licensed .'eactor power level? 

E [ E Potentially change the type or increase the amount of non-radiological air emissions from the 
ANO site.  

PAGE bL . REV..L
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1OCFR50.59 Eval. No. r 4 - 040-/05/ 
(Assigned by PSC)

Document No. NCP 980397N201 Rev./Change No.

Title Main Generator Stator Rewind 

A WRITTEN RESPONSE PROVIDING THE BASIS FOR THE ANSWER TO EACH QUESTION MUST BE 
ATTACHED. EACH QUESTION MUST BE ANSWERED SEPARATELY. A SIMPLE STATEMENT OF 
CONCLUSION IS NOT SUFFICIENT. ATTACHMENT 2 PROVIDES GUIDANCE FOR RESPONSE.  

If the answer to any question on this form is "Yes," then an unreviewed safety question is involved. If the answer 
to all questions is "No," then the proposed change does not involve an unreviewed safety question.

1. Will the probability of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be 
increased?

See Attached C Form

2. Will the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be 
increased? Yes M No E

See Attached C Form

3. Will the probability of a malfunction of equipment important to safety be 
increased? YesE[] No 0

See Attached C Form

4. Will the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to safety 
be increased? YesE[] No Z

See Attached C Form

5. Will the possibility of an accident of a different type than any previously 
evaluated in the SAR be created? YesE[] No 2

See Attached C Form

6. Will the possibility of a malfunction of equipment important to safety of a 
different type than any previously evaluated in the SAR be created? YesE[] No n

See Attached C Form

7. Will the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any technical 
specification be reduced? Yes El Non

See Attached C Form PAGE L.R EV.Qa

0

Yes [I No []



Document No. NCP 980397N201 

C-ertified Reviewers Signature 

Reviewer's certification expiration date: 

Assistance provided by: 

Printed Name

Rev./Change No. 0

David A Robinson 
Printed Name 

03/01/01

Scope of Assistance

PSC review by: ,-,Arý= Date: cl I I

2 of 2

8/29/00 
Date

Date

PAGE • REV. -0



ARKANSAS NUCLEAR ONE 

FORM TITLE: FORM NO. REV.  
10CFR5O.59 REVIEW CONTINUATION PAGE 1000.131C , 003-04-0 

1 of 3 

Document No. NCP 980397N201 Rev./Change No. 0 

10CFR50.59 Review Continuation Page 

Bases for Determination: 

Inspections and testing during 2R1 3 of the ANO Unit 2 Main Generator Stator winding confirmed the presence 
of stator bar water leaks and abrasions. Verification of these problems places in question the long-term 
reliability of the generator. Stator bar water leak repair would be a significant and costly effort. Therefore, the 
decision was made to rewind the Unit 2 Main Generator Stator during 2R14.  

General Electric (GE) was issued a contract (NAC00602) for the ANO 2 Generator Rewind Project. The basic 
contract scope is for GE to rewind the main generator by replacing the existing stator bars with new bars 
insulated with Micapal II Class F insulation. The generator is designed to operate within specified temperature 
rises, and in accordance with applicable ANSI and IEEE Standards. The new main generator winding (Stator 
Bars) shall be designed to maintain or exceed the original specifications and criteria including the applicable 
ANSI and IEEE Standards.  

The generator is currently rated 1047.3 MVA at a 0.90power factor. General Electric (GE) has advised that 
the existing generator capability curves should be used for cycle 15 operation. Although the generator stator 
will be rewound during 2R1 4, the generator ratings will not be increased until 2R1 5 due to limitations in the 
stator water cooling system. The stator water coolers will be replaced during 2R1 5. At that time the generator 
will be re-rated.  

Additionally, there are several enhancements that are included within the scope of the contract.  

GE will provide dual element resistance temperature detectors (RTD) and thermocouples (TC) in place of the 
existing single element RTDs and TCs. The extra RTD and TC leads will be used as installed spares for the 
existing leads.  

GE will also provide the necessary hardware to install a Partial Discharge Monitoring system and will use the 
chemical marking paint required for use with a Generator Gas Monitoring System.  

GE will also perform all necessary work to implement the End Shield Oil Leakage Modification. This 
modification will significantly reduce the leakage of oil into the generator core and the leakage of hydrogen to 
the atmosphere. Most of this work will be performed at GE's Dallas service shop.  

ANO has purchased a generator stator winding monitoring system from IRIS Power Engineering. GE will 
install this system into the stator during the rewind process. This system is used at several other Entergy 
plants.  

The flow orifice (2FE-9722), flowmeter (2FIS-9722), inline filter (2F-450) and control valve (2CV-9785) for the 
generator stator water cooler system will also be replaced along with several generator related instrumentation 
setpoints changes.  
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Determination Questions: 

Question 1: NO 

No mention of the main generator stator winding, temperature elements, end shield, stator water coolers or 
setpoints for these systems was found in the Tech. Spec., Operating License, or Confirmatory Orders, therefore, 
no changes are required to any of these documents.  

Question 2: YES 

The Yes answer for the SAR is the result of a change to Unit 2 SAR Figure 3.2-6 [P&ID M-2208 sheet 1 rev. 53 
(P&ID Turbine - Generator Auxiliary Systems)]. During the review of the drawings associated with this 
modification two items were discovered on this drawing that required changing. Computer point T9779 was 
mistakenly shown on the P&ID as being connected to 2TAH9779 and the new valve is a 6" valve, which 
eliminates the 6" to 5" reducer shown on this drawing. A LDCR shall be issued for these items.  

No statements made in the Core Operating Limits Report, FHA, Tech. Spec Bases, Technical Requirements 
Manual or the Unit 2 SER will be made untrue by this modification, therefore, no change are required to these 
documents.  

Question 3: NO 

No tests or experiments are required which will operate any component in a mode for which it has not been 
previously analyzed.  

Evaluation Questions: 

1. Will the probability of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be increased? NO 

Computer point (T9779)"Turbine Generator Temperature GE RTD 52, slot 52" is actually connected to Main 
Generator RTD 2TE-9779 not alarm 2TAH-9779 as mistakenly shown on Unit 2 SAR Figure 3.2-6. This computer 
point is used to indicate the temperature of the generator slot 52 stator bars and does not provide a generator trip 
function. Therefore, this change does not increase the probability of any accidents evaluated in the SAR. Also on 
this SAR Figure the 6" to 5" diameter pipe reducer between the Stator Water Cooling 6" piping and the control 
valve (2CV-9785) will be eliminated. The existing valve body inlet/outlet diameter is 5" while the replacement 
valve body inlet/outlet diameter is 6". Therefore the reducer is no longer needed and is being replaced with a 
piece of 6" diameter pipe. The Stator Water Cooling System provides cooling for the main generator stator bars 
to remove heat generated while the Main Generator is supplying electrical power. The replacement of the 5" 
diameter components with 6" diameter components in the Stator Water Cooling System will allow the system to 
better handle the cooling flow requirements of the generator when the generator is rerated during 2R1 5. This 
change does not affect the probability of an accident or result in a change to an accident initiator previously 
evaluated in the SAR.  

2. Will the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be increased? NO 

No accidents that are evaluated in the SAR will have their radiation dose consequences altered as a result of 
changing Unit 2 SAR Figure 3.2-6 to remove the mistaken indication that computer point T9779 was connected to 
alarm 2TAH-9779. This computer point is actually connected to 2TE-9779 and is used-to indicate the temperature 
of the generator stator bars located in slot 52 in the plant computer. This computer point is not used to initiated 
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any accident mitigation actions. Replacing the 6" to 5" diameter pipe reducer and 5" components with 6" diameter pipe and components in the Stator Cooling Water System will not change, degrade, or prevent actions described or assumed in any accident discussed in the SAR, nor will does it play a role in mitigating the consequences of an accident described in the SAR. Therefore, accident radiation dose consequences are not altered by this NCP.  

3. Will the probability of a malfunction of equipment important to safety be increased? NO 

The computer point was mistakenly shown on the SAR figure and P&ID. Its removal will not affect any equipment 
important to safety. Stator Water Cooling system control valve 2CV-9785 was a 5" valve. It is being replaced 
with a new valve that is a 6" valve. The piping this valve was connected to is 6". Therefore, the new valve will not require a reducer as before. This is a non-Q system that does not have an affect on the probability of a 
malfunction of equipment important to safety.  

4. Will the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to safety be increased? NO 

As stated in question 3 the computer point was mistakenly shown on the SAR figure and P&ID. Its removal will not result in a increase in dose from any equipment important to safety. Also the removal of the 6" to 5" reducer from the Stator Water Cooling system and its replacement with a 6" pipe will have no offsite dose consequences.  

5. Will the possibility of an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the SAR be created? 
NO 

Neither of the two changes could cause an accident because the computer point is not used to drive any accident mitigation actions and the replacement of the 6" to 5" diameter pipe reducer and 5" components with 6" diameter pipe and components in the Stator Cooling Water System will make the system better able to meet is design function. Therefore, the changes made by this NCP will not create any new accident not previously evaluated.  

6: Will the possibility of a malfunction of equipment important to safety of a different type than any previously 
evaluated in the SAR be created? NO 

The computer point's removal will not affect any equipment important to safety. The removal of the 6" to 5" diameter pipe reducer and 5" components and its replacement with 6" diameter pipe and components makes the system better able to remove the heat generated by the generator while producing power. Therefore, this change 
does not affect any equipment important to safety.  

7. Will the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any technical specification be reduced? NO 

No margins of safety could be found in the bases for the technical specifications that are related to these SAR 
figure changes. There is no effect on any fission product boundaries.  
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This Document contains 3 Pages.  
Document No. 980781N201 Rev./Change No. 0 

Title GRW SYS. MOD. FOR 2RITS-2429 PURGING.  

Brief description of proposed change: 
Add a tubing isolation valve between and existing tubing tee and cap, just downstream of instrument 2FIT-2430 to allow Plant Operations a path to purge instrument 2RITS-2429 after a dump of high radioactive gases.  Additionally, to add an instrument isolation manifold between existing 3/4" tubing and instrument 2FIT-2430 to allow I&C maintenance to test the instrument without requiring the instrument to be physically removed from the system each time.

Will the proposed Activity: N C 9 80 78 1 N 2 0.1 
1. Require a change to the Operating License including: PAGE + REV 0 

Technical Specifications (excluding the bases)? 

Operating License? 

Confirmatory Orders? 
2. Result in information in the following SAR documents (including drawings and text) being 

(a) no longer true or accurate, or (b) violate a requirement stated in the document: 
SAR (multi-volume set for each unit)? 

Core Operating Limits Report? 

Fire Hazards Analysis? 

Bases of the Technical Specifications? 

Technical Requirements Manual? 

NRC Safety Evaluation Reports? 
3. Involve a test or experiment not described in the SAR? 

(See Attachment 2 for guidance) 
4. Result in a potential impact to the environment? (Complete Environmental 

Impact Determination of this form.) 
5. Result in the need for a Radiological Safety Evaluation per section 6.1.5? 
6. Result in any potential impact to the equipment or facilities utilized for Ventilated Storage Cask activities per Section 6.1.6? 
7. Involve a change under 1OCFR50.54 for the following SAR documents 

per Section 6.1.7? 

QAMO? 

E-Plan?
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Basis for Determination (Questions 1, 2, & 3): 

Adding tubing isolation valve 2GZ-1005 between an existing tubing tee and cap, for the purposes of allowing the Gaseous Radwaste System monitor 2RITS-2429 to be purged with Auxiliary Building air following a dump of high radioactive gases, and adding an instrument isolation manifold to existing instrument 2FIT-2430, between the tubing and instrument to allow I&C to test the instrument without physically removing the instrument from the system, does not alter the operation or function of the system. A review of all associated Licensing Bases Documents for this system did not uncover any changes to the documents other than a change to existing SAR figure number 11.3-1, which is the P&ID for the portion of the Gaseous Radwaste System where the new isolation valve 2GZ-1 005 is being added. The potential for a possible release of unknown radioactive gases, due to the addition and operation of the purge valve 2GZ-1 005, was reviewed via a Radiological Safety Evaluation and it was determined that this addition would not adversely affect existing release analysis / 
evaluations.  

E Proposed change does not require 1OCFR50.59 Evaluation per Attachment 1, Item # __. (If checked, note appropriate item #, send LDCR to Licensing).  

Search Scope: 

List sections reviewed in the Licensing Basis Documents specified in questions 1, 2 and 3. If search was performed on LRS, the LRS search index should be entered under "Section" with the search statement(s) used in parentheses. Controlled hard copies of the documents shall be reviewed (LRS is not verified and searches only text, not figures or drawings). Attach and distribute a completed LDCR per Section 6.1.2 if LBD changes are 
required.  

Document Section NC 980781 N20.1 PAGE 5. REV o 
LRS: 50.59-UNIT2 (gias* w/ 5 rad*; leak*w/10 reduce*) 

MANUAL SECTIONS: UNIT 2 Hard copy of SAR, chapters 1,2, 3, 5, 6, 9,11 .12, 13 & 15 

FIGURES:3 Figure number 11.3-1 
Celit u: :evewrs1gnaure • 
CePidd eviewe Printed Name Date 

Reviewer's certification expiration date: 10/5/00 

Assistance provided by: 

Printed Name Scope of Assistance Date 

Search Scope Acceptability (NA, if performed by Technical Reviewer per 1000.006) 

C(3ertified Iview&'o Signature Printed Name D e



ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT DETERMINATION 
(UNIT I and UNIT 2) NC 980781 N20.1 

PAGE REV 0 
Document No. 980781N201 Rev./Change No. 0 
Complete the following Determination. If the answer to any item below is "Yes", an Environmental Evaluation is 
required. See Section 6.1.4 for additional guidance.  

Will the Activity being evaluated: 

Yes No 

Disturb land that is beyond that initially disturbed during construction (i.e., new construction of buildings, creation or removal of ponds, or other terrestrial impact)? See Unit 2 SAR Figure 2.5-17. This applies only to areas outside the protected area.  

E [ Increase thermal discharges to lake or atmosphere? 

0 [] Increase concentration of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or tower? 

ED 2- Increase quantity of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or tower? 

2 [ Modify the design or operation of cooling tower which will change drift characteristics? 

E 2 Install any new transmission lines leading offsite? 

Change the design or operation of the intake or discharge structures? 
E [ Discharges any chemicals new or different from that previously discharged? 
E [ Potentially cause a spill or unevaluated discharge which may effect neighboring soils, surface water or ground water? 
[] [ Involve burying or placement of any solid wastes in the site area which may effect runoff, 

surface water or ground water? 

Involve incineration or disposal of any potentially hazardous materials on the ANO site? 
Result in a change to nonradiological effluents or licensed reactor power level? 

jJ [ Potentially change the type or increase the amount of non-radiological air emissions from the 
ANO site.
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This Document contains 4 Pages.  

Document No. 980781N201 Rev./Change No. 0 10CFR50.59 Eval. N _.___-____ 

(Assigned by PSC) Title GRW Sys. Mod. For 2RITS-2429 purging.  

A WRITTEN RESPONSE PROVIDING THE BASIS FOR THE ANSWER TO EACH QUESTION MUST BE ATTACHED. EACH QUESTION MUST BE ANSWERED SEPARATELY. A SIMPLE STATEMENT OF CONCLUSION IS NOT SUFFICIENT. ATTACHMENT 2 PROVIDES GUIDANCE FOR RESPONSE.  
If the answer to any question on this form is "Yes," then an unreviewed safety question is involved. If the answer to all questions is *No," then the proposed change does not involve an unreviewed safety question.  

1. Will the probability of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be Yes Dl No 0 
increased? 

2. Will the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR Yes El No 0 
be increased? 

3. Will the probability of a malfunction of equipment important to safety Yes El No 0 
be increased? 

4. Will the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to Yes El No 0 
safety be increased? 

5. Will the possibility of an accident of a different type than any previously Yes El No 0 
evaluated in the SAR be created? 

6. Will the possibility of a malfunction of equipment important to safety of Yes [I No 0 a different type than any previously evaluated in the SAR be created? 
7. Will the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any technical Yes El No 2 

specification be reduced? 

W.G. Donovan 
rtiie R Printed Name aDte 

Reviewer's certification expiration date: 10 / 5 / 2000

Assistance provided by: 

Printed Name 

PSC review by:

Scope of Assistance Date 

Date: H"). - \ -ici
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Background: 

This modification package will add 1) a new tubing isolation valve 2GZ-1 005 between an existing tubing tee and 
cap located just downstream of instrument 2FIT-2430 and 2) an instrument isolation manifold to existing 
instrument 2FIT-2430. The new isolation valve 2GZ-1005 will be used by Plant Operations to purge radiation 
monitor 2RITS-2429 with air from the Auxiliary Building following a release of high radioactive gases from the 
Gaseous Radwaste System (GZ). This purging will reduce the amount of trapped radioactive gases in the 
monitor and system prior to securing the system from operation. The addition of an instrument isolation manifold 
to instrument 2FIT-2430 will allow I&C maintenance to test the instrument without physically removing the 

instrument from the tubing system.  

Appropriate revisions to Plant Operations procedures are required prior to closeout of nuclear change package 
980781 N201 to ensure that proper valve lineups occur before and after purging of the radiation monitor, and that 
the system will be under vacuum from either fan 2VEF-8A or 2VEF-8B during the purging operation. Additionally, 
appropriate revisions to 1&C maintenance documentation is required to closeout this change package to ensure 
that the new isolation manifold is left in the proper position to allow instrument 2FIT-2430 to function properly 

following any 1&C testing or maintenance.  

A Radiological Safety Evaluation was performed per procedure 1012.015 and is documented as appendix "C" to 
nuclear change package number 980781 N201. This evaluation documents that this modification has no effect on 
any existing Radiological Safety Evaluations.  

1) The only accident in the SAR which could be affected by this modification package is the "Waste Gas 
Decay Tank Leakage or Rupture". This analyzed accident involves an unexpected and uncontrolled 
release to the atmosphere of the radioactive gases stored in one waste gas tank. Paragraph 15.1.16.1 
states that a failure is unlikely since the components of the GWS are Seismic Category 1 and Quality 
Group D and not subject to pressures greater than 340 psig. Note that Design Pressure is 380 psig.  
Even in the event of a rupture of one decay tank it was concluded that the release of the maximum stored 
gaseous activity would be significantly less than the 1OCFR100 does guidelines.  

The location of the new tubing isolation valve 2GZ-1 005, being added between an existing tubing tee and 
cap just downstream of instrument 2FIT-2430, and the location of the new instrument isolation manifold to 
existing instrument 2FIT-2430 is such that these items are isolated from the Waste Gas Tanks by at least 
four normally closed in-line isolation valves and is outside the boundaries of the seismic qualification of 
the tanks and connecting piping. Therefore, the above changes to the system will not increase the 
probability of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR. No new radioactive- gaseous sources are 
being added to the system or release path. The operation or function of existing components are not 

affected.
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2) The consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR will not be increased by 
implementation of this change package. The analysis of the accident described in question 1 above 
concluded that even in the event of a rupture of one decay tank the release of the maximum stored 
gaseous activity would be significantly less than the 10CFR100 does guidelines. The GWS plays no role 
in mitigating the consequences of any analyzed accident in the SAR. The system is not Safety-Related, 
except for the containment isolation portion of the system and this modification does not affect this 
portion of the system. All radioactive gases discharged through the GZ system will still be monitor 
through radiation monitor 2RITS-2429 and subsequent monitors. If a release were to potentially exceed a 
previously evaluated threshold limit an alarm will sound and the system will be automatically isolated.  

3) With the exception of the containment isolation valves and penetration piping, none of the GWS is 
Safety-Related or "important to safety". This modification does not involve any Safety-Related or "Q" 
portions of the system. The system is not used to prevent or mitigate any analyzed accident described in 
the SAR. Reg. Guide 1.143 provides the design guidance for gaseous radwaste systems and 
conformance with the Reg. Guide assures that design basis requirements are met. The modification in 
this package meets ANSI B31.1 requirements for design and fabrication and specifies ASME Section II 
materials as stated in Table 1 of Re. Guide 1.143. Therefore, the probability of a malfunction of 
equipment important to safety will not be increase due to this modification package. The addition of the 
instrument isolation manifold will increase the reliability of instrument 2FIT-2430 due to the fact that the 

instrument will no longer have to be removed from the system for testing.  

4) The consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to safety will not be increased. No new direct 
leak paths for radioactive gases outside the Auxiliary Building are produced by this modification. All 
radioactive gases discharged through the GZ system will still be monitored through radiation monitor 
2RITS-2429 and subsequent monitors. Also, the proposed modification in this package will not change 

any radioactivity of the waste gases being collected or discharged.  

5) The addition of tubing isolation valve 2GZ-1 005, and the instrument isolation manifold for 2FIT-2430, will 
not create the possibility of an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the SAR.  
Appropriate revisions to Plant Operations procedures are required prior to closeout of nuclear change 
package 980781 N201 to ensure that proper valve lineups occur before and after purging of the radiation 
monitor, and that the system will be under vacuum from either fan 2VEF-8A or 2VEF-8B during the 
purging operation. Additionally, appropriate revisions to I&C maintenance documentation is required to 
closeout this change package to ensure that the new isolation manifold is left in-the proper position to 

allow instrument 2FIT-2430 to function properly following any I&C testing or maintenance.
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6) The possibility of a malfunction of equipment important to safety of a different type than any previously 

evaluated in the SAR will not be created. The addition of valve 2GZ-1 005 or the manifold will not alter 

the function of any of the existing instrument or system. All radioactive gases discharged through the GZ 

system will still be monitor through radiation monitor 2RITS-2429 and subsequent monitors. As 

previously noted the GWS is not "Q" or "important to safety", except for the portion of the system which 

penetrates containment. This modification package does not affect any part of the containment 

penetration portion of the system.  

7) No margins of safety as defined in the basis for any technical specification will be reduced. As noted 

previously, all radioactive gases discharged through the GZ system will still be monitor through radiation 

monitor 2RITS-2429 and subsequent monitors. If a release were to potentially exceed a previously 

evaluated threshold limit an alarm will sound and the system will be automatically isolated. The Bases for 

Technical Specification 3/4.11.2.6, "Gas Storage Tanks" involves restricting the amount of radioactivity in 

each waste gas tank. This modification will not, in any way, affect the volume of waste gas processed or 

the activity levels of the gas stored or released.
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This Document contains 3 Pages.

Document No.  

Title

NCP 981252N201 Rev./Change No. 00 

Remove Power Cables From 2B51 L9/N3 and 2B61 K6/N2

Brief description of proposed change: 

DCP 95-2004 removed the electrical loads on breakers 2851 N3 and 2B61 N2. The original loads were through 
electrical penetration conductors that require series breakers (primary and secondary). The DCP spared the 
breakers. However, the power cable between the secondary and primary breaker was not disconnected. NCP 
981252N201 disconnects the cabling between the two series breakers. Due to this, the labeling and single-line 
diagram on SAR figures 8.3-8 and 8.3-12 changes to reflect the separation between the two breakers.

Will the proposed Activity: 

1. Require a change to the Operating License including: 

Technical Specifications (excluding the bases)? 

Operating License? 

Confirmatory Orders? 

2. Result in information in the following SAR documents (including drawings and text) being 
(a) no longer true or accurate, or (b) violate a requirement stated in the document: 

SAR (multi-volume set for each unit)? 

Core Operating Limits Report? 

Fire Hazards Analysis? 

Bases of the Technical Specifications? 

Technical Requirements Manual? 

NRC Safety Evaluation Reports? 

3. Involve a test or experiment not described in the SAR? 
(See Attachment 2 for guidance) 

4. Result in a potential impact to the environment? (Complete Environmental 
Impact Determination of this form.) 

5. Result in the need for a Radiological Safety Evaluation per section 6.1.5? 

6. Result in any potential impact to the equipment or facilities 
utilized for Ventilated Storage Cask activities per Section 6.1.6? 

7. Involve a change under 1OCFR50.54 for the following SAR documents 
per Section 6.1.7? 

QAPM? 

E-Plan? 

8. Does this review depend on future NRC approval of other actions? 
(NRC SER, Relief, etc)? (forward change to PSC per 6.3.8 or 6.3.9) 
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Document No. NCP 981252N201 Rev./Change No. 00 

Basis for Determination (Questions 1, 2, & 3): 

See attached.  

El Proposed change does not require 10CFR50.59 Evaluation per Attachment 1, Item # (If checked, note 
appropriate item #, send LDCR to Licensing).  

Search Scope: 

List sections reviewed in the Licensing Basis Documents specified in questions 1, 2 and 3. If search was performed on LRS, the LRS search index should be entered under "Section" with the search statement(s)-used in parentheses. Controlled hard copies of the documents shall be reviewed (LRS is not verified and searches only text, not figures or drawings). Attach and distribute a completed LDCR per Section 6.1.2 if LBD changes are required.  

Document Section 

LRS: 50.59-Unit 2 (2851*, 2861*, breaker* w/10 cable*, breaker* w/10 spare*, mcc* w/10 
cable*) 

MANUAL SECTIONS: Unit 2 SAR sect 8.3.1.1.4, 8.3.1.1.8.10, 8.3.1.1.8.11.11, 8.3.1.1.13G 
Unit 2 Tech Specs 3/4.8.2.5 
Unit 2 TS Bases 3/4.8 

FIGURES: Unit 2 SAR figures 8.3-8 & 8.3-12 
"�" Robert Buser 04/03/2000 

Certifed vie er's •Tgature Printed Name Date 

Reviewer's certification expiration date: 04/07/2001 

Assistance provided by: 

Printed Name Scope of Assistance Date 

Search Scope Review Accepta lity (NA, if performed by Technical Reviewer per 1000.006) 

Certified Reviewer's Signat re Printed Na -me Date 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT DETERMINATION 
(UNIT 1 and UNIT 2) 

Document No. NCP 981252N201 Rev./Change No. 00 
Complete the following Determination. If the answer to any item below is "Yes", an Environmental Evaluation is 
required. See Section 6.1.4 for additional guidance.  

Will the Activity teing evaluated: 

Yes No 

0 [] Disturb land that is beyond that initially disturbed during construction (i.e., new construction of buildings, creation or removal of ponds, or other terrestrial impact)? See Unit 2 SAR Figure 
2.5-17. This applies only to areas outside the protected area.  

E [ Increase thermal discharges to lake or atmosphere? 

E] Z Increase concentration of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or tower? 

E1 Increase quantity of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or 
tower? 

E Modify the design or operation of cooling tower which will change drift characteristics? 

7 [ Install any new transmission lines leading offsite? 

E [ Change the design or operation of the intake or discharge structures? 

m [ Discharges any chemicals new or different from that previously discharged? 

E3 Z Potentially cause a spill or unevaluated discharge which may effect neighboring soils, surface 
water or ground water? 

D] Z Involve burying or placement of any solid wastes in the site area which may effect runoff, 
surface water or ground water? 

E [ Involve incineration or disposal of any potentially hazardous materials on the ANO site? 

D [ Result in a change to nonradiological effluents or licensed reactor power level? 

Potentially change the type or increase the amount of non-radiological air emissions from the 
ANO site.  
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1OCFR50.59 Review Continuation Page 

Determination Continuation 

DCP 95-2004 removed the electrical loads on breakers 2B51 N3 and 2B61 N2. The original loads were through electrical penetration conductors that require series breakers (primary and secondary). The DCP spared the breakers. However, the power cable between the secondary and primary breaker was not disconnected. NCP 981252N201 disconnects the cabling between the two series breakers. Due to this, the labeling and single-line 
diagram on SAR figures 8.3-8 and 8.3-12 changes to reflect the separation between tho two breakers.  

1. This change does not require a change to the Operating License, since the scope of the change is below 
the level of detail of these documents.  

2. This modification will remove some MCC cables that are currently shown on the MCC single line drawings contained in the Unit 2 SAR. These drawings have been revised and an LDCR will be submitted along 
with this 50.59 as part of the modification package. No other SAR documents listed will be affected, since 
the scope of this change is below the level of detail of these documents.  

3. This modification does not involve any tests or experiments not described in the SAR. No testing is 
performed by this modification since this modification disconnects existing cables and spares them in 
place.  

4. This modification will not result in any adverse impacts to the environment as documented in the attached 
Environmental Impact Checklist.  

5. This change will not require a Radiological Safety Evaluation (RSE) since it does not involve processing 
any radioactive material outside of the Auxiliary Building, Reactor Building, or Low Level Radwaste 
Building or create a new pathway for an unmonitored release. The cables that are disconnected by this 
modification will be labeled as spare and left in place for future use.  

6. This modification does not involve any impact to the Ventilated Storage Cask, including any loading equipment or facilities, monitoring activities, load path/crane changes, associated analysis or spent fuel 
pool impacts.  

7. This change does not affect the E-Plan or QAMO, since the scope of the changes is below the level of detail of these documents. The cables being disconnected and spared by this modification are connected 
to equipment that has been spared by a previous modification.  

8. This review is not dependent on any future NRC approval of other actions. Per the attached 1OCFR50.59 
evaluation, there are no unresolved safety questions related to this change.  
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This Document contains 1 Page.

Document No. NCP 981252N201 Rev./Change No. 00 1OCFR50.59 Eval. No. ý.0 0 0 - Og•j 
Title Remove Power Cables From 2B511L9/N3 and 2B61K6/N2 (Assigned by PSC) 

A WRITTEN RESPONSE PROVIDING THE BASIS FOR THE ANSWER TO EACH QUESTION MUST BE ATTACHED. EACH QUESTION MUST BE ANSWERED SEPARATELY. A SIMPLE STATEMENT OF CONCLUSION IS NOT SUFFICIENT. ATTACHMENT 2 PROVIDES GUIDANCE FOR RESPONSE.  
If the answer to any question on this form is "Yes," then an unreviewed safety question is involved. If the answer to all questions is "No," then the p.oposed change does not involve an unreviewed safety question.  

1. Will the probability of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be Yes [ No 0 
increased? 

2. Will the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR Yes E No 0 
be increased? 

3. Will the probability of a malfunction of equipment important to safety be Yes [ No 0 
increased? 

4. Will the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to Yes E No 0 
safety be increased? 

5. Will the possibility of an accident of a different type than any previously Yes E No 0 evaluated in the SAR be created? 
6. Will the possibility of a malfunction of equipment important to safety of a Yes E No 0 different type than any previously evaluated in the SAR be created? 
7. Will the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any technical Yes [ No 0 

specification be reduced? 

Ct e--gnu (Robert Buser 4-3-2000 Certified Rviewds Signature Printed Name Date 

Reviewer's certification expiration date: 04-07-2001 

Assistance provided by: 

Printed Name Scope of Assistance Date 

PSC review by: Date: 
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ARKANSAS NUCLEAR ONE Page 1 
FORM TITLE: FORM NO. REV.  

I0CFR50.59 REVIEW CONTINUATION PAGE 1000.131C 003-04-0 

Document No. NCP 981252N201 Rev./Change No. 00 

10CFR50.59 Review Continuation Page 

Evaluation Continuation 

DCP 95-2004 removed the electrical loads on breakers 2B51 N3 and 2B61 N2. The original loads were through 
electrical penetration conductors that require series breakers (primary and secondary). The DCP spared the 
breakers. However, the power cable between the secondary and primary breaker was not disconnected. NCP 
981252N201 disconnects the cabling between the two series breakers. Due to this, the labeling and single-line 
diagram on SAR figures 8.3-8 and 8.3-12 changes to reflect the separation between the two breakers.  

1. Will the probability of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be increased? 

This modification disconnects unused cables from equipment that was spared per a previous DCP 95-2004.  
Disconnecting these unused cables will not affect any accidents described in chapter 15 of the Unit 2 SAR.  

2. Will the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be increased? 

-Te offsite dose consequences will be unaffected by disconnecting and relabeling these unused cables. Since the 
Squipment that these cables are connected to has already been spared, this modification will have no affect on any 

ANO system.  

3. Will the probability of a malfunction of equipment important to safety be increased? 

The equipment that these cables are connected to has already been spared by a previous modification. Since the 
equipment is already spared, disconnection of the cables will not affect the proper functioning of any equipment.  

4. Will the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to safety be increased? 

This modification will not result in any changes to offsite dose due to malfunctions of equipment important to 
safety. Since the equipment to which these cables are connected has been previously spared, the disconnection 
of the cables will have no affect on any plant systems.  

5. Will the possibility of an accident of a different type than previously evaluated in the SAR be created? 

The disconnection and relabeling of these unused cables will not affect any plant systems. Chapter 15 of the Unit 
2 SAR already contains all possible accidents.  

6. Will the possibility of a malfunction of equipment important to safety of a different type than previously 
evaluated in the SAR be created? 

The equipment to which these cables are connected has already been spared per DCP 95-2004. Therefore, this 
change will not affect any ANO systems in any way. No possibility of equipment malfunction is related to this 
activity.  

7. Will the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any technical specification be reduced? 

No margins of safety are affected by this modification. No technical specification basis margins were found which 
were affected, since the scope of these changes is below the level of detail for these documents.  
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Title ANO-2 Containment Cooler Chilled Water Coil Replacement and Fan Pitch Change 

Brief description of proposed change: 

This NCP makes the following changes to the Reactor Building containment coolers 2VSF1A, B, C, D: (1) Reduces the fan blade pitch in order to limit the motor horsepower in a post DBA environment to within the capabilities of the motor which is rated at 75 horsepower, (2) replaces the non-safety related chilled water coils with larger coils having different fin material, (3) repairs/replaces corroded surfaces inside the unit housings, 
(4) installs new emergency mode condensate drains, and (5) makes minor changes to the building drain system associated with the unit normal condensate drains.  

Will the proposed Activity: 

1. Require a change to the Operating License including: 

Technical Specifications (excluding the bases)? YesE- NoE 
Operating License? 

Yes[] NoE 
Confirmatory Orders? 

Yes[] NoE 
2. Result in information in the following SAR documents (including drawings and text) being (a) no longer true or accurate, or (b) violate a requirement stated in the document: 

SAR (multi-volume set for each unit)? YesE No
Core Operating Limits Report? YesE- NoE 
Fire Hazards Analysis? 

Yes'- NoE

Bases of the Technical Specifications? 

Technical Requirements Manual? 

NRC Safety Evaluation Reports? 

3. Involve a test or experiment not described in the SAR? 
(See Attachment 2 for guidance) 

4. Result in a potential impact to the environment? (Complete Environmental 
Impact Determination of this form.) 

5. Result in the need for a Radiological Safety Evaluation per section 6.1.5? 
6. Result in any potential impact to the equipment or facilities 

utilized for Ventilated Storage Cask activities per Section 6.1.6? 
7. Involve a change under 1OCFR50.54 for the following SAR documents 

per Section 6.1.7? 

QAPM? 

E-Plan? 

8. Does this review depend on future NRC approval of other actions? 
(NRC SER, Relief, etc)? (forward change to PSC per 6.3.8 or 6.3.9)

Yes 

Yes[] 

YesE-] 

Yes-I 

YesDl 

Yes--

NoE 

NoE 

Nof• 

NoE 

NoE 

NoE

Yes[] NoE

Yes[] 

Yesfl

NoE 

NoE

YesE NoD
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NC 991522N201 Rev/Change 0 
ARKANSAS NUCLEAR 

10CFR50.59 Determination Continuation I Rev/Change I 0 

Basis for Determination (Questions 1, 2, & 3): 

Basis for Yes answer to Question 8: 

Licensing amendment request 2CAN060003 affects Technical Specification (TIS) 3.6.2.3, Containment Coolinq System, by changing the limiting condition for operation (LCO) to require two (of two) operational cooling units in each group (train). The current LCO for this T/S requires only one operational cooling unit in each group.  Similarly, T/S 4.6.2.3.a.1 will be revised to delete the final clause: "or that one unit in a group has a service water 
flow rate of > 1250 gpm and an operable fan." 

This licensing amendment is needed because the reduced fan flow causes a reduction in the overall cooling capacity of the cooler. After the fan pitch is reduced as described above, a single containment service water 
*cooling unit in a group will no longer have the capacity to remove the amount of heat from containment assumed in the safety analysis. However, with full containment cooling train capability (two cooling units each with its associated fan operable), the heat removal capability exceeds the amount assumed in the safety analysis.  

This Technical Specification change is a result of an engineering decision to limit the accident horsepower demand on the fan motors. With the reduced fan pitch, the peak post-accident horsepower will be reduced and will be very close to the nameplate capability of the containment cooling fan motors, i.e., 75 horsepower. Future modifications that would increase the containment cooler fan motor horsepower could result in restoring Technical 
Specification 3.6.2.3 to its current LCO statement.  

Since there is a possibility that the SER for the 2CAN060003 licensing amendment request will not be received 
prior to the end of 2R14, this 50.59 determination is divided into two sections.  

The first section will be those LBD's that support the licensing amendment request associated with 2CAN060003.  
This 50.59 safety evaluation will be done for these LBD's in the event that the Licensing Amendment is not received in time, but can not be used to justify this modification without additional evaluation, which may include NRC interaction. In this event, station and licensing management will decide whether and how this portion of the safety evaluation is adequate and needed and what other actions are required to safely restart from 2R14.  

The second portion of the LBD's identified in this determination require a 50.59 safety evaluation regardless of the 
licensing amendment request.  

Section I - LBD changqes associated with 2CAN060003 Licensing Amendment request: 

2SAR Section 1.2.2.2 - In the sentence reading" The ESF include (a) independent redundant systems [Containment ... integrity," remove the word 'redundant'. Basis/Justification for change: The containment 
coolers do not have the heat removal capacity of the containment spray system and therefore are not 
redundant to the containment sprays.  

2SAR Section 3.1.4 - Criterion 38 - Containment Heat Removal - Rewite the "Response" to remove the misleading statement that 'either" system will perform the required function. Basis/Justification for change: The containment coolers do not have the heat removal capacity of the containment spray system and therefore are not redundant to the containment sprays. The containment sprays are most effective in reducing pressure and temperature in containment during the initial response to an event where-as the containment 
coolers are most effective for long term mitigation.  

2SAR Figure 3.2-4, P&ID M-2222 sheet 2 (DRN 00-00610) - Replace the Piping & Instrument Diagram Chilled Water System Containment, Turbine & Auxiliary Buildings. Insert revised drawing. Basis/Justification 
for change: This drawing is being revised to show appropriate line class at coil headers.  

2SAR Section 6.2.2 - In the first paragraph add the following as the last sentence of the paragraph: "The CHRSs meet the requirements of GDC 38 as described in Section 3.1.4." Basis/Justification for change: 
Clarification of system function.  
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1 0CFR50.59 Determination Continuation Rev/Change 0 

2SAR Section 6.2.2.1 - In the second paragraph: 1) remove "with sufficient redundancy", 2) replace "any" with .either, 3) delete "A. all four containment.., or,', 4) re-letter "B" and "C" to "A" and "B", 5) revise 'two of the four containment cooling units... loop" to read "one train of CSS and one train of CCS." Basis/Justification for change: The containment coolers do not have the heat removal capacity of the containment spray system and therefore are not redundant to the containment sprays.  

2SAR Section 6.2.2.1.2 - Make the following changes in paragraph 2: 1) in the first sentence, replace "loops" with "trains" and "loop" with "train", 2) replace the balance of the paragraph with "Each train is designed to meet and exceed the heat removal capacity assumed in the safety analysis. The safety analysis assumptions are presented in Table 6.2-81." Basis/Justification for change: This statement is no longer correct because of the reduction in unit cooling capacity due to the change in fan performance.  

2SAR Section 6.2.2.2 - Remove the first sentence "Each system is composed of two identical, redundant, 50 percent capacity loops." Basis/Justification for change: The containment coolers do not have the heat removal capacity of the containment spray system and therefore are not redundant to the containment sprays.  
2SAR Table 6.2-22 - Revise the following: 1) Under "Characteristics" at "Design heat removal..." replace "aunit" with "train', 2) Under "Data" corresponding to Design heat removal.., replace "To be determined" with "See Table 6.2-44", 3) Under "Cooling fluid" remove a) "normal operation" and at same line entry under "Data" remove "chilled water' and b) "emergency operations", 4) Under "Characteristics, Cooling coils" a) add "Emergency" and small case "c" for "Cooling", b) add note "1" at end of "Emergency cooling coils 1" and c) at "normal coils", remove all data associated with normal coils, 5) add new note 1 to read "' For normal cooling coil data, see Section 9.4.2" and 6) remove note 1 at bottom of page. Basis/Justification for change: 
Clarification.  

2SAR Table 6.2-44 - Revise table to show both the safety analysis assumed heat removal and the two unit/train capacity. Basis/Justification for change: Clarification.  

2SAR Section 9.4.5.1 - Make the following changes: 1) in the first paragraph replace the last sentence, "The three cooling units ... Btu/hr.", with "For capacity see Section 9.4.5.2.', 2) in the second paragraph replace the last sentence "Under conditions ... 240 E6 Btu/hr- with "For capacity see Table 6.2-22." Basis/Justification for change: Change is due to the fan pitch change.  

2SAR Section 9.4.5.2 - Make changes in the description of the major system components table for the "Containment Cooling Units" in the data table change the following: 1) Fan Capacity from "30,000" to "27,000", 2) add under "Normal Cooling Coil" between lines for "Type" and "Capacity" line 1 "number" space "four per unit", line 2 "tubes per coil" space "96", line 3 "tube type" space "finned" and line 4 "tube material" space "90/10 cupronickel" and 3) replace data at Emergency Cooling Coil Capacity with "See Table 6.2-22".  Basis/Justification for change: Fan air flow and cooling capacity are reduced by the change in fan blade pitch.  
2SAR Section 9.4.5.3 - Make the following changes: 1) in the first paragraph first sentence, after "The CCS" add ", along with the CSS," and after "LOCA" replace the balance of the sentence with "as described in Section 6.2.2." 2) delete the remaining portion of the first paragrrph and 3) delete the entire second paragraph. Basis/Justification for change: The containment coolers do not have the heat removal capacity of the containment spray system and therefore are not redundant to the containment sprays.  
2SAR Figure 9.4-4, P&ID M-2261 (DRN 00-00683) - Replace the Piping & Instrument Diagram Air Flow & Control Diagram Heating, Ventilating & Air Conditioning Containment Building drawing number M-2261 Sheet 1 Revision 71 with a revised drawing. The revised drawing shows the new condensate drains and revised air distribution flow rates based on the fan pitch change. Basis/Justification for change: The drains will function to mitigate the consequences of a DBA and therefore shall be identified on the appropriate drawing. The reduction in fan total air flow will be reflected in the nominal flow rates shown.  
2SAR Figure 9.4-5 - Delete figure. Basis/Justification for change: This figure reflected historical data.  
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Section II - LBD changes associated with corrections or chilled water coil replacement: 

2SAR Section 6.2.2.2.2.A - In the second sentence of the first paragraph, replace "loops, each capable of providing at least 50 percent of total containment cooling necessary" with "trains which function to reduce temperature and pressure'. Basis/Justification for change: Clarification.  

2SAR Section 6.2.2.2.2.B.1 - In the last sentence, replace "unit" with "fan' and remove "at the fan discharge.  Basis/Justification for change: Two of the fans have a backdraft damper on the inlet side and two have a backdraft damper on the outlet.  

2SAR Section 7.3.1.1.11.3 - Fourth paragraph, Remove entire paragraph as follows "The CCS is designed and analyzed for operation with three of the four coolers in service. During normal operation, four containment coolers are operating with chilled water being circulated through the normal cooling coils.' Basis/Justification for change: The system normal operating information is contained in SAR Section 9.4.5.  
2SAR Section 9.4.5.2 - Make the following changes: 1) a) in the second paragraph, at the end of the sentence "Three drain ports..." add "for normal condensate removal.", then add sentence "Emergency condensate is removed via a sump, located in the fan section of the unit, connected to piping which drains to below the units.', b) in the last sentence, replace the words "accommodate" with "remove' and 'out of" with "from*, 2) delete the fourth paragraph, 3) in the description of the major system components table for the "Containment Cooling Units" in the data table change under 'Normal Cooling Coil Capacity, Btulhr replace 1.3 with 1.66 Basis/Justification for change: 1) NCP 991522N201 Rev. 0 adds emergency drain piping to the unit coolers and 2) the chilled water coils are replaced with larger coils.  
2SAR Section 9.4.5.3 - Replace the last sentence of paragraph four, "The condensate is drained through drain ports so that the cooling coils are protected from flooding' with "The condensate is removed in a manne that allows for the required heat removal capacity of the coils to be maintained.' Basis/Justification fP change: The ports, originally installed for condensate removal, are replaced by the NCP with a piped draiý system.  

2SAR Figure 11.2-1, P&ID M-2213 sheet 8 (DRN 00-00710) - Replace the Piping & Instrument Diagram Liquid Radioactive Waste System Reactor Building All Elevations. Insert revised drawing.  Basis/Justification for change: This drawing is being revised to show new flanges and drain valves for the traps on the piping exiting the containment coolers.  

3) This NCP only involves tests which are included in SAR Chapter 14 "CONTAINMENT HVAC SYSTEM".  
0 Proposed change does not require IOCFR50.59 Evaluation per Attachment 1, Item # (If checked, note appropriate item #, send LDCR to Licensing).  

PAGE- REV. 0



I NC 991522N201 Rev/Change 0 
ARKANSAS NUCLEAR ONE 

.59 Determination ContinuationI Rev/Change 0 

Search Scope: 

List sections reviewed in the Licensing Basis Documents specified in questions 1, 2 and 3. If search was performed on LRS, the LRS search index should be entered under "Section" with the search statement(s) used in parentheses. Controlled hard copies of the documents shall be reviewed (LRS is not verified and searches only text, not figures or drawings). Attach and distribute a completed LDCR per Section 6.1.2 if LBD changes are 
required.

Document Section

LRS: 2_-5059 (containment cooling, 2vchla, 2vchlb, chiller, chilled water, chill water, 1250, 30000, containment cooler, ccs air cooler, 2VSF, containment service water cooling coil, copper, cswcc, ccs w/30 css, redundant w/30 spray, redundant w/30 cooler, redundant w/30 css, redundant w/30 ccs) 

MANUAL SECTIONS: SAR 6.2, 9.4, 14.0, TS 3.4.6 

FIGURES: SAR 6.2-all, 9.4-all

Certi d Reviewer's Signature 

R vier's certification expiration date: 

Assistance provided by:

Printed Name Date

Printed Name 
J. R. Jones

Scope of Assistance 
LRS Searches, SAR markups, and document draft

if performed by Technical Reviewer per 1000.006) 

Printed Name D oe
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT DETERMINATION 
(UNIT I and UNIT 2) 

Document No. 991522N201 Rev./Change No. 0 
Complete the following Determination. If the answer to any item below is "Yes", an Environmental Evaluation is 
required. See Section 6.1.4 for additional guidance.  

Will the Activity being evaluated: 

Yes No 

0 0] Disturb land that is beyond that initially disturbed during construction (i.e., new construction of buildings, creation or removal of ponds, or other terrestrial impact)? See Unit 2 SAR Figure 2.5-17. This applies only to areas outside the protected area.  
0 0] Increase thermal discharges to lake or atmosphere? 
0 0] Increase concentration of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or tower? 

O] ] Increase quantity of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or tower? 

0 0 Modify the design or operation of cooling tower which will change drift characteristics? 
S [0 Install any new transmission lines leading offsite? 

ID [] Change the design or operation of the intake or discharge structures? 
13 Z Discharges any chemicals new or different from that previously discharged? 
0 0 Potentially cause a spill or unevaluated discharge which may effect neighboring soils, surface water or ground water? 
0 0 Involve burying or placement of any solid wastes in the site area which may effect runoff, surface water or ground water? 
O 0 Involve incineration or disposal of any potentially hazardous materials on the ANO site? 
O 0 Result in a change to nonradiological effluents or licensed reactor power level? 
E0 0 Potentially change the type or increase the amount of non-radiological air emissions from the ANO site.  
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991522N201, Rev. 0 ARKANSAS NUCLEAR ONE Page 1 FORM TITLE: 1 FORM NO. RV.  
10CFR50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION 1000.131 B 003-04-0 

This Document contains 1 Page.

Document No. 991522N201 Rev./Change No. 0 1OCFR50.59 Eval. No. r#0DO#017 
(Assigned by PSC) Title ANO-2 Containment Cooler Chilled Water Coil Replacement 

A WRITTEN RESPONSE PROVIDING THE BASIS FOR THE ANSWER TO EACH QUESTION MUST BE ATTACHED. EACH QUESTION MUST BE ANSWERED SEPARATELY. A SIMPLE STATEMENT OF CONCLUSION IS NOT SUFFICIENT. ATTACHMENT 2 PROVIDES GUIDANCE FOR RESPONSE.  

If the answer to any question on this form is "Yes," then an unreviewed safety question is involved. If the answer to all questions is "No," then the proposed change does not involve an unreviewed safety question.  

1. Will the probability of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be Yes D No Z 
increased? 

2. Will the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR Yes E No 0 
be increased? 

3. Will the probability of a malfunction of equipment important to safety Yes E No 0 
be increased? 

4. Will the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to Yes E No 0 
safety be increased? 

5. Will the possibility of an accident of a different type than any previously Yes E No 0 
evaluated in the SAR be created? 

6. Will the possibility of a malfunction of equipment important to safety of Yes fl No 0 
a different type than any previously evaluated in the SAR be created? 

7. Will the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any technical Yes [ No 0 
specification be reduced? 

C rtified Reviewer's Signature Printed Name Date 

Re ew r's certification expiration date: - SZ/o I

Assistance provided by: 

Printed Name 
J. R. Jones

Scope of Assistance 
Additional searches; draft determination & evaluatior

Date 
n 

Date: •t
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PSC review by:
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ARKANSAS NUCLEAR ONE 

I 0CFR50.59 REVIEW CONTINUATION I I 

1OCFR50.59 Safety Evaluation Continuation 

Basis for the "No" answers to the seven safety evaluation questions: 

1 The containment heat removal system (CHRS) consists of the containment 
spray system (CSS) and the containment cooling system (CCS). The CCS consists of safety related containment service water cooling coils (CSWCCs), non-safety related containment chilled water cooling coils (CCWCCs) and safety related containment cooler fans (CCFs). The safety-related portion of the CHRS is used to mitigate the consequences of LOCAs and feedwater and main steam line breaks. The NCP modifies 
systems, structure and equipment (SSEs) in the CCS only.  

There are no credible ways in which the SSEs that comprise the CCS can 
become accident initiators.  

Analysis demonstrates that the change in CCWCC size does not adversely affect the coil's ability to withstand a postulated seismic event and all CCS 
SSEs remain either seismically qualified or evaluated for seismic Il/I 
considerations. Therefore, they will not initiate an accident due to a seismic or any other event nor increase the probability of an accident.  

2. Post LOCA peak containment pressure is the most significant challenge to containment integrity and therefore to the possibility of increasing the dose 
consequences of an accident.  

The CSWCCs have a smaller contribution than the CSSs in controlling peak containment pressure The CSWCCs are, however, significant to long-term (30-day) containment pressure and temperature reduction.  

The fan pitch change will decrease the thermal performance of an individual fan/coil unit during post DBA. However, as described in the safety determination section, Technical Specification 3.6.2.3 is being revised to require that both units in each cooling train to be operational.  (The T/S change provides the basis for the "Yes" answer to determination 
question #8).  

The accident analysis assumes the heat removal capacity equivalent to one CSWCC per train operating. With the reduced fan flow described above and with the revised technical specification requiring both units, the performance of a CSWCC train will exceed the heat removal assumed in the safety analysis. This will result in lowering containment pressure anJ therefore reducing the challenge due to containment peak pressure.  

The new CCWCCs increase the amount of copper inside containment and therefore increase the potential for post-accident hydrogen generation.  
2SAR Table 6.2-28 will be revised accordingly. The hydrogen generation potential increases by a moderate amount but the 50.59 aspect of this will be addressed in a separate safety evaluation that will be in the 991864E223 response that will be part of 991864N201, Containment 
Uprate.  

The design for the normal and emergency drains improve the capability for removing condensate from the CCSs, thereby assuring that all coil surfaces are available for heat transfer. The repairs to corroded surface.  
improve the structural strength of the CCSs. PAGE REV. 0
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1 0CFR50.59 REVIEW CONTINUATION I I 

Therefore, the consequences of previously evaluated accidents have not 
increased.  

3. The change in fan pitch reduces the horsepower load on the motors and thereby reduces the probability of a malfunction of the motors.  

Post-modification testing of the CCFs will assure that they functioning 
properly and their performance, together with the performance of the CSWCCs, exceed that assumed in the safety analysis. In addition, the CCFs are used for normal containment cooling and will be tested for in conjunction with the modification to the CCWCCs. This testing and the 
normal use of the CCFs will provide added assurance that the fans are 
reliable.  

The modification to the non-safety chilled water coils maintains its seismic 
Il/I design.  

All other modifications improve the capability or strength of the CCSs and that there will be no increase in the probability of malfunction of this 
important to safety (ITS) equipment.  

4. The modifications to the CCS do not adversely affect the failure modes and effects analysis for the system. The safety analysis assumes a loss of an EDG or the loss of a single train of containment spray. The revised technical specifications ensure that the CCS maintains the required thermal performance post accident. In either case the surviving CHRSs will perform the safety related function assumed in the safety analysis.  Therefore, the consequences of a malfunction of ITS equipment are not 
changed.  

5. The modifications do not utilize or introduce any new or unusual SSE, design feature or anything that could possibly create a new or different type of accident. The modifications require well known and conventional technologies and the function of the system has not been altered. These 
can not create a different type of accident.  

6. The proposed activity does not change the basic functions required of the affected SSEs nor does it introduce new or different interactions between 
SSEs not previously evaluated. The malfunctions of the affected equipment are bounded by the single failure analysis, which remains unaffected by this change. The possibility of creating a different type of malfunction than previously evaluated, therefore, does not exist.  

7. The applicable technical specification basis is 3/4/6.2.3. The basis states that the operability of the CCS ensures that: (1) containment air temperature will be maintained within limits during normal operation and (2) adequate post-LOCA heat removal capacity is available when the CCS is used in conjunction with the CSS. The new CCWCCs have increase surface area for heat transfer, and have better thermal performance characteristics over the current CCWCCs and will improve margins for the first criteria even with the reduced fan flow. The use of two CSWCCs per group, each with an associated fan, has been demonstrated by analyses cited in the NCP, to exceed the thermal performance criteria required for containment uprate and the current safety analysis and, as such, provide 
the margin to safety as stated in this basis.  

PAG 1hi. RV



121



1 991638N201 ARKANSAS NUCLEAR ONE Page 3 FORM TITLE: FORM NO. REV.  
10CFR60.59 DETERMINATION 1000.131A 3 PC-1

Document No. 991638N201 Rev./Change No. 0 

Title Pump Casing EFW Vent Valve Addition.

Brief description of proposed change: PAGE 5L REV 0 

NC 991638N201 modifies the 1/2" tubing shaft seal re-circulation line, on the Unit 2 EFW pumps 2P7A and 
2P7B, to add normally closed isolation tubing vent valves (one per pump) so that the shaft seal re-circulation 
lines may be vented to prevent air entrapment following maintenance of the pumps. The addition of these vent 
valves will require revising P&ID M-2204, Sh 4 (SAR Fig. 10.4-2).

Will the proposed Activity: 

1. Require a change to the Operating License including: 

Technical Specifications (excluding the bases)? 

Operating License? 

Confirmatory Orders? 

2. Result in information in the following SAR documents (including drawings and text) being 
(a) no longer true or accurate, or (b) violate a requirement stated in the document: 

SAR (mumti-volume set for each unit)? 

Core Operating Limits Report? 

Fire Hazards Analysis? 

Bases of the Technical Specifications? 

Technical Requirements Manual? 

NRC Safety Evaluation Reports? 

3. Involve a test or experiment not described in the SAR? 
(See Attachment 2 for guidance) 

4. Result in a potential impact to the environment? (Complete Environmental 
Impact Determination of this form.) 

5. Result in the need for a Radiological Safety Evaluation per section 6.1.5? 

6. Result in any potential impact to the equipment or facilities 
utilized for Ventilated Storage Cask activities per Section 6.1.6? 

7. Involve a change under 1OCFR50.54 for the following SAR documents 
per Section 6.1.7? 

QAMO? 

E-Plan?

Yes[] 

YesE

Yes7 

YesZ 

YesE-' 

Yes--'] 

Yes[] 

Yes' 

Yes[:] 

Yes[] 

YesEi

Yes[I

NoCE 

NoE 

NoE 

NoD 

NoCE 

NoE 

NoE 

NoZ 

NoE 

NoZ 

NoE 

NoE

YesE- NoE

Yesfl

Yes-I

NOE 

No(Q
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991638N201 

FORM TITLE:
ARKANSAS NUCLEAR ONE 

10CFR50.59 DETERMINATION
rK)RM NO.  

1000.131A

Document No. 991638N201 

Basis for Determination (Questions 1, 2, & 3):

Rev./Change No. 0 ER991638 N201 

PAGE 5 RE V 0

1. A review of the Unit 2 Technical Specifications, Operating License, and Confirmatory Orders using LRS and a 
HARD copy of these documents did not reveal any sections that would be affected by the change in the seal 
Recirculation lines for 2P-7A/B.  

2. A review of all the documents listed in Question 2 was performed using LRS and a HARD copy of the Unit 2 
SAR. SAR Figure 10.4-2 will be revised to show the new vent valves (one per pump) on pumps 2P-7A & 2P-7B.  

3. The addition of a vent valve on the seal recirculation lines on pumps 2P-7A & 2P-7B will not involve a test or 
experiment not described in the SAR. All testing associated with this installation will be in accordance with 
approved ANO procedures.  

[ Proposed change does not require 1 0CFR50.59 Evaluation per Attachment 1, Item # . (If checked, note 
appropriate item #, send LDCR to Licensing).  

Search Scope: 

List sections reviewed in the Licensing Basis Documents specified in questions 1, 2 and 3. If search was 
performed on LRS; the LRS search index should be entered under "Section" with the search statement(s) used in 
parentheses. Controlled hard copies of the documents shall be reviewed (LRS is not verified and searches only 
text, not figures or drawings). Attach and distribute a completed LDCR per Section 6.1.2 if LBD changes are 
required.

Document Section 10.4.9

LRS: All (EFW. 2D-7a. 2D-7a/b)

MANUAL SECTIONS: Unit 2 SAR T.O.C. and Section 10.4.9

=FIG ES: 10.4-2 

Reviewer's certification expiration date:

Gary W. Liffick 
Printed Name 

1/9/2000

Assistance provided by:

Printed Name 
Steve Bonner

Scope of Assistance 
Technical Input

9/17/99 
Date

Date 
9/17/99

Search Scope Review Acceptability (NA, if performed by Technical Reviewer per 1000.006) 

Certified Reviewer's Signature Printed Name Date

Page 4 

REV.  
3 PC-I, 2

I



991638N201 ARKANSAS NUCLEAR ONE Page 5 
FORM TITLE: FORM NO. REV.  

10CFR50.59 DETERMINATION 1000.131A '3 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT DETERMINATION 
(UNIT I and UNIT 2) E R9 916 3 8 NZ 01 

Document No. 991638N201 Rev./Change No. 0 P AG E 6 R E V 0 

Complete the following Determination. If the answer to any item below is "Yes", an Environmental Evaluation is 
required. See Section 6.1.4 for additional guidance.  

Will the Activity being evaluated: 

Yes No 

Disturb land that is beyond that initially disturbed during construction (i.e., new construction of 
buildings, creation or removal of ponds, or other terrestrial impact)? See Unit 2 SAR Figure 
2.5-17. This applies only to areas outside the protected area.  

Increase thermal discharges to lake or atmosphere? 

E [ Increase concentration of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or 
tower? 

0 Increase quantity of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or 
tower? 

El 0 Modify the design or operation of cooling tower which will change drift characteristics? 

0 [] Install any new transmission lines leading offsite? 

E 0 Change the design or operation of the intake or discharge structures? 

01 Discharges any chemicals new or different from that previously discharged? 

01 Potentially cause a spill or unevaluated discharge which may effect neighboring soils, surface 
water or ground water? 

[ 0 Involve burying or placement of any solid wastes in the site area which may effect runoff, 
surface water or ground water? 

E 0] Involve incineration or disposal of any potentially hazardous materials on the ANO site? 

S 0] Result in a change to nonradiological effluents or licensed reactor power level? 

E 0] Potentially change the type or increase the amount of non-radiological air emissions from the 
ANO site.



ARKANSAS NUCLEAR ONE Pae 1 
FORM TITLE: FORM NO. REV.  

I 0CFR50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION 1000.131B 3 PC-2

Document No. 991638N201 Rev./Change No.  

Title Pump Casing EFW Vent Valve Addition

ER991638 NZ01 

PAGE 7 REV 0 
0 1OCFR50.59 Eval. No.  

(Assigned by PSC)

FPF9I 
qq?- q3ý

A WRITTEN RESPONSE PROVIDING THE BASIS FOR THE ANSWER TO EACH QUESTION MUST BE 
ATTACHED. EACH QUESTION MUST BE ANSWERED SEPARATELY. A SIMPLE STATEMENT OF 
CONCLUSION IS NOT SUFFICIENT. ATTACHMENT 2 PROVIDES GUIDANCE FOR RESPONSE.  

If the answer to any question on this form is "Yes," then an unreviewed safety question is involved. If the answer 
to all questions is "No," then the proposed change does not involve an unreviewed safety question.

1. Will the probability of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be 
increased? 

The existing pump seal recirculation lines are not considered an accident 
initiator in the accident analysis, nor do they impact the recovery actions for 
evaluated accidents. A failure of one of the added vent valves would not be 
any different from a failure of the seal line that it is attached to. Therefore, 
the probability of a previously evaluated accident will not be increased.  

2. Will the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR 
be increased? 

The consequences of any accident analyzed in the SAR will neither 
increase nor decrease as a result of this modification. A failure of one of 
the added vent valves will not be any different than a failure of the existing 
seal lines. The consequences of an evaluated accident will remain 
unchanged.  

3. Will the probability of a malfunction of equipment important to safety be 
increased? 

All new fittings and components associated with this Nuclear Change meet 
or exceed the specifications of the existing piping system. A failure of one 
of the added valves or fittings will not be any different than a failure of the 
existing seal lines. The probability of a malfunction of equipment important 
to safety will remain unchanged.  

4. Will the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to 
safety be increased? 

The consequences of a failure of EFW remains unchanged by this 
modification. The installation of fittings associated with this Nuclear 
Change neither increases nor decreases the consequences of a 
malfunction of components important to safety.

Yes El No ER

Yes El No 0

Yes 0 No []

Yes 0 No N
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FORM TITLE: FORM NO. REV.  
1 0CFR50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION 1000.131 B 3 PC-2

ER991638 NZO1 

PAGE 8 REV 0

5. Will the possibility of an accident of a different type than any previously 
evaluated in the SAR be created? 

The addition of a vent valve to the EFW pump recirculation lines will permit 
easier venting of these lines, but will not affect their operational 
characteristics. The vent valve associated with each EFW pump will be 
normally closed and capped. The possibility of an accident of a different 
type than previously evaluated will not be created.  

6. Will the possibility of a malfunction of equipment important to safety of a 
different type than any previously evaluated in the SAR be created? 

installation of these vent valves and fittings will not create a credible new 
type of malfunction of the EFW pumps or their re-circulation piping. This 
modification will only make it easier to vent the recirculation lines.  

7. Will the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any technical 
specification be reduced? 

The modifications associated with this Nuclear Change will not affect the 
margin of safety as defined in the bases for any Technical Specifications.  
The function of the EFW System is not affected by this Nuclear Change.  
Likewise, no Technical Specification margin of safety is reduced.

Yes [E No Z

Yes EI No 0

Yes [1 No 0

C tii eviewertolat-ure

Reviewer's certification expiration date:

Gary W. Liffick 
Printed Name

1/9/2000

Assistance provided by:

Printed Name 
Steve Bonner Technical

Scope of Assistance

PSC review by:

9/20/99 
Date

Date 
9/20/99

Date: '/•/.
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This Document contains 3 Pages.  
Document No. 991782N201 Rev./Change No. 0

Title SW Pipe Replacement to Control Room Emergency Chillers

Brief description of proposed change: 

The 4" Service Water supply and return piping to the Control Room Emergency Chillers 2VE-1A and 2VE-1B is currently carbon steel. This piping has experienced significant degradation due to corrosion. This piping requires replacement and an upgrade to stainless steel to resolve the current problems and to prevent future degradation. A new, normally locked open isolation valve will be added in each of the 4" supply and return lines near the 8" headers. Additionally, a one inch drain line and drain valve will be added near each of the new isolation valves. The work on the Service Water piping system will be done during an outage with the appropriate portions of the Service Water piping tagged out of service. Instructions are provided on Form NC-2 to provide temporary supports and take precautions to protect the operable loop of Service Water piping during construction in order to meet Technical Specification requirements. A separate 50.59 review will be included with the Installation Plan which will specifically address the installation and testing associated with ER 991782N201.

Will the proposed Activity: 

1. Require a change to the Operating License including: 

Technical Specifications (excluding the bases)? 

Operating License?

Confirmatory Orders?

SL .. 7 N .0

r r. REV C

2. Result in information in the following SAR documents (including drawings and text) being 
(a) no longer true or accurate, or (b) violate a requirement stated in the document: 

SAR (multi-volume set for each unit)? 

Core Operating Limits Report? 

Fire Hazards Analysis?

Bases of the Technical Specifications? 

Technical Requirements Manual?

NRC Safety Evaluation Reports? 

3. Involve a test or experiment not described in the SAR? 
(See Attachment 2 for guidance) 

4. Result in a potential impact to the environment? (Complete Environmental 
Impact Determination of this form.) 

5. Result in the need for a Radiological Safety Evaluation per section 6.1.5? 

6. Result in any potential impact to the equipment or facilities 
utilized for Ventilated Storage Cask activities per Section 6.1.6? 

7. Involve a change under 10CFR50.54 for the following SAR documents 
per Section 6.1.7? 

QAPM? 

E-Plan? 

8. Does this review depend on future NRC approval of other actions? 
(NRC SER, Relief, etc)? (forward change to PSC per 6.3.8 or 6.3.9)

YesE] No[Q 

Yes•l No0 

Yes[] Noo

Yes[E Nol

YesEl No[E 

Yesr-- NoQ 

Yes[- No; 

Yes- Noo 

YesE3 NoZ 

YesEr No[j 

YesEr Noo 

Yes[] Noo 

YesEr No0 

Yes- No; 

YesE- No[Z 

Yes[-J No[



ARKANSAS NUCLEAR ONE Page 2 
FORM TITLE: FORM NO. REV.  10CFR50.59 DETERMINATION 1000.131A ! 0103-04-0 

Document No. 991782N201 Rev./Change No. 0 

Basis for Determination (Questions 1, 2, & 3): 

1. The modifications do not affect the Operating License. Instructions are provided in the Nuclear Change write up Form NC-2 to protect the operable loop of Service Water piping during construction in order to meet Technical 
Specification requirements.  
2. SAR Figure 9.2-1 will be revised to reflect the new valves and piping line classes. SAR paragraph 9.2.1.2.2.4 will be revised to delete the statement that portions of the supply and return headers for the Control Room 
Emergency Condensing are carbon steel.  
3. The testing involved in this Nuclear Change is routine according to existing plant procedures. The testing 
therefore does not constitute an infrequently performed test or experiment.  

El Proposed change does not require 1 OCFR50.59 Evaluation per Attachment 1, Item # ý (If checked, note 

appropriate item #, send LDCR to Licensing).  

Search Scope: 

List sections reviewed in the Licensing Basis Documents specified in questions 1, 2 and 3. If search was performed on LRS, the LRS search index should be entered under "Section" with the search statement(s) used in parentheses. Controlled hard copies of the documents shall be reviewed (LRS is not verified and searches only text, not figures or drawings). Attach and distribute a completed LDCR per Section 6.1.2 if LBD changes are 
required.  

Document Section 

LRS: 2 5059 (control room emergency condens*. 2VE*1I* 2*hbc*, 2*hcc*, service water w/1 0 pip. sw* w/1 0 pio*.  
pip* replac*), 1 5059 (2VE*. "control room" w/20 "air conditioning'" 

MANUAL SECTIONS: 2SAR 9.2.1. 2SAR Table 9.2-1, 2SAR 9.4.1. 2TS 3.6.4.1. 2TS 3.7.6.1, 2TS 3.7.3.1. 2TS 
3.8.1.1. 2TS 3.8.1.2. 1SAR 1.7.2, 1SAR 9.7.2.1 1 TS 3.9. 1TS 4.10 

FIGURES: 2SAR 9.2-1 

? C---1" "- - - Keith Butler 6/14/00 Certified Reviewers Signature Printed Name Date 

Reviewer's certification expiration date: 3/25/01 

Assistance provided by: 

Printed Name Scope of Assistance Date 
N/A 

Search Scope Review Acceptability (NA, if performed by Technical Reviewer per 1000.006) 

Certified Reviewers Signatur Printed Naye ate 

NC .991782N201

PAGE 8 REV 0



ARKANSAS NUCLEAR ONE Page 3 
FORM TITLE: FORM NO. REV.  

10CFR50.59 DETERMINATION 1000.131A 003-04-0 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT DETERMINATION 
(UNIT 1 and UNIT 2) 

Document No. 991782N201 Rev./Change No. 0 
Complete the following Determination. If the answer to any item below is "Yes", an Environmental Evaluation is 
required. See Section 6.1.4 for additional guidance.  

Will the Activity being evaluated: 

Yes No 

E 0] Disturb land that is beyond that initially disturbed during construction (i.e., new construction of 
buildings, creation or removal of ponds, or other terrestrial impact)? See Unit 2 SAR Figure 
2.5-17. This applies only to areas outside the protected area.  

] 0] Increase thermal discharges to lake or atmosphere? 

E 0] Increase concentration of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or 
tower? I 

El Z Increase quantity of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or 
tower? 

E 0] Modify the design or operation of cooling tower which will change drift characteristics? 

El Z Install any new transmission lines leading offsite? 

E 0 Change the design or operation of the intake or discharge structures? 

E 0 Discharges any chemicals new or different from that previously discharged? 

E 0 Potentially cause a spill or unevaluated discharge which may effect neighboring soils, surface 
water or ground water? 

E] 0 Involve burying or placement of any solid wastes in the site area which may effect runoff, 
surface water or ground water? 

0 Involve incineration or disposal of any potentially hazardous materials on the ANO site? 

El Z Result in a change to nonradiological effluents or licensed reactor power level? 

El 0 Potentially change the type or increase the amount of non-radiological air emissions from the 
ANO site.  

NC 991782N201 

PAGE q REV 0



991782N201 ARKANSAS NUCLEAR ONE Page 1 FORM TITLE: FORiM- NO. EV 
I OCFR5O.59 SAFETY EVALUATION 1000.1317B 003-04-0 

This Document contains 2 Pages.
Document No. ER 991782N201 

Title SW Pipe Replacement to Control Rooi

Rev./Change No. 0 1OCFR50.59 Eval. No. Fr)k -'0'7 a 
(Assigned by PSC)

A WRITTEN RESPONSE PROVIDING THE BASIS FOR THE ANSWER TO EACH QUESTION MUST BE ATTACHED. EACH QUESTION MUST BE ANSWERED SEPARATELY. A SIMPLE STATEMENT OF CONCLUSION IS NOT SUFFICIENT. ATTACHMENT 2 PROVIDES GUIDANCE FOR RESPONSE.  
If the answer to any question on this form is "Yes," then an unreviewed safety question is involved. If the answer to all questions is "No," then the proposed change does not involve an unreviewed safety question.

1. Will the probability of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be 
increased? 

This Nuclear Change does not change the operation or function of the 
Service Water system, and the new piping follows the same routing as the existing piping. The material condition of the service water system will be improved as a result of this modification. The new piping has been qualified 
in accordance with the ASME Code, Section III, Class 3 for the applicable 
loads including Seismic category 1 loads. Therefore the probability of an 
accident previously evaluated in the SAR will not be increased.  

2. Will the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR 
be increased? 

The Service Water system operation will not be changed by this Nuclear 
Change. There will be no change to the mitigating function of the Service 
Water system as a result of this change. Therefore, the consequences of 
an accident previously evaluated in the SAR will not be increased.  

3. Will the probability of a malfunction of equipment important to safety be 
increased? 

This Nuclear Change will improve the material condition of the Service 
Water piping. The isolation valves added will be locked open and will not affect the operation of the system. The new piping will follow the same 
routing as the existing piping, so there will be no affect on redundancy or separation considerations. Therefore the probability of a malfunction of 
equipment important to safety will not be increased.  

4. Will the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to 
safety be increased? 

The Service Water system will not be operated in a different way as a result 
of this modification, and the material condition of the service water piping 
will be improved. Nothing will be done by this Nuclear Change that will 
affect any equipment important to safety other than the service water piping. This Nuclear Change will not change the method of failure of any piece of equipment or cause a different type of accident than analyzed in 
the SAR. Therefore the consequences of a malfunction of equipment 
important to safety will not be increased.  

5. Will the possibility of an accident of a different type than any previously 
evaluated in the SAR be created? 

Nothing will be done by this Nuclear Change that will affect any equipment 
other than the service water piping. "Loss of Service Water System" has

Yes El No [2

Yes ED No 0

Yes El No 2

Yes [I No 0

Yes E3 No 

NC Q91782NZ01
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1 OCFR50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION

been evaluated in section 15.1.30 of the SAR. The new piping will follow 
the same routing as the existing piping, so there will be no affect on 
redundancy or separation considerations. The existing evaluation in the 
SAR is adequate and will not be changed as a result of this Nuclear 
Change. Therefore the possibility of an accident of a different type than any 
previously evaluated in the SAR will not be created.

6. Will the possibility of a malfunction of equipment important to safety of a 
different type than any previously evaluated in the SAR be created? 

Nothing will be done by this Nuclear Change that will affect any equipment 
other than the service water piping. "Loss of Service Water System" has 
already been evaluated in section 15.1.30 of the SAR. Nothing will be done 
by this Nuclear Change that could create a malfunction of equipment 
important to safety of a different type than what has already been evaluated 
in the SAR.  

7. Will the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any technical 
specification be reduced?

Yes E No 

Yes 0 No

There are no margins of safety as defined in the basis for any technical 
specification associated with the service water piping affected by this 
Nuclear Change. Therefore the margin of safety as defined in the basis for 
any technical specification will not be reduced.  

Note: This 50.59 evaluation is specifically for the final modified configuration. A separate 50.59 review will be included with the Installation Plan which will specifically address the installation and testing associated with ER 
991782N201.

Certified Reviewer's Signature

Reviewer's certification expiration date:

Keith Butler 
Printed Name

6-16-00 
Date

3/25/01

Assistance provided by:

Printed Name Scope of Assistance 
N/A

PSC review by:

Date

Date:

S" •'5 

:,v 0EVO
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Page 
Document No. PC 963056P201 Rev./Change No. 0 

Title Startup & Blowdown Demeneralizer Resin on Resin Mod 

Will the proposed Activity: PC 96 
PAGE '2 REVO 

1. Require a change to the Operating License including: 

Technical Specifications (excluding the bases)? Yes E] No 0 
Operating License? 

Yes E NoO 
Confirmatory Orders? 

Yes 0 No0 
2. Result in information in the following SAR documents (including drawings and text) being (a) no 

longer true or accurate, or (b) violate a requirement stated in the document: 
Core Operating Limits Report? 

Yes 11 No 0 
SAR (multi-volume set for each unit)? 

Yes 0 No C 
QAMO?* 

Yes E NoO 
E-Plan?* 

Yes El No 0 
FHA 

Yes C No 0 
Bases of the Technical Specifications? 

Yes C No .  
NRC Safety Evaluation Reports? 

Yes El No 0 
3. Involve a test or experiment not described in the SAR? Yes C No 0 
4. Result in a potential impact to the environment? (Complete the Environmental Impact Checklist of this form.) Yes C No 0 
5. Result in the need for a Radiological Safety Evaluation 

per section 6.2.4.a? 
Yes C No 0 

6. Result in any potential impact to the equipment or facilities utilized for Ventilated Storage Cask activities per section 6.2.4.b? Yes C No [ 
Basis for Determination: 

The Startup & Blowdown Demineralizer System is shown on UJ2 SAR Fig. 10.4-7 (P&D) M-2229 Sh. 1) 
This PC installs piping and several valves. The SAR Figure and P&ID will need to be revised to show the new piping and valves.  
No other cnanges to the LBDs will be necessary. The text of the SAR will not require revision.  1. The TS, OL, and Confimatory Orders were reviewed and no sections require revision. The review included tables and figures; it was determined that this PC does not affect these documents.  2. This PC will have no impact on the Core Operating Limits Report. This PC will require revision of the U2 SAR (Fig. 6.2-17).  This PC will not require changes to the QAMO, the E-plan, the FHA, Bases of the Technical Specifications, or the NRC Safety 

Evaluation Reports.  
3. This PC does not change the function of any system and does not involve any test or experiment.  4. The environmental checklist was reviewed and this PC has no environmental effects.  5. This PC does not involve processing radioactive material or impact monitored effluent release points.  6. There is no potential impact to Ventulated Storage Cask equipment or procedures.  

* Changes to these documents require an evaluation in accordance with 10CFR50.54.  
See Section 6.2.1.B.  

FO R M T IT L E : 
F R dR V FORM NO. REV.  

l0CFR50.59 DETERMINATION 1000.131A 2 PC-2,3



Document No. PC 963056P201 Rev./Change No.

References: List sections reviewed in the Licensing Basis Documents, specified in questions 1, 2 and 3. If a keyword search 
was done on LRS, "all" may be entered under "Section" with the keyword(s) used in parentheses. Controlled hard copies of the documents shall be reviewed as computer-based searches such as LRS are not controlled and 
search text only, not figures or drawings. Attach a completed LDCR if LBD ch are reuired.  

PC i aeoe PC6309"6F201 
Document Section PAGE q'3 REV 0 
U2 Tech Specs All ("Demineralizer. Resin, startup/blowdown) 
U2 Operating License 
U2 Confirm. Orders 
Core Op Lim Report 
U2 SAR " Fig. 10.4-7 
QAMO 
E-Plan 
FHA 
U2 Tech Spec Bases 
NRC SERs

Gary W. Liffick 
Printed Name

's certification expiration date:

3/19/97 
Date

1/15/98

Assistance provided by:

Printed Name 

Sandy McGregor

Scope of Assistance 

Technical Input

I FORM TITLE: , ........

10CFR50.59 DETERMINATION
FOuM NO.  

1000.131A

0

Page

Date 

3/19/97

IREV. 2 1I
I



Document No. PC 963056P201 Rev./Change No.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT CHECKLIST 
(UNIT 1 and UNIT 2) 

Complete the following checklist If the answer to any checklist item is "Yes", an Environmental Evaluation is required. See Section 6.2.1.E for additional guidance.

Will the Activity being evaluated:

Yes No 

E - Disturb land that is beyond that initially disturbed during 
construction (i.e., new construction of buildings, creation or 
removal of ponds, or other terrestrial impact)? See Unit 2 SAR 
Figu re 2.5-17. This applies only to areas outside the protected 
area.  

El 1Z Increase thermal discharges to lake or atmosphere? 

El 0 Increase concentration of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere 
through discharge canal or tower?

11 Z Increase quantity of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere 
through discharge canal or tower?

PC 963056PZD0 
PAGE ý,11 REVO

El 0] Modify the design or operation of cooling tower which will change 

drift characteristics? 

El 0] Install any new transmission lines leading offsite?

l 1Z Change the design or operation of the intake or discharge 
structures?

El [Discharges any chemicals new or different from that previously 
discharged?

1-] 0 Potentially cause a spill or unevaluated discharge which may 
effect neighboring soils, surface water or ground water?_

El 0] Involve burying or placement of any molid wastes in the site area 
which may effect runoff, surface water or ground water?

El 0

El 0

Involve incineration or disposal of any potentially hazardous 
materials on the ANO site? 

Result in a change to nonradiological effluents or licensed Reactor 
power level? 

Potentially change the type or increase the amount of non
radiological air emissions from the ANO site.

I FORM TITLE:

10CFR50.59 DETERMINATION
FORM NO.  

1000.131A

0

Page

I REV.  

2

I



PagePC 963056P201 Rev./Change No.

Title

0 10CFR50.59 Eval. No.  
(Assigned by PSC)

Startup & Blowdown Demineralizer Resin on Resin Mod

A WRITTEN RESPONSE PROVIDING THE BASIS FOR THE ANSWER TO EACH QUESTION MUST BE 
ATTACHED. EACH QUESTION MUST BE ANSWERED SEPARATELY. A SIMPLE STATEMENT OF 
CONCLUSION IS NOT SUFFICIENT. ATTACHMENT 2 PROVIDES GUIDANCE FOR RESPONSE.  

If the answer to any question on this form is "Yes," then an unreviewed safety PC 963056P201 
question is involved. If the answer to all questions is "No," then the P A M E 45- RE V 0 
proposed change does not involve an unreviewed safety question.  

1. Will the probability of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be increased? 

Yes [JNo [ 

Installation of these piping changes will not change the functions of the Startup and Blowdown Demineralizer System. The 
new installation is designed to the required codes and standards for the Startup & Blowdown Demineralizer System. The 
Startup and Blowdown Demineralizer System has no safety-related functions and the modifications associated with this 
Plant Change have no impact on any of the postulated accidents analyzed in the SAR.  

Therefore, the new installation is no more likely to fail than other portions of the Startup & Blowdown Demineralizer 
System. Based upon the above evaluation, the probability of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR will not be 
increased.

2. Will the consequences of an accident previously evaluated 
in the SAR be increased? Yes El No Z

The Startup and Blowdown Demineralizer System does not involve any safety related equipment or perform any safety 
functions for any accident previously evaluated in the SAR. These changes to the Startup and Blowdown Demineralizer 
System cannot increase the consequences of any previously evaluated event.  

3. Will the probability of a malfunction of equipment 
important to safety be increased? Yes El No Z 

The Startup and Blowdown Demineralizer System is not essential to safety and the implementation of these modifications will not change the probability of a malfunction of equipment important to safety. Based upon this evaluation, the probability 
of a malfunction of equipment important to safety will not be increased.

4. Will the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important 
to safety be increased? Yes [] No [Z

The consequences of a malfunction of the Startup and Blowdown Demineralizer System is unchanged by this modification.  No changes are being made that would increase the consequences of a malfunction of this system. Additionally, there is no 
equipment important to safety associated with this system.

FORM TITLE: FORM NO. REV.  

FI I0CFR50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION 1000.131 B 2

Document No.



Page
PC 963056P201 Rev./Change No. 0 10CFR50.59 Eval. No.  
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5. Will the possibility of an accident of a different type than 
any previously evaluated in the SAR be created?

The modifications being performed on the Startup & Blowdown Demineralizer System will not create any new accident 
scenarios. Failure of any component in the system could affect system operation, but would not create an accident of a 
different type dman any previously evaluated in the SARI

6. Will the posibility of a malfunction of equipment important 
to safety of a different type than any previously evaluated 
in the SAlE be created?

Yes [I No Z

The function.f the Startup and Blowdown Demineralizer System is not being changed by this Plant Change. The Startup 
and Blowdown Demineralizer System does not involve any safety related equipment or perform any safety functions.  
Therefore, thelpossibility of malfunction of equipment important to safety beyond what was previously evaluated is not 
created by thisvhange.

7. Will the mangin of safety as defined in the bases for any 
technical spaeification be reduced?

There are no Technical Specification safety limits or bases defined for the Startup and Blowdown Denineralizer System.  
Therefore, the margin of safety as defined in the TS Bases for any Technical Specification will not be reduced.

Certifie e r's 

Reviewer's certificatiin expiration date:

Gary W. Liffick 
Printed Name

1/15/98

Assistance provided by:

Printed Name Scope of Assistance

Sandy McGregor Technical Input

PSC review by: .

3/19/97

Date:

3/19/97 
Date

Date

FORM TITLE: -FORM NO. REV.  
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Document No.

Yes El No []

Yes El No ED
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PAGE _ REV._-

Page I of 'q 

Document No. 963212P201 Rev./Change No. 0 

Title Sulfuric Acid Supply Valve Replacements For Regenerative Waste Tanks 2T92B/C 

Brief description of proposed change: This change replaces manual acid addition valves 2RZ-1 18 and 2RZ

119 with control valves 2CV-4422 and 2CV-4423.

Will the proposed Activity: 
1. Require a change to the Operating License including: 

Technical Specifications (excluding the bases)? 

Operating License? 

Confirmatory Orders? 

2. Result in information in the following SAR documents (including drawings and text) being 
(a) no longer true or accurate, or (b) violate a requirement stated in the document: 

SAR (multi-volume set for each unit)? 

Core Operating Limits Report 

Fire Hazards Analysis? 

Bases of the Technical Specifications? 

Technical Requirements Manual? 

NRC Safety Evaluation Reports? 

3. Involve a test or experiment not described in the SAR? 
(See Attachment 2 for guidance) 

4. Result in a potential impact to the environment? (Complete 
the Environmental Impact Determination of this form.) 

5. Result in the need for a Radiological Safety Evaluation 
per section 6.1.5? 

6. Result in any potential impact to the equipment or facilities utilized for Ventilated 
Storage Cask activities per Section 6.1.6? 

7. Involve a change under 1OCFR50.54 for the following SAR documents 
per Section 6.1.7: 
QAMO? 

E-Plan? 

Basis for Determination (Questions 1, 2 & 3): 
see page 2

Yes[l NoE 

Yes- NoE 

Yesfl NoE

Yeso 

YesE

Yes-] 

Yes[

YesE] 

Yes-] 

Yes[]

NOM 

NoE 

NoE 

NoE 

NoE 

NoE 

NoE

YesE- NoE 

Yes["] NoE 

YesEl NoE

YesE

Yes[]

NoE 

NoE

ED Proposed change does not require 10 CFR 50.59 Evaluation per Attachment 1, Item'# , (If checked, 
note appropriate item #, send LDCR to Licensing).
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FORM TITLE: FORM NO. REV.  
10CFR50.59 REVIEW CONTINUATION PAGE 1000.131C 3 

Page 2 of 4 

Document No. 963212P201 Rev./Change No. 0 

10CFR50.59 Review Continuation Page 

Description 

This modification replaces manual valves 2RZ-118 and 2RZ-119 with control valves 2CV-4422 and 2CV-4423.  

These valves are used to supply sulfuric acid to the Regenerative Waste Tanks 2T92B/C for pH control prior to 

release to the environment. The new control valves will be operated from the Unit 2 Demineralizer Control Room 

by handswitches 2HS-4422 and 2HS-4423. The new valves will be pneumatically operated by instrument air and 

will be spring loaded to fail close.  

Question 1.  

This modification will not require a change in the Operating License documents.  

Question 2.  

Unit 2 SAR Figure 11.2-3 (P&ID M-2226 Sh. 1) will need to be revised to show the replacement of manual valves 

2RZ-1 18 and 2RZ-1 19 with control valves 2CV-4422 and 2CV-4423. Solenoid valves 2SV-4422, 2SV-4423, limit 

switches 2ZS-4422 and 2ZS-4423, and handswitches 2HS-4422 and 2HS-4423 also need to be shown on SAR 

Figure 11.2-3. Unit 2 SAR Figure 9.3-1 (P&ID M-2218 Sh. 3) requires revision to show that the two spare 

instrument air connections will now be used for the 2CV-4422 and 2CV-4423 pneumatically operated valves. Unit 

2 SAR Figure 8.3-59 (Conduit and Tray Layout Dwg. E-2856) needs to be revised to show the new junction boxes 

for the new control valves. No SAR text is affected by this change.  

Question 3.  

This change will not result in any new or revised test or experiment.
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Document No. 963212P201 Rev./Change No. 0 

Search Scope: PAGn e . .7... ivo 
List sections reviewed in the Licensing Basis Documents specified in Question 1, 2 and 3. If a keyword search 
was done on LRS, "all" may be entered under "Section" with the keyword(s) used in parentheses. Controlled hard 
copies of the documents shall be reviewed (LRS is not verified and searches only text, not figures or drawings).  
Attach and distribute a completed LDCR per Section 6.1.2 if LBD changes are required.

Document Sec 
LRS: All ( 
Unit 2 SAR, Unit 2 Tech Specs, 
QAMO, E-Plan 
Unit 2 SERs, Operating License, Confirmatory Orders

tion 
2RZ-1 18, 2RZ-1 19, sulfuric, sulfuric acid, regenerative, pH)

MANUAL SECTIONS: 
Unit 2 SAR 11.2.2.3

FIGURES: 
Unit 2 SAR Figure 8.3-59 
I--- nit2-SARFigure 11.2-3 
UnitlSAR 9ure 

Ceviewe- gnur-e

Reviewers certification expiration date: 

Assistance provided by:

Printed Name

Stephen J. Lynn 
Printed Name

6/3/99

Scope of Assistance

Search Scope Review Acceptability (NA, if performed by Technical Review per 1000.006)

Lk \ . ,. I _ .- • 

Certified Reviewers Signature
0%tI<. Mv E H4TTA 

Printed Name Date

a-t-e 7 
Date

Date



Document No. 963212P201

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT DETERMINATION 
(UNIT I and UNIT 2) 

1 Rev./Change No. 0 pA

Page 4 of L

~GE &. -RE.

Complete the following Determination. If the answer to any checklist item is "Yes", an Environmental Evaluation 
is required. See Section 6.1.4 for additional guidance.  

Will the Activity being evaluated: 

Yes No 

13 [ Disturb land that is beyond that initially disturbed during construction (i.e., new construction of 
buildings, creation or removal of ponds, or other terrestrial impact)? See Unit 2 SAR Figure 
2.5-17. This applies only to areas outside the protected area.  

E] Increase thermal discharges to lake or atmosphere? 

1l E Increase concentration of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or 
tower? 

13 [ Increase quantity of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or 
tower? 

E] 3 Modify the design or operation of cooling tower which will change drift characteristics? 

13 N Install any new transmission lines leading offsite? 

1l 3 Change the design or operation of the intake or discharge structures? 

1l 3 E Discharges any chemicals new or different from that previously discharged? 

1l 3 E Potentially cause a spill or unevaluated discharge which may effect neighboring soils, surface 
water or ground water? 

1l 3 Involve burying or placement of any solid wastes in the site area which may effect runoff, 
surface water or ground water? 

1l 3 Involve incineration or disposal of any potentially hazardous materials on the ANO site? 

13 [ Result in a change to nonradiological effluents or licensed reactor power level? 

13 [ Potentially change the type or increase the amount of non-radiological air emissions from the 
ANO site.
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PAGE_ 1OCFR50.59 Eval. No. ifpt-" 91-IV 
(Assigned by PSC) 

Document No. 963212P201 Rev./Change No. 0 

Title Sulfuric Acid Supply Valve Replacements For Regenerative Waste Tanks 2T92B/C 

A WRITTEN RESPONSE PROVIDING THE BASIS FOR THE ANSWER TO EACH QUESTION MUST BE 
ATTACHED. EACH QUESTION MUST BE ANSWERED SEPARATELY. A SIMPLE STATEMENT OF 
CONCLUSION IS NOT SUFFICIENT. ATTACHMENT 2 PROVIDES GUIDANCE FOR RESPONSE.  

If the answer to any question on this form is "Yes," then an unreviewed safety question is involved. If the answer 
to all questions is "No," then the proposed change does not involve an unreviewed safety question.  

1. Will the probability of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be 
increased? YesE[] No 

The replacement of manual sulfuric acid supply valves 2RZ-1 18 and 2RZ-1 19 with control valves 2CV-4422 
and 2CV-4423 will not increase the probability of an analyzed accident since there are no accidents 
evaluated in Chapter 15 of the Unit 2 SAR related to the Regenerative Waste System. This system is not 
required for a safe shutdown. The new control valves use instrument air for actuation and a loss of 
instrument air is discussed in Chapter 15. The Instrument Air System is used for normal operation and 
startup of the plant and is not required for safe shutdown of the plant. All safety related devices that use 
instrument air in the plant are designed to fail-safe upon loss of instrument air. This PC involves no safety 
related components and will not affect any assumptions nor conclusions discussed in Chapter 15 "Loss of 
Instrument Air". Any leakage from the acid supply valves or the Regenerative Waste Tanks would be 
bounded by the analyzed accident "Small Spills or Leaks of Radioactive Material Outside of Containment" 
in Chapter 15. The acid supply valves are not associated in any way to the release of the tanks contents to 
the environment, but only supply sulfuric acid for pH control in the tanks.  

2. Will the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be 
increased? Yes E No 

The installation of the new control valves 2CV-4422 and 2CV-4423 will not increase the dose consequences 
of any analyzed accident. The valve installations are on the acid supply lines to the Regenerative Waste 
Tanks which is a very low dose system and in a low dose area of the turbine building. No radiological 
barriers are affected by this change and no new pathways for the release of radiation are created.  

3. Will the probability of a malfunction of equipment important to safety be 
increased? Yes E No Z 

The installation of these non-Q acid supply valves and subcomponents will not have any impact on any 
equipment important to safety. Sulfuric acid provided through these lines is used only for pH control in the 
Regenerative Waste Tanks and is not used by any safety related component to perform its safety function.  
Utilizing the spare instrument air connections for the pneumatic actuators for these valves will have no 
effect on safety related equipment that uses instrument air.  

4. Will the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to safety 
be increased? YesE[] No 

The installation of these non-Q acid supply valves can in no way affect offsite nor.onsite dose 
consequences due to malfunctions of equipment important to safety. Neither the Regenerative Waste 
System nor the sulfuric acid supplied by these valves are used for any plant response to an analyzed



ARKANSAS NUCLEAR ONE 2 
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accident. The dose for personnel responding to accidents can not be affected by this change, and plant 

access is not affected.  

PAGE /0 rv"

5. Will the possibility of an accident of a different type than any previously 
evaluated in the SAR be created? Yes El No Z

The only failure that could result from this modification is the loss of acid supply for the Regenerative 
Waste Tanks 2T92B/C. Since these tanks and the entire Regenerative Waste System serve no safety 
related function, no credible accident can be created by these valve replacements.

6. Will the possibility of a malfunction of equipment important to safety of a 
different type than any previously evaluated in the SAR be created? Yes El No Z

The only two systems related to this change are the non safety related Regenerative Waste and the 
Instrument Air Systems. The power supply for these components is safety related, but it is isolated by a 
safety related breaker. This PC can in no way cause a malfunction of safety related equipment.

7. Will the margin of safety as defined in the bases for any technical 
specification be reduced?

The Unit 2 Technical Specifications do not address any margins of safety for the Regenerative Waste nor 
the Instrument Air Systems.

Stephen J. Lynn 
Printed Name

Reviewer's certification expiration date: 

Assistance provided by:

&a- t?7 
Date

6/3/99

Printed Name Scope of Assistance Date

PSC review by: Dat: vsýc

Yes F-1 No Z]

Date: ,••-"
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Document No.  

Title

PC 973958P201 Rev./Change No. 0 

INTAKE STOP LOG GUIDE DEBRIS BARRIERS

Brief description of proposed change: 

This Plant change replaces existing grating that covers stop log openings at the Unit 2 Intake Structure with solid checker plate covers. This is needed to prevent debris from being dropped into the forebay and clogging 
the service water pump strainers. The covers will fit in the existing openings and will be essentially even with 
the floor to not pose a trip hazard. They will be held in place by their own weight

Will the proposed Activity: 

1. Require a change to the Operating License including: 

Technical Specifications (excluding the bases)? 

Operating License? 

Confirmatory Orders? 

2. Result in information in the following SAR documents (including drawings and text) being 
(a) no longer true or accurate, or (b) violate a requirement stated in the document: 

SAR (multi-volume set for each unit)? 

Core Operating Limits Report? 

Fire Hazards Analysis? 

Bases of the Technical Specifications? 

Technical Requirements Manual? 

NRC Safety Evaluation Reports? 

3. Involve a test or experiment not described in the SAR? 
(See Attachment 2 for guidance) 

4. Result in a potential impact to the environment? (Complete Environmental 
Impact Determination of this form.) 

5. Result in the need for a Radiological Safety Evaluation per section 6.1.5? 

6. Result in any potential impact to the equipment or facilities 
utilized for Ventilated Storage Cask activities per Section 6.1.6? 

7. Involve a change under 1 OCFR50.54 for the following SAR documents 
per Section 6.1.7? 

QAMO? 

E-Plan?

Yes[

Yes[:] 

YesE] 

YesE 

Yes[:] 

Yes[:] 

Yes[

Yes-

Yesf-] 

Yes[] 

Yesi[] 

Yes[:I

NOE 

NoE 

NoF1 

NoEl 

NoE 

NoE 

NoE 

NoE 

NoZ 

NoE 

NoE

Yes[] NoE

Yesl-] 

YesL-]

NoE 

NoZ



ARKANSAS NUCLEAR ONE Page 9 
FORM TITLE: FORM NO. REV.  

10CFR50.59 DETERMINATION I 1000.131A 3 PC-1

Document No. PC 973958P201 Rev./Change No. 0

Basis for Determination (Questions 1, 2, & 3): 

This change replaces existing grating over the stop log access openings with checker plate. To install this 
checker plate will not require a change to the Operating license since the details of the cover over the stop log 
openings is not described in these documents and the systems will meet all operating license and Tech Spec 
requirements during and after installation. In addition, this installation has no affect on any other permanent 
plant equipment and all systems are unaffected by the change. A search of the licensing basis documents 
revealed that SAR Figure 9.2-3 will be required to be revised as a result of this plant change. No other figures 
are affected by this change. The details of installed grating or checker plate are not described in the COLR, 
Tech Spec Bases, FHA, or any NRC SER's. A DRN to revise the civil drawing C-2080 and M-2069 will be 
issued. This is a permanent modification of plant equipment and is not considered a test or experiment in 
accordance with the definitions in 1000.131. As shown in the Environmental impact determination responses, 
this does not impact the environment. It also does not have any impact on ventilated storage cask activities.  
No radioactive material is involved in the change nor are any new pathways for release introduced, so an RSE 
is not required. A review of the QAMO and E Plan showed that no changes were required for these documents 
as a result of this activity. Because SAR figure 9.2-3 is affected a 50.59 evaluation is required for this change.  

El Proposed change does not require 1 0CFR50.59 Evaluation per Attachment 1, Item # __, (If checked, note 
appropriate item #, send LDCR to Licensing).  

Search Scope: 

List sections reviewed in the Licensing Basis Documents specified in questions 1, 2 and 3. If a keyword search 
was done on LRS, "all" may be entered under "Section" with the keyword(s) used in parentheses. Controlled hard 
copies of the documents shall be reviewed (LRS is not verified and searches only text, not figures or drawings).  
Attach and distribute a completed LDCR per Section 6.1.2 if LBD changes are required.

Document

LRS:

Section 

"All" (stop logq*, intake structure, checker, cover plate, C-2080, M-2069, .qratinq)

MANUAL SECTIONS: 9.2, 3.8.4.1.2 

FIGURES: 3.5-7, 3.8-22, 8.3-i 

Certified Reviewer's Signbtup

Reviewer's certification expiration date:

54, 2.4-5, 9.2-3*

Ted S. Ivy 
Printed Name

10/17/99

Assistance provided by:

Printed Name Scope of Assistance

4/2/98 
Date

Date

Search Scope Review Acceptability (NA, if performed by Technical Reviewer per 1000.006) 

Certified Reviewer's Signature Printed Name Date



ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT DETERMINATION 
(UNIT 1 and UNIT 2) 

Document No. PC 973958P201 Rev./Change No. 0 
Complete the following Determination. If the answer to any item below is "Yes", an Environmental Evaluation is 
required. See Section 6.1.4 for additional guidance.  

Will the Activity being evaluated: 

Yes No 

D3 Disturb land that is beyond that initially disturbed during construction (i.e., new construction of 
buildings, creation or removal of ponds, or other terrestrial impact)? See Unit 2 SAR Figure 
2.5-17. This applies only to areas outside the protected area.  

13 [ Increase thermal discharges to lake or atmosphere? 

13 [ Increase concentration of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or 
tower? 

13 [ Increase quantity of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or 
tower? 

13 [ Modify the design or operation of cooling tower which will change drift characteristics? 

13 [ Install any new transmission lines leading offsite? 

13 [ Change the design or operation of the intake or discharge structures? 

LII [ Discharges any chemicals new or different from that previously discharged? 

3 [ Potentially cause a spill or unevaluated discharge which may effect neighboring soils, surface 
water or ground water? 

E1 E Involve burying or placement of any solid wastes in the site area which may effect runoff, 
surface water or ground water? 

13 [ Involve incineration or disposal of any potentially hazardous materials on the ANO site? 

13 [ Result in a change to nonradiological effluents or licensed reactor power level? 

13 [ Potentially change the type or increase the amount of non-radiological air emissions from the 
ANO site.
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FORM TITLE: FORM NO. REV.  
I0CFR50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION 1000.131B 3

Document No. PC 973958P201 Rev./Change No. 0 10CFR50.59 Eval. No. 
(Assigned by PSC) 

Title INTAKE STOP LOG GUIDE DEBRIS BARRIERS 

A WRITTEN RESPONSE PROVIDING THE BASIS FOR THE ANSWER TO EACH QUESTION MUST BE 
ATTACHED. EACH QUESTION MUST BE ANSWERED SEPARATELY. A SIMPLE STATEMENT OF 
CONCLUSION IS NOT SUFFICIENT. ATTACHMENT 2 PROVIDES GUIDANCE FOR RESPONSE.  

If the answer to any question on this form is "Yes," then an unreviewed safety question is involved. If the answer 
to all questions is "No," then the proposed change does not involve an unreviewed safety question.  

1. Will the probability of an accident previously evaluated 
in the SAR be increased? Yes EL No CE 

2. Will the consequences of an accident previously evaluated 
in the SAR be increased? YesE No 

3. Will the probability of a malfunction of equipment 
important to safety be increased? Yes L] No![ 

4. Will the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important 
to safety be increased? YesLI No 

5. Will the possibility of an accident of a different type than 
any previously evaluated in the SAR be created? Yes EZ No E 

6. Will the possibility of a malfunction of equipment important 
to safety of a different type than any previously evaluated 
in the SAR be created? YesD No 

7. Will the margin of safety as defined in the bases for any 
technical specification be reduced? Yes LI No 

~ ~QA~rTed S. Ivy 4/2/98 
Certified Reviewer's Signattire Printed Name Date 

Reviewer's certification expiration date: 10/17/99 

Assistance provided by: 

Printed Name Scope of Assistance Date 

PSC review by: . Date: I 7II/



ARKANSAS NUCLEAR ONE Page 12 FORM TITLE: FORM NO. REV.  
10CFR50.59 REVIEW CONTINUATION PAGE 1000.131C 3 

Document No. PC 973958P201 Rev./Change No. 0 

1 OCFR50.59 Review Continuation Page 

1. This plant change replaces the existing grating over the stop log guides with checker plate to prevent debris from falling into the forebay and plugging service water pump strainers. This work will have no impact on any of the accidents previously evaluated in the SAR. The only systems potentially impacted is the service water (SW) system and the traveling screens (TS). The service water system is used to mitigate accidents. SW and TS are not the initiator of any accidents. The traveling screens support normal operation of service water. These new covers will improve system availability by reducing debris in the forebay. These covers cannot impact the ability of service water to perform its function since the only failure mode is to fall into the forebay. Since they are heavy they will sink to.the bottom and will not be moved by the low flow rates of the service water system. In addition, the emergency source of water for service water is the ECP. These covers cannot impact the ability to use the ECP. Therefore the probability of an accident previously evaluated is not 
increased.  

2. The changing of grating to cover plates has no potential impact on any system other than SW and TS. As described above the change will have no adverse affect on either system . The dose rates of any previously evaluated accident are unaffected by this change. Therefore the consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated are not increased.  

3. The service water system and traveling screens are the only systems that can be affected by this change.  These new covers will sit in existing openings and will be held in place by their weight. There are no seismic Il/I concerns associated with this work. The only failure mode is for them to fall into the forebay. If this happened the weight of the covers, low system flow rates/ velocities in the forebays and the distance from the sluice gates would prevent them from being carried into the pump bays or otherwise affecting SW flows and or system operation. No other equipment than that in the SW and TS systems are affected by this change. Therefore the probability of the malfunctions of equipment important to safety are unaffected by this 
change.  

4. As stated previously only the SW and TS systems can be impacted by this change. In addition, the new covers cannot adversely impact either of these systems as described above and there cannot be any 
malfunction of equipment important to safety. Therefore the doses that result from a malfunction of 
equipment are not affected and are also not increased by this activity.  

5. The installation of solid covers for the stop log guides will not result in any new failure modes. The only possible failure is for them to fall into the forebay. If this happened the weight of the covers, low system flow rates/ velocities in the forebays, and the distance from the sluice gates would prevent them from being carried into the pump bays or otherwise affecting SW flows and or system operation. The traveling screens would prevent them from affecting SW if they fell in outside the traveling screen. Since there is no adverse impact from these covers on any plant equipment no new accidents of a different type than previously 
evaluated in the SAR are created.  

6. The new covers have no adverse impact on any system and will not affect SW or TS system operation and function. The new covers will actually improve the availability and reliability of the service water system by reducing the chance of debris accumulating in the pump strainers. Therefore no new malfunctions of 
equipment important to safety are created.  

7. The service water system consists of two independent loops that supply redundant components that are used to safely shut the plant down after an accident. The loss of either loop will result in the unit entering a Limiting Condition of Operation. The installation of these new covers will not affect the service water system even if the covers were to fall into the forebay. This is the only potential failure mode for the new covers. They cannot affect any other safety system. Therefore the margin of safety as defined in the Tech Spec Bases is 
not reduced.
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Document No. PC 974603P201 

Title REPLACE EDG DAY TANK LEVEL SWITCHES 

Brief description of proposed change: SEE TITLE

Rev./Change No. 0

Will the proposed Activity: P C 9 7 4 5 0 3 P 2 01 
1. Require a change to the Operating License including: P A 6 E qc ý RE V 0 

Technical Specifications (excluding the bases)? 

Operating License? 

Confirmatory Orders? 

2. Result in information in the following SAR documents (including drawings and text) being 
(a) no longer true or accurate, or (b) violate a requirement stated in the document: 

SAR (multi-volume set for each unit)? 

Core Oerating Limits Report 

Fire Hazards Analysis? 

Bases of the Technical Specifications? 

Technical Requirements Manual? 

NRC Safety Evaluation Reports? 

3. Involve a test or experiment not described in the SAR? 
(See Attachment 2 for guidance) 

4. Result in a potential impact to the environment? (Complete 
the Environmental Impact Determination of this form.) 

5. Result in the need for a Radiological Safety Evaluation 
per section 6.1.5? 

6. Result in any potential impact to the equipment or facilities utilized for Ventilated 
Storage Cask activities per Section 6.1.6? 

7. Involve a change under 1 OCFR50.54 for the following SAR documents 
per Section 6.1.7: 

QAMO? 

E-Plan?

Yesfl 

YesE

Yes' 

YesO 

Yes[] 

Yes[

Yes[] 

Yes[] 

YesEl 

YesE-

Nor 

Nor 

NoE 

Nol] 

NoE 

NoE 

NoE 

Nor 

NoE 

Nor

YesO- NoE 

Yes(] NoE 

YesE"1 NoE 

YesO" Nor 

Yes[] Nor

Page _I of



Document No. PC 974603P201 Rev./Change No. 0 C 974603 P 201

Basis for Determination (Questions 1. 2 & 3): PAGE 100 REV 0

[I Proposed change does not require 10 CFR 50.59 Evaluation per Attachment 1, Item #., (If checked, note 
appropriate item #, send LDCR to Licensing).  

Search Scope: 

List sections reviewed in the Licensing Basis Documents specified in Question 1, 2 and 3. If a search was 
performed on LRS, the LRS search index should be entered under "Section" with the search statement(s) used in 
parentheses. Controlled hard copies of the documents shall be reviewed (LRS is not verified and searches only 
text, not figures or drawings). Attach and distribute a completed LDCR per Section 6.1.2 if LBD changes are 
required.  

Document Section

(EMERGENCY DIESEL GENERATOR, EDG, LEVEL SWITCHES, 
2P16A, 2P16B, 2LS-2801-1, 2LS-2804-1, 2LS-2802, 2L1-2801, 2LS
2821-2, 2LS-2824-2, 2LS-2822, 2L1-2821, DAY TANK, 2T30A, 2T30B)

MANUAL SECTIONS: 
ANO-2 TECH SPECS 
ANO-2 SAR 

FIGURES: 
ANO-2 SAR 

Certified Reviewer'signature 

Reviewer's certification expiration date:.  

Assistance provided by:

Printed Name

3/4.8.1, TABLE 4.8-1, BASES 3/4.8 
8.3.1.1.7, 9.5.4 

FIGURE 9.5-8, FIGURE 8.3-66 

STEVE CAPEHART 
Printed Name

Scope of Assistance

Date

Date

Search Scope Acceptability (NA, if performed by Technical Review per 1000.006) 

Cer fied Reviewer's Signature 0 Printed Name
h-2 L2&I 

136te

LRS: 
ALL



ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT DETERMINATION 
(UNIT 1 and UNIT 2) 

Document No. PC 974603P201 Rev./Change No. 0
PC 974603P2C: 
PAGE o I RE V L

Complete the following Determination. If the answer to any checklist item is "Yes", an Environmental Evaluation 
is required. See Section 6.1.4 for additional guidance.  

Will the Activity being evaluated:

Yes No 

Cl 0 

EC 02 

0 [a

Disturb land that is beyond that initially disturbed during construction (i.e., new construction of 
buildings, creation or removal of ponds, or other terrestrial impact)? See Unit 2 SAR Figure 
2.5-17. This applies only to areas outside the protected area.  

Increase thermal discharges to lake or atmosphere? 

Increase concentration of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or 
tower?

] 0] Increase quantity of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or 
tower? 

C1 0 Modify the design or operation of cooling tower which will change drift characteristics? 

C 0] Install any new transmission lines leading offsite? 

C 0] Change the design or operation of the intake or discharge structures? 

0 N Discharges any chemicals new or different from that previously discharged? 

C 0] Potentially cause a spill or unevaluated discharge which may effect neighboring soils, surface 
water or ground water? 

C 0] Involve burying or placement of any solid wastes in the site area which may effect runoff, 
surface water or ground water? 

] 0] Involve incineration or disposal of any potentially hazardous materials on the ANO site? 

C 0] Result in a change to nonradiological effluents or licensed reactor power level? 

EC 10 Potentially change the type or increase the amount of non-radiological air emissions from th( 
ANO site.

Pagel o6
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Title REPLACE EDG DAY TANK LEVEL SWITCHES 

A WRITTEN RESPONSE PROVIDING THE BASIS FOR THE ANSWER TO EACH QUESTION MUST BE 

ATTACHED. EACH QUESTION MUST BE ANSWERED SEPARATELY. A SIMPLE STATEMENT OF 

CONCLUSION IS NOT SUFFICIENT. ATTACHMENT 2 PROVIDES GUIDANCE FOR RESPONSE.  

If the answer to any question on this form is "Yes," then an unreviewed safety question is involved. If the answer 

to all questions is "No," then the proposed change does not involve an unreviewed safety question.  

1. Will the probability of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be 
increased? Yes [] No 

The functions of the current level switches are unchanged with this modification. The PC only modifies the 
method of detection of tank level. The level switches are not accident initiators. The level switches are 

seismically qualified and utilize channelized ESF power in order to provide control of the fuel transfer 
pumps during an accident. In the event of a component failure, the automatic operation of the fuel transfer 
pumps can be replaced by manual control (i.e. handswitch contacts).  

2. Will the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be 
increased? Yes [I No 

The ability of the EDG to provide power to the components necessary to mitigate the consequences (i.e.  
off-site dose) of an accident is not affected by this PC. The ability to automatically control the fuel transfer 
pumps is enhanced by the installation of more reliable level measuring instruments. Therefore the 
consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR are not increased.  

3. Will the probability of a malfunction of equipment important to safety be 

increased? Yes [I NoI[ 

EDG Fuel Transfer Pump Operation 

The level switches provide contacts for automatic control of the fuel transfer pumps which are important to 
safety. The level switches do not interface with the functional aspects of the pump (i.e. pumping capacity, 
seal cooling, etc). The failure of a level switch will not affect the power supply to the pump, only the 
automatic control of the pump. Therefore, the probability of a malfunction of equipment important to safety 
is not increased.  

EDG Fuel Transfer Pump Automatic Control 

The documentation for 'Q' classification of the EDG components (QDC QLIST-EK-2009) was reviewed for 
applicability to the 'Automatic Level Control' system for the EDG Day Tanks. The 'Automatic Level Control' 
system was not discussed as a discrete system in the 'Q' classification documentation. The 'Automatic 
Level Control' aspect of the EDG day tank sub-system will be treated as 'equipment important to safety' for 
purposes of this 50.59 evaluation.  

Level Switches 

The current level switches consist of displacer type detectors that actuate mechanical switches that provide 
the interlocks for the EDG fuel transfer pumps and the transfer pump discharge solenoid valves. The 
failure modes of the current level switches are a) fail OPEN or b) fail CLOSED. The new level switches are 
electronic current alarm modules that receive a 4-20 mADC signal from a differential pressure transmitter.
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The actuation function of the new level switches is considered more reliable given they depend on an 

electronic signal vs. mechanical movement for switch actuation. The setpoint settings for the new level 

switches are considered more accurate and less prone to drift than the existing switches. The new level 

switches are tested to ensure proper operation during a seismic event and are powered from Class 1E 

power. PC 9746 03P201 

Supporting instrumentation PAGE 1O4• RE V 0 

The supporting instrumentation for the new level switches consist of differential pressure transmitters and 

associated power supplies. The supporting instrumentation utilizes proven technology to sense tank level 

and provide a reliable instrument loop signal for the new level switches. The supporting instrumentation is 

proven to operate properly during a seismic event and is powered from Class 1 E power. Therefore, per 

Engineering Judgment, that although the new level detection system consist of more components (power 

supply, transmitter, level switch) than the existing system (displacer detector, level switch), the probability 

of a malfunction of equipment important to safety is not increased from an tank level automatic control 

function perspective.  

4. Will the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to safety 

be increased? 
Yes[] No 

EDG Fuel Oil Transfer System Operation 

The equipment installed by this PC does not adversely affect the ability of any equipment important to 

safety to mitigate an accident (i.e. mitigate off-site dose). The ability to manually control the fuel oil transfer 

pumps and/or to cross-tie the other EDGs fuel oil transfer pump is not affected by this PC. Therefore, the 

consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to safety is not increased.  

EDG Fuel Transfer Pump Automatic Control 

The documentation for 'Q' classification of the EDG components (QDC QLIST-EK-2009) was reviewed for 

applicability to the 'Automatic Level Control' system for the EDG Day Tanks. The 'Automatic Level Control' 

system was not discussed as a discrete system in the 'Q' classification documentation. The 'Automatic 

Level Control' aspect of the EDG day tank sub-system will be treated as 'equipment important to safety' for 

purposes of this 50.59 evaluation.  

The failure modes of the new electronic level switches are a) fail HIGH (Open Contacts) or b) fail LOW 

(Closed Contacts). The function impacts and compensatory actions for failures of the new level switches 

are provided on Attachment 4 (Day Tank Instrumentation - Failure Modes and Effects Table) to PC 

974603P201. The function impacts and compensatory measures for the new level switches are the same 

as for the existing level switches. Therefore, from a level switch failure perspective, the consequences of a 

malfunction of equipment important to safety is not increased.  

5. Will the possibility of an accident of a different type than any previously 

evaluated in the SAR be created? 
Yes [3 No CE 

The level switches are not considered accident initiators and do not interface with equipment that iý 

considered an accident initiator. The function of the level switches to provide automatic control of the fue 

oil transfer pumps is unchanged by this modification. Therefore, the possibility of an accident of a differen 

type than any previously evaluated in the SAR is not created.



6. Will the possibility of a malfunction of equipment important to safety of a 

different type than any previously evaluated in the SAR be created? Yes E No [ 

EDG Fuel Transfer System 

The PC does not adversely affect the interface of the level switches with any equipment important to safety 

related to the EDG Fuel Transfer System (i.e. Transfer Pump, EDG, etc.). Therefore, the possibility of a 

malfunction of equipment important to safety of a different type than any previously evaluated in the SAR 

will not be created. P C 9 7 4 6 0 3 P 2 1I

PAGE 101f REV 0Level Detection System

The failure modes of the new level detection system are shown in Attachment 4 - Day Tank 

Instrumentation Failure Modes and Effects Table to this PC. The malfunction of the existing level switches 

is not discussed in the SAR. The malfunction of the new level switches from a Fail High or Fail Low 

perspective is unchanged from a function impact or compensatory action aspect from the existing switches.  

Therefore, the possibility of a malfunction of equipment important to safety of a different type than any 

previously evaluated in the SAR will not be created from an automatic level control aspect.

7. Will the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any technical 

specification be reduced?
Yes[] No [E

Technical Specifications provide minimum level requirements for the EDG day tanks which are part of 

declaring or maintaining the associated EDG operable. The installation of the new level switches will not 

affect the ability to maintain the minimum stated level in the day tanks. Also, the type of level switch is not 

stated in the TS bases. Therefore, the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any technicat 

specification is not reduced.

SA R, e s ntrSTEVE 
CAPEHART 

Certified Revie er's Printed Name 

Reviewer's certification expiration date: 519/99 

Assistance provided by:

Printed Name Scope of Assistance

Date

Date

Date:

PSC review by:

ý '0ý --/
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This PC will install new level switches and level indicators on EDG day tanks 2T30A and 2T30B. The level switches will provide contacts for the automatic operation of the fuel oil transfer pumps (2P16A and 2P1 6B) and HI/LO tank level annunciation in the ANO-2 Control Room. The level indicators will provide a local readout of 
tank level in each tank.  

QUESTION 1 - Operating License 
The EDG fuel oil day tank level switches are not discussed in the level of detail present in the ANO-2 Technical 
Specifications, Operating License or any Confirmatory Orders.  

QUESTION 2 - SAR Documents 
The level switch components being added by this PC will be shown on P&ID M-2217 sht 1 (EDG Fuel Oil). This drawing corresponds to SAR Figure 9.5-8. Conduit runs will be shown on Raceway dwg E-2867 sht 1 which corresponds to SAR Figure 8.3-66. The discussion in SAR Section 9.5.4.2 will be revised to replace instrument 
tag number 2LS-2802 with 2LIS-2801-1 

QUESTION 3 - Test or Experiment 
The post modification testing performed by this PC is conducted within the guidelines of approved ANO 
procedures.  

QUESTION 4 - Environmental Impact 

The modifications made by this PC do not require an Environmental Impact Evaluation per the Environmental 
Impact Checklist.  

QUESTION 5 - Radiological Safety Evaluation 
The work performed by this PC will not affect monitored ventilation or drainage pathways.  

QUESTION 6 - Ventilated Storagie Cask 
The components associated with the EDG day tank level switches do not interface with the systems associated 
with the VSC project.  

QUESTION 7 - QAMO or E-PLAN 
The EDG day tank level switches are not referenced in the QAMO or E-PLAN.
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Title RCS REFUELING LEVEL TUBING MODIFICATION 

Brief description of proposed change: See Continuation Sheet 

Will the proposed Activity:

Page 1 of 6 
ER 975054P2O1 

PAGE 3 REV I

1. Require a change to the Operating License including: 

Technical Specifications (excluding the bases)? 

Operating License? 

Confirmatory Orders? 

2. Result in information in the following SAR documents (including drawings and text) being (a) no longer true or accurate, or (b) violate a requirement stated in the document: 

SAR (multi-volume set for each unit)? 

Core Operating Limits Report 

Fire Hazards Analysis? 

Bases of the Technical Specifications? 

Technical Requirements Manual? 

NRC Safety Evaluation Reports? 

3. Involve a test or experiment not described in the SAR? 
(See Attachment 2 for guidance) 

4. Result in a potential impact to the environment? (Complete 
the Environmental Impact Determination of this form.) 

5. Result in the need for a Radiological Safety Evaluation 
per section 6.1.5? 

6. Result in any potential impact to the equipment or facilities utilized for Ventilated 
Storage Cask activities per Section 6.1.6? 

7. Involve a change under 10CFR50.54 for the following SAR documents 
per Section 6.1.7: 

QAMO? 

E-Plan?

YesL

Yes] 

YesE

YesjE 

Yes

Yes

YesE 

YesE 

Yes{

Yesi--

No[ 

NoE] 

NoE 

NoO 

NoE 

NoE 

NoE 

NoE 

NoE 

NoE

Yes[] NoE 

YesEl NoE 

Yes[] NoE

YesL-: 

Yes-

NoE 

NoE

0 Proposed change does not require 10 CFR 50.59 Evaluation per Attachment 1, Item # , (If checked, note appropriate item #, send LDCR to Licensing).
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Basis for Determination (Questions 1, 2 & 3): ER 975054P201 

PAGE -4 REV ) I

List sections reviewed in the Licensing Basis Documents specified in Question 1, 2 and 3. If a search was performed on LRS, the LRS search index should be entered under "Section" with the search statement(s) used in 
parentheses. Controlled hard copies of the documents shall be reviewed (LRS is not verified and searches only text, not figures or drawings). Attach and distribute a completed LDCR per Section 6.1.2 if LBD changes are 
required.

Search Scope:

Document 
LRS: 
ANO-2 Tech. Spec.  
ANO-2 Oerating License 
ANO-2 Confirmatory Orders 
ANO-2 SAR 
QAMO 
E-Plan 
FHA 
ANO-2 Bases of the Tech. Specs.  
ANO-2 NRC SERs

Section 

ALL 
ALL 
ALL 
ALL 
ALL 
ALL 
ALL 
ALL 
ALL 
(LRS Keywords are listed on the continuation sheet.)

MANUAL SECTIONS: 
TS 3/4.9.8.1 
SAR 9.1.3 
SAR 5.1 
SAR 4.2.1.2.4.7 
SAR 7.6.2.5

TS 3/4.9.8.2 
SAR 9.1.4 
SAR 5.5.10 
SAR 3.6.4.2 
SAR 3.10.2.2.11

TS 314.4.1.3 
SAR 9.3.6 
SAR 5.5.12 
SAR 3.1.4

TS 4.0.5 
SAR 5.2 
SAR 5.6.3 
SAR 7.7.1.1.9

FIGURES: 
SAR 5.1-3

Reviewer's certification expiration date:

Roqer B. Rucker 
Printed Name 

9/10/2001

Assistance provided by: 
Printed Name N/A Scope of Assistance

11/18/1999 
Date

Searl Sco Review Acceptability (NA, if performed by Technical Review per 1000.006) 

C•rtifIL•RdRev"ewer's Signature Printed Name

Date

Date
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Complete the following Determination. If the answer to any checklist item is "Yes", an Environmental Evaluation 
is required. See Section 6.1.4 for additional guidance.  

Will the Activity being evaluated: 

Yes No 

Disturb land that is beyond that initially disturbed during construction (i.e., new construction of buildings, creation or removal of ponds, or other terrestrial impact)? See Unit 2 SAR Figure 
2.5-17. This applies only to areas outside the protected area.  

Increase thermal discharges to lake or atmosphere? 

Increase concentration of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or 
tower? 

El Z] Increase quantity of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or 
tower? 

Modify the design or operation of cooling tower which will change drift characteristics? 

E [ Install any new transmission lines leading offsite? 

E [ Change the design or operation of the intake or discharge structures? 

E [ Discharges any chemicals new or different from that previously discharged? 

E [ Potentially cause a spill or unevaluated discharge which may effect neighboring soils, surface 
water or ground water? 

El [ Involve burying or placement of any solid wastes in the site area which may effect runoff, 
surface water or ground water? 

Involve incineration or disposal of any potentially hazardous materials on the ANO site? 

El [ Result in a change to nonradiological effluents or licensed reactor power level? 

El [ Potentially change the type or increase the amount of non-radiological air emissions from the 
ANO site.
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Brief description of proposed change: 

This 1 OCFR50.59 determination/evaluation covers the design, installation and testing of the RCS Refueling Level modification. The revision to the 10CFR50.59 Determination is a result of tagging two existing tubing valves, which will also be added to the P&ID. This change will not affect the existing Evaluation.  

Since 2R6, several condition reports have been written on the RCS Refueling Level System. The RCS Refueling Level System consists of two differential pressure transmitters (2LT-4791 and 2LT-4792) and a Tygon Tube. All three of these level instruments are tied to the top of the pressurizer for the dry reference leg, and all three are connected to the "A" hot leg for the variable leg. 2LT-4791 and the Tygon Tube utilize the same pressurizer tap, but have separate 3/8" tubing runs (inside the D-ring) from the pressurizer. 2LT-4792 utilizes a separate pressurizer tap with its 3/8" tubing run (outside the D-ring). A single 3/8" tubing run from the "A" hot leg tap is connected to the three level components near the instruments. These instruments have drifted low on several occasions, but on at least one occasion all three indications halted during a draindown. This modification will provide tubing/piping corrections to solve these problems.  

ER 975054P201 will replace all of the reference and variable leg tubing from its source to its component. The tubing size for the reference legs will be increased from 3/8" to 3/4" tubing, and the tubing size for the variable leg will be increased from 3/8" to 1/2" tubing. A second variable leg will also be added from the pipe connection to the transmitter. 2LT-4791 and 2LT-4792 will each have its own reference and variable leg tubing runs, and the Tygon Tube will tee from the 2LT-4791 reference and variable tubing.  

The post-modification testing criteria for this modification will be contained within the Design Change Summary testing section. These testing sections provides detailed instructions similar to general approved procedures for 
testing equipment/instrumentation.  

The RCS Refueling Level indications are used to determine RCS level during reduced inventory conditions.  These indicators can provide indication when the RCS level is between the bottom of the "A" hot leg and the top of the pressurizer. When RCS level is below the bottom of the pressurizer, the normal RCS pressurizer level instruments are out of range low. If the head is removed from the reactor vessel, then the reactor vessel level monitoring system is disabled. During certain times of a refueling or maintenance outage, RCS Refueling Level indication is the only RCS level indication available to Operators. The RCS Level Indicators are not part of the Shutdown Operations Protection Plan (SOPP), so if these indicators are unavailable other means will be used to satisfy the RCS Level requirement. RCS Level is more critical during a draindown activity than during steadystate level conditions. Certain outage activities, which are based on the availability of the RCS Refueling Level indicators. may be halted, but these indicators are not required for a safety-related function.  
Two existing drain valves- for transmitters 2PT-4623-1, 2PT-46244, -12PT-4601-1 and 2PT-4600-1 need tag numbers, so that they can be verified as closed prior to developing pressure in the pressurizer. These valves were shown on the instrument ISO 2PT-4601-0-1 SH 1. The valves will be tagged 2RC-1062F and 2RC-1062G.  These valves will be shown on the P&ID M-2230 SH 2 (SAR Figure 5.1-3). This addition is reflected in this 
determination, but it will not affect the current evaluation.
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The following is the LRS search word/phrase list:

2LT*4791 2LT*4792

refueling w/5 level 
"hot leg" w/5 level 
pressurizer w/5 refueling 
rcs w/5 refueling

rcs w/5 level 
"shutdown cooling" 
sdc 
tubing

tubing supports 
tubing details 
tubing requirements

Responses to Determination Questions: 

Question 1.  

No changes to the Operating License will be required since this modification is structured to comply with the 
Operating License documents listed in question 1.  

The Technical Specifications 3/4.9.8.1 and 3/4.9.8.2 have specific operability requirements for the Shutdown 
Cooling (SDC) System during refueling operations. Technical Specification 3/4.4.1.3 also has specific operability 
requirements for the SDC System. The RCS Refueling Level indications are used to verify RCS level during 
certain levels/evolutions during reduced inventory, so the requirements of SDC level can be determined by the 
RCS Refueling Level Indications. Technical Specification 3/4.9.9 deals with Reactor vessel water level during 
fuel movement. RCS Refueling Level indications can also be used to verify this RCS level. This modification 
shall be scheduled, so SOC operability is not questioned, because RCS level indication is not available. The 
existing indications will not be disturbed until a window when using the RCS Refueling indications for RCS level is 
not required. This modification does not require any changes to these requirements, and these requirements shall 
be followed during all phases of this modification.

2L1*4791 2L1*4792
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Responses to Determination Questions: ER 9751054P201 

PAGE 3 REV Question 2.  
The only License Based Document that is being impacted by this Plant Change is the SAR. SAR Figure 5.1-3.  
drawing M-2230 SH 2 (RCS P&ID) is being revised by this Plant Change. A Licensing Document Change 
Request is included in the Plant Change, and a 10CFR50.59 Evaluation is attached. No other LBDs were made 
untrue or inaccurate by this modification, nor did this modification violate any requirement stated in the LBDs.  
The information/instructions in this modification are below the level of detail contained within these documents.  
Table 9.3-25, "Shutdown Cooling System Instrumentation Application", provides a list of instruments for SDC, and 
the RCS Refueling indicators 2LI-4791 and 2LI-4792 are listed as control room level indications with a high alarm.  
Also, the RCS Refueling Level Tygon Tubing is listed as local level indication. Section 7.7.1.1.9 of the SAR 
describes the system instrumentation and controls. This section lists "RCS refueling level" as instrumentation 
provided to enable the operator to evaluate system performance and detect malfunctions. The SAR also contains 
general details for valves, the integrity of the RCS pressure boundary, pressurizer design parameters, general 
design criteria, tubing and piping. The details are the design bases for the current RCS Refueling Level design .*.  
These same design bases were followed for the new design, so these requirements shall still be true after the 
modification.  

Question 3.  
No testing is required by this modification other than typical Post-Modification testing. This modification does not 
constitute a test or experiment not described in the SAR as defined by Procedure 1000.131. This modification will 
only provide normal detailed post-modification testing similar to approved generic ANO procedures.  

Question 4.  
This modification will not result in any adverse impacts to the environment. The generation of typical Rad Waste 
is not considered as an adverse impact to the environment. The operation of the plant will not be changed in any 
way, which will result in changes to the air, water or soil conditions of the site.  

Question 5.  
This change does not involve processing of radioactive material outside of Controlled Access.  

Question 6.  
This change does not involve any equipment used in handling Spent Fuel Storage Casks.  

Question 7.  
This modification will not make the QAMO or the E-Plan statements to be untrue or inaccurate. The equipment/systems being modified are below the level of detail contained within these documents.
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Title ANO-2 RCS REFUELING LEVEL TUBING MODIFICATION 

A WRITTEN RESPONSE PROVIDING THE BASIS FOR THE ANSWER TO EACH QUESTION MUST BE ATTACHED. EACH QUESTION MUST BE ANSWERED SEPARATELY. A SIMPLE STATEMENT OF CONCLUSION IS NOT SUFFICIENT. ATTACHMENT 2 PROVIDES GUIDANCE FOR RESPONSE.  
If the answer to any question on this form is 'Yes," then an unreviewed safety question is involved. If the answer to all questions is "No," then the proposed change does not involve an unreviewed safety question.  

1. Will the probability of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be increased? 
Yes IJ No 

No credit is taken for the RCS Refueling Level Indication in the accident analyses. This modification does not contain any equipment that performs a safety-related control function, nor does it contain any equioment that is credited for automatic action. This modification does not interface with safety-related equipment that is not isolated. This modification will add isolation equipment which is safety-related. All new safety-related isolation equip•ment was designed and installed using the required criteria for the application of the equipment. The operability of the RCS Refueling Level indications ensures that adequate indication and warning is available duringa reduced inventory conditions for the promPt detection of incorrect RCS level. Prompt detection of low/high level will reduce the potential for damage to safetv-related equipment, and is an integral element in RCS level during refuelinq/maintenance outage activities. This modification will enhance the availability of the RCS Refueling Level indications. Even thou3h RCS Refueling Level indications are used as an indication of level for the Shutdown Cooling (SDC) System, the operability of the SDC System is not-part of this PC. since RCS Refueling Level does not provide input into SDC System controls. The operation or failure of the RCS Refueling Level is not an accident initiator to any of the accidents listed in the SAR. nor does it interface with any equipment that is an initiator. Therefore, the probability of previously evaluated LBD accidents is not increased.  

2. Will the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be increased? 
Yes C2 No 0 

The conseguences of accidents discussed in the LBDs will not changa as a result of this modification. This modification does not change the current RCS Refueling Level design. This modification is only P~rovidingq an enhancement to the existingi design. The-equipment and actions required to mitigate each accident will be unaffected by this modification. Since the modification has been designed with Proper electrical and mechanical isolationlseparation. Pressure boundary analysis, piin analysis and with seismic integr"ty, the new design will not fail in a mode that will adversely affect any safety function. The dose consequences associated with previously evaluated accidents will not be affected as a result of this modification. Therefore, the consequences of accidents Previously evaluated in the SAR will not increase.
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3. Will the probability of a malfunction of equipment important to safety be 

increased? 
Yes CD No [] 

The equipment affected by this modification does not interface (i.e. control) with equipment that is considered important to safety except for RCS pressure boundary components. The new isolation valves being added for this modification will provide the required double isolation for one of the RCS Refueling transmitter loops. (The other loop already has double isolation valves installed.) The new valves. piping, tubing and fittings were analyzed for the applicable RCS pressure code requimrements. This modification does not affect any equipment or cabling that performs any control or interlock functions with safety or non-safety related systems. The desiqn configuration of the added equipment is in accordance with ANO design standards as described in the following 
discussions.  

"* The current desiqn standards for interfacing with safety-related circuits includes electrical isolation and separation to prevent propagation of a failure from a non-safety system. The circuit design of this modification is in keeping with those standards.  " The current design standards for interfacing with safety-related piping/tubing includes ohysical isolation and separation to prevent propa-gation of a failure from a non-safety system. The piping/tubing design of this modification is in keeping with those 
standards.  

" The integrity of the safety-related systems/components has been ensured by meeting seismic installation standards per applicable approved ANO details and procedures.  " Additional fire loading and heat loading have all been Properly addressed, evaluated and 
found acceptable.  

"* Battery and diesel loading was not affected by this modification.  
"* Pressure boundary integrity was maintain by the selection of material/components that were qualified for the line class that was modified.  
" Plping modifications were designed, evaluated, analyzed, and approved following current 

ANO accepted practices and standards.  
"• Tubing to piping connections were designed, evaluated, analyzed and approved following current ANO accepted practices and standards.  "* There are no new failure modes introduced to equipment that is important to safety.  

Based of the above discussion, it can be determined that this modification will not increase the probability of a malfunction of equipment important to safety.  

4. Will the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to safety be increased? 
Yes C No [Z 

The piping, tubing, fittings and cabling installed by this modification does not increase reliance on equipment important to safety. As concluded in the response to question 3.0. the physical/electrical configuration of this modification ensures that the probability of a malfunction of equipment important to safety has not been increased. Therefore, the offsite dose consequences associated with a malfunction of equipment important to safety is not increased as a result of thiis 
modification.



PC 975054P201 Page 3 of 3 
PAGE II REV 0 5. Will the possibility of an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the SAR be created? 

YesQ No [] 
The function of the equipment affected by this modification is not required for shutdown of the unit or mitigating radioactive releases; however, this modification does affect maintaining reactor coolant pressure integrity. The impact on the RCS pressure boundary will be within the accepted Parameters during installation and testin, and after the installation of this modification, the RCS Pressure boundary will not be comprised. As stated in the preceding questions, the desiqgn requirements of the RCS was maintained with no exceptions according to accepted and approved ANO guidelines. It has been demonstrated that the installation of this modification will have no negative impact on a safety-related system or component. The installation of this modification wil also not change the way Operations will respond to an accident. No credit is taken in the current accident analyses for any automatic or manual action by the RCS Refueling Level. Failure of the equipment installed by this modification will not create any accidents initiators. Applicable design requirements have been considered (see response to question 3.0) to ensure that systems important to safety are not ieopardized; therefore, it can be concluded that the possibility of an accident different from any Previously analyzed in the SAR will not be created.  

6. Will the possibility of a malfunction of equipment important to safety of a different type than any previously evaluated in the SAR be created? Yes 03 No 0Z 
All system designs for equipment important to safety will remain the same. None of the circuits added by this design will be routed in such a manner to cause propagation of a failure in a Class I E circuit. None of the field-routed tubing will be routed in such manner to cause propagation of a failure in a ASME III, Class 1. 2 or 3 or a Seismic Class I structure/component. The criteria for electrical separation has been maintained and conservative adherence to seismic requirements has been observed to insure compliance. Also, this modification does not electricallylmechanically interface with equipment important to safety. Therefore, the possibility of a malfunction of equipgment important to safety that involves an initiator or failure of a different type than previously evaluated in the SAR has not been created, 

7. Will the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any technical specification be reduced? 
Yes[] No0 

The Technical Specifications bases do not establish a margin of safety for the RCS Refueling Level indications. The installation of the new piping, tubing, valves and associated fittings will not affect or alter the existing Tech. Spec. requirements nor be included in any new requirements. Based on the above statements, this modification will not reduce the margin of safety as defined in the bases.  

_& / "/z Roger B. Rucker 10/18/98 
Certifed Reviewer's Signature Printed Name Date 
Reviewer's certification expiration date: 9/11/99 

Assistance provided by: 

Printed Name N/A Scope of Assistance Date 

PSC review by: • Date: \\ I .A '
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This Document contains 3 Pages.  

Document No. 1000.001 Rev./Change No. 030-01-0 

Title Organization and Responsibilities 

Brief description of proposed change: Admin./title changes for Emergency Planning and Training Manager 

Will the proposed Activity: 

1. Require a change to the Operating License including: 

Technical Specifications (excluding the bases)? YesC- Nog 

Operating License? Yes[] No0 

Confirmatory Orders? Yes'] No0 

2. Result in information in the following SAR documents (including drawings and text) being 

(a) no longer true or accurate, or (b) violate a requirement stated in the document: 

SAR (multi-volume set for each unit)? Yes0j No

Core Operating Limits Report Yes(:] NoS 

Fire Hazards Analysis? Yes[] No0Z 

Bases of the Technical Specifications? YesE-] NoZ 

Technical Requirements Manual? Yes[] No0] 

NRC Safety Evaluation Reports? YesEl No0l 

3. Involve a test or experiment not described in the SAR? Yes[] No[E 

(See Attachment 2 for guidance) 

4. Result in a potential impact to the environment? (Complete 
the Environmental Impact Determination of this form.) Yes'] Nog 

5. Result in the need for a Radiological Safety Evaluation 
per section 6.1.5? Yes-- No0 

6. Result in any potential impact to the equipment or facilities utilized for Ventilated 

Storage Cask activities per Section 6.1.6? Yes[] No0 

7. Involve a change under 1 OCFR50.54 for the following SAR documents 

per Section 6.1.7: 

QAPM? Yes"- Nog 

E-Plan? YesZ No['

8. Does this review depend on future NRC approval of other actions Yes(] NoZ 

(NRC SER, Relief, etc)? (forward change to PSC per 6.3.8 or 6.3.9)



Document No. 1000.001 Rev./Change No. 030-01-0 

Basis for Determination (Questions 1. 2 & 31:The changes included in this revision are beyond the level of 

detail associated with the Operating License and does not involve a test or experiment.  

[] Proposed change does not require 10 CFR 50.59 Evaluation per Attachment 1, Item #., (If checked, note 

appropriate item #, send LDCR to Licensing).  

Search Scope: 

List sections reviewed in the Licensing Basis Documents specified in Question 1, 2 and 3. If a search was 

performed on LRS, the LRS search index should be entered under 'Section' with the search statement(s) used in 

parentheses. Controlled hard copies of the documents shall be reviewed (LRS is not verified and searches only 

text, not figures or drawings). Attach and distribute a completed LDCR per Section 6.1.2 if LBD changes are 

required.

Document 
LRS: 
50.59 Common

Section 

ALL (Manager w/l0 Emergency Planning, "Emergency Planning", 
rfimrtnr w~l l NPlir~iar Safetyv. Director w/10 Emergency Planning)

MANUAL SECTIONS: 
Emergency Plan B, N, P 
Unit I SAR 9,12 
Unit 2 SAR 9,13 

FIGURES: 
Eplan Figures B-1 and P-1 

Unit I SAR Figure 12-06 
Unit 2 SAR Figure 13.1-6 

H. David Youna 1122/01 
Cerified Reiewe�rignature Printed Name Date 

Reviewer's certification expiration date: 2/5/01 

Assistance provided by: 

Printed Name Scope of Assistance Date 

N/A N/A N/A 

Search Scope Review Acceptability (NA, if performed by Technical Review per 1000.006)

N/A 
Printed Name

N/A DateN/A 
Certified Reviewer's Signature



ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT DETERMINATION 
(UNIT I and UNIT 2) 

Document No. 1000.001 Rev./Change No. 030-01-0 

Complete the following Determination. If the answer to any checklist item is "Yes", an Environmental Evaluation 

is required. See Section 6.1.4 for additional guidance.  

Will the Activity being evaluated: 

Yes No 

Disturb land that is beyond that initially disturbed during construction (i.e., new construction of 

buildings, creation or removal of ponds, or other terrestrial impact)? See Unit 2 SAR Figure 

2.5-17. This applies only to areas outside the protected area.  

El 0] Increase thermal discharges to lake or atmosphere? 

El 0] Increase concentration of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or 

tower? 

El 0] Increase quantity of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or 

tower? 

El 0] Modify the design or operation of cooling tower which will change drift characteristics? 

El 0] Install any new transmission lines leading offsite? 

El 0] Change the design or operation of the intake or discharge structures? 

El 0] Discharges any chemicals new or different from that previously discharged? 

El 0] Potentially cause a spill or unevaluated discharge which may effect neighboring soils, surface 

water or ground water? 

El 0] Involve burying or placement of any solid wastes in the site area which may effect runoff, 

surface water or ground water? 

El 0] Involve incineration or disposal of any potentially hazardous materials on the ANO site? 

El 0] Result in a change to nonradiological effluents or licensed reactor power level? 

El 0] Potentially change the type or increase the amount of non-radiological air emissions from the 
ANO site.



This Document contains 2 Pages.  

IOCFR50.59 Eval. No. Fr') 4.. (( " O 
(Assigned by PSC) 

Document No. 1.000.001 Rev./Change No. 030-01-0 

Title Orgnization and Responsibilities 

A WRITTEN RESPONSE PROVIDING THE BASIS FOR THE ANSWER TO EACH QUESTION MUST BE 

ATTACHED. EACH QUESTION MUST BE ANSWERED SEPARATELY. A SIMPLE STATEMENT OF 

CONCLUSION IS NOT SUFFICIENT. ATTACHMENT 2 PROVIDES GUIDANCE FOR RESPONSE.  

If the answer to any question on this form is "Yes," then an unreviewed safety question is involved. If the answer 

to all questions is "No," then the proposed change does not involve an unreviewed safety question.  

1. Will the probability of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be Yes 0 No [ 

increased? 

All of the responsibilities assigned to the Manager. Emergency Planning in regards to the EP grout 

will be transferred to the Director, Nuclear Safety Assurance, with no alteration of the duties and 

responsibilities required of the direct reports to the Director. This action is not an accident initiator 

nor does it introduce variables that would contribute to accident initiation. Thus the probability of 

an accident previously evaluated in the SAR will not increase.  

2. Will the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be 

increased? 
Yes0 No[ 

Because the duties assigned to the EP group will not change, this revision will not change. degrade 

or prevent actions described in an accident discussed in the SAR nor result in an increase in any 

postulated offsite doses. Therefore. the consequences of an accident Previously evaluated in the 

SAR will not increase.  

3. Will the probability of a malfunction of equipment important to safety be 

increased? 
Yes El No 0 

There is no equipment important to safety that will be impacted. nor will this action degrade safety 

system component reliability. The Emergency Planning group will continue to be responsible for 

the duties required by the Emer enc Plan and the SAR. including ensuring the 

reliabir Iloverabilily of safety or emer ency response equipment. Therefore. the Probability of a 

malfunction of eqzuipment important to safety will not increase.  

4. Will the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to safety Yes 0 No 0 
be increased? 

The EP group will still be responsible for ensuring the reliabilitvloperability of safety or energency 

response equipment. The Proposed change will not inrease the Potential dose to the public and EP 

will continue to have the responsibility to ensure that equipment important to the health and safety 

of the public will not be degraded. and will not exceed acceptance limits set for the ANO license.  

Therefore the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to safety will not increase.
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Page 1 of 4 
Document No. 1000.043 Rev./Change No. 016-03-0 

Title Steam Generator Water Chemistry Monitoring Unit H 

Brief description of proposed change: Removes molar ratio requirement.  

Will the proposed Activity: 

1. Require a change to the Operating License including: 

Technical Specifications (excluding the bases)? YesEl Nog] 

Operating License? 
Yes[] No[Z 

Confirmatory Orders? 
Yes[l NoW 

2. Result in information in the following SAR documents (including drawings and text) being 
(a) no longer true or accurate, or (b) violate a requirement stated in the document: 

SAR (multi-volume set for each unit)? YesrE No7l 

Core Operating Limits Report YesE] No[R 

Fire Hazards Analysis? 
Yes[] No-" 

Bases of the Technical Specifications? Yesf- No-' 

Technical Requirements Manual? Yes[] NoED 

NRC Safety Evaluation Reports? YesE] NoW 

3. Involve a test or experiment not described in the SAR? YesEl NoO 
(See Attachment 2 for guidance) 

4. Result in a potential impact to the environment? (Complete 
the Environmental Impact Determination of this form.) Yes[] Nol1 

5. Result in the need for a Radiological Safety Evaluation 
per section 6.1.5? Yes[] Nol' 

6. Result in any potential impact to the equipment or facilities utilized for Ventilated 
Storage Cask activities per Section 6.1.6? Yes[] No[l 

7. Involve a change under 1OCFR50.54 for the following SAR documents 
per Section 6.1.7: 

QAMO? 
YesDl Noj;3 

E-Plan? 
Yes(] NolE] 

ANO-2 1197 
Safety Evaluation Report



Page 2 of 4 

Document No. 1000.043 Rev./Change No. 016-03-0 

Basis for Determination (Questions 1. 2 & 3): 
See page 4.  

El Proposed change does not require 10 CFR 50.59 Evaluation per Attachment 1, Item # ,(If checked, 
note appropriate item #, send LDCR to Licensing).  

Search Scope: 

List sections reviewed in the Licensing Basis Documents specified in Question 1, 2 and 3. If a search was 
performed on LRS, the LRS search index should be entered under 'Section" with the search statement(s) used in 
parentheses. Controlled hard copies of the documents shall be reviewed (LRS is not verified and searches only 
text, not figures or drawings). Attach and distribute a completed LDCR per Section 6.1.2 if LBD changes are 
required.

Document 
LRS: 
50.59 Unit 2 
All ANO/NRC correspondence.

Section 

All Key words - (molar ratio, crevice, IGA, intergran*)

MANUAL SECTIONS: 
10.3, 10.4 

FIGURES: 
10.4-5

Reviewer's certification expiration date: 

Assistance provided by:

Philip C. Robbins 
Printed Name 

11-10-00

Printed Name 
Debbie Waldron

Scope of Assistance 
Searched for molar ratio commitments

Search Scope Review Acceptability (NA, if performed by Technical Review per 1000.006)

C i itu 
Certified Reviewer's Signature

ANO-2 
Safety Evaluation Report

Printed Name

1198

11-21-99 
Date

Date 
11-16-99

Date



Page 3 of 4 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT DETERMINATION 

(UNIT I and UNIT 2) 
Document No. 1000.043 Rev./Change No. 16-03-0 

Complete the following Determination. If the answer to any checklist item is "Yes", an Environmental Evaluation 

is required. See Section 6.1.4 for additional guidance.  

Will the Activity being evaluated: 

Yes No 

E Disturb land that is beyond that initially disturbed during construction (i.e., new construction of buildings, creation or removal of ponds, or other terrestrial impact)? See Unit 2 SAR Figure 2.5-17. This applies only to areas outside the protected area.  

LIN [ Increase thermal discharges to lake or atmosphere? 

Increase concentration of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or 
tower? 

El r Increase quantity of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or 
tower? 

E [ Modify the design or operation of cooling tower which will change drift characteristics? 

Install any new transmission lines leading offsite? 

Change the design or operation of the intake or discharge structures? 

] • Discharges any chemicals new or different from that previously discharged? 

El Potentially cause a spill or unevaluated discharge which may effect neighboring soils, surface 
water or ground water? 

E Involve burying or placement of any solid wastes in the site area which may effect runoff, 
surface water or ground water?.  

Involve incineration or disposal of any potentially hazardous materials on the ANO site? 

] • Result in a change to nonradiological effluents or licensed reactor power level? 
C • Potentially change the type or increase the amount of non-radiological air emissions from the 

ANO site.  

ANO-2 1199 
Safety Evaluation Report



Procedure 1000.043 Rev. 16-03-1 Page 4 of 4 

CFR 50.59 Determination 

This procedure change involves removing the control specification for molar ratio.  

The bases for questions 1-3 are listed below.  

1. No - The license-based documents do not contain specifications for molar ratio.  

2. Yes - The SAR contains two passages that state that molar ratio may be used (sections 
10.3.5 and 10.4.7). An LDCR was written to remove this option.  

3. No - Molar ratio injection is not a test or experiment.

ANO-2 
Safety Evaluation Report
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1OCFR50.59 Eval. No. " -II 
(Assigned by PSC)

Document No. 1000.043 Rev./Change No. 16-003-0

Title Steam Generator Water Chemistry Monitoring Unit II 

A WRITTEN RESPONSE PROVIDING THE BASIS FOR THE ANSWER TO EACH QUESTION MUST BE 
ATTACHED. EACH QUESTION MUST BE ANSWERED SEPARATELY. A SIMPLE STATEMENT OF 
CONCLUSION IS NOT SUFFICIENT. ATTACHMENT 2 PROVIDES GUIDANCE FOR RESPONSE.  

If the answer to any question on this form is 'Yes," then an unreviewed safety question is involved. If the answer 
to all questions is "No," then the proposed change does not involve an unreviewed safety question.

1. Will the probability of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be 
increased? Yes[--] No 9

See attached.

2. Will the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be 
increased? Yes E No [)

See attached.

3. Will the probability of a malfunction of equipment important to safety be 
increased? Yes D No P
See attached

4. Will the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to safety 
be increased? Yes E No C4

See attached

5. Will the possibility of an accident of a different type than any previously 
evaluated in the SAR be created? Yes [I No EX

See attached

6. Will the possibility of a malfunction of equipment important to safety of a 
different type than any previously evaluated in the SAR be created? Yes El No Jo
See attached

7. Will the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any technical 
specification be reduced? Yes D] Nox

See aftached



Reviewer's certification expiration date: 11-10-00 

Assistance provided by: 

Printed Name S

PSC review by:

cope of Assistance

Date: -3

Date
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I0CFR50.59 Review Page lof 3 

Procedure 1000.043 Change 16-03-0 

Discussion 

The molar ratio system will no longer be used after 2P99. There is not a benefit from 
short-term injection of ammonium chloride. The system will also not be needed unless 
significant iron builds up in the replacement steam generators. The molar ratio system 
will be converted to a dispersant injection system. A workplan will be written to cover 
the dispersant injection program.  

Molar ratio control was established to help reduce pH in steam generator crevices. High 
pH is caused by sodium concentrating in crevices. Hideout return data shows evidence 
that crevice pH is affected by molar ratio. Molar ratio control is a tool for long term 
prevention of crack initiation. The period between 2P99 and 2R14 is too short for molar 
ratio to to provide benefits. An Engineering Review is attached. See Attachment 1.  

There are two references to molar ratio in the SAR that need to be removed. An LDCR is 
attached. The PWR Secondary Water Chemistry Guidelines - Revision 4 states that 
molar ratio injection is a site-specific practice. An LDCR is being submitted to change 
the SAR.  

Answers to the seven questions on pages one and two are listed below.  

1. Will the probability of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be increased? 

No. The chemistry of the secondary system affects only one accident scenario. That 
accident is Steam generator tube rupture with or without a concurrent loss of AC power.  
This accident could result from failure of steam generator tubes due to secondary side 
corrosion. The change to not inject ammonium chloride for the relatively short period 
before steam generator replacement will not cause steam generator tubes to fail. Molar 
ratio control is theorized to prevent initiation of cracks in tubes by neutralizing crevices 
(over an extended time penod). Molar ratio control will not increase propogation of 
existing cracks. The treatment will not be needed for the replacement steam generators 
because there will not be iron deposits which contain crevices.  

2. Will the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be increased? 

No. Suspending molar ratio treatment does not play a role in changing or preventing 
actions described in any accident previously evaluated in the SAR. This activity does not 
affect any barriers to mitigate dose to the public or to release radioactive materials.



Page 2 of 3 
Procedure 1000.043 REV 016-02-0 

1OCFR 50.59 Evaluation 

3. Will the probability of a malfunction of equipment important to safety be increased? 

No. The procedure changes will not be detrimental to the steam generators. The 
suspension of molar ratio injection will not cause tube degradation in the short period 
before steam generator replacement. After steam generator replacement there will not 
also be any reason for increased risk to steam generator tubes due to the lack of under
deposit crevices. The ability of the steam generators to provide a mitigating function for 
accidents will be maintained. The probability of a malfunction of this equipment will not 
be increased.  

4. Will the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to safety be 
increased? 

No. The change maintains secondary chemistry controls. Suspending molar ratio 
treatment simply reduces the amount of chloride in the steam generators. It will not result 
in increased radiological release or an increase in dose if failures occur in components 
related to safety.  

5. Will the possibility of an accident of a different type than previously evaluated in the 
SAR be created? 

No. This procedure change does not negatively affect secondary chemistry 
controls. It does not degrade steam generator chemistry or increase secondary corrosion.  
Therefore, the possibility of an accident different than previously indicated will not be 
created.  

6. Will the possibility of a malfunction of equipment important to safety of a different 
type than that previously evaluated in the SAR be created? 

No. The procedure change does not introduce a potential detrimental affect on any 
equipment important to safety. The change does not increase the potential for corrosion, 
and does not introduce any type of failure mode not previously recognized or evaluated.  

7. Will the margin to safety as defined in the Bases of any technical specification be 
reduced? 

No. Section 3/4.4.5 of the Unit Two Technical Specifications Bases states " The 
plant is expected to be operated in a manner that the secondary coolant will be 

Page 3 of 3



Page 3 of 3 
Procedure 1000.043 REV 016-02-0 

1OCFR 50.59 Evaluation 

maintained within those chemistry limits found to result in negligible corrosion of the 
steam generator tubes. If the secondary coolant chemistry is not maintained with those 
limits, localized corrosion may result in stress corrosion cracking. The extent of the 
cracking during plant operation would be limited by the limitation of steam generator 
tube leakage between the primary coolant and the secondary coolant system (primary 
secondary leakage = 150 gallons per day per steam generator)." This procedure change 
will not result in increased steam generator corrosion, and therefore will not cause steam 
generator tube leakage to be affected. Therefore the margin to safety defined in Tech 
Spec Bases is not reduced.
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This Document contains 4 Pages.  

Document No. 1025.015 Rev./Change No. 008-00-0 

Title ON LINE REPAIR PROCEDURES 

Brief description of proposed change: The on line leak repair procedure, 1025.015, is used to perform 
temoorary repairs until the system or component can be removed from service to perform a more 
permanent type repair. The extent of repair types covered varies significantly and includes the 
awolication of soft patches, clamps, enclosures, drilling/tapping and installing injection fittings and the 
associated iniection of leak sealing compounds into both pressure boundary and mechanical joint 
applciations. The processes have been generally classified as temporary alterations per 1000.028 and 
procedural controls/requirements for temporary alterations are being incorporated into the procedure.  
Included with those requirements is for the procedure's 50.59 review to cover the modifications. In 
addition to the incorporation of temporary alteration controls, this revision changes the engineering 
review from an MER to the ER process, adds additional reference documents and orovides numerous 
clarifications to the procedure. Minor changes such as replacing JO/JR with MAI. and maintenance 
engineer with lead engineer were also made to reflect process and organizational changes.  

Will the proposed Activity: 

1. Require a change to the Operating License including: 

Technical Specifications (excluding the bases)? YesE- Nog 

Operating License? Yes[] No[r 

Confirmatory Orders? YesEl Nog 

2. Result in information in the following SAR documents (including drawings and text) being 
(a) no longer true or accurate, or (b) violate a requirement stated in the document: 

SAR (multi-volume set for each unit)? Yes0 No

Core Operating Limits Report YesEl Nog 

Fire Hazards Analysis? YesEl NoU 

Bases of the Technical Specifications? Yes[:] NoU 

Technical Requirements Manual? Yes[] Non 

NRC Safety Evaluation Reports? Yes[l: Nojo 

3. Involve a test or experiment not described in the SAR? Yes[] No0R 
(See Attachment 2 for guidance) 

4. Result in a potential impact to the environment? (Complete 
the Environmental Impact Determination of this form.) . Yes[] NoZ 

5. Result in the need for a Radiological Safety Evaluation 
per section 6.1.5? Yes(--l No[D



6. Result in any potential impact to the equipment or facilities utilized for Ventilated 
Storage Cask activities per Section 6.1.6? 

7. Involve a change under 10CFR50.54 for the following SAR documents 
per Section 6.1.7:

QAMO? 

E-Plan?

8. Does this review depend on future NRC approval of other actions 
(NRC SER, Relief, etc)? (forward change to PSC per 6.3.8 or 6.3.9)

Yesl-' NorZ

Yes[-] No0R 

YesE-' NoZ 

YesE] NoZ



Document No. 1025.015

Basis for Determination (Questions 1. 2 & 31:
See attached pape.

E Proposed change does not require 10 CFR 50.59 Evaluation per Attachment 1, Item #_, (If checked, note 
appropriate item #, send LDCR to Licensing).  

Search Scope: 

List sections reviewed in the Licensing Basis Documents specified in Question 1, 2 and 3. If a search was performed on LRS, the LRS search index should be entered under "Section" with the search statement(s) used in 
parentheses. Controlled hard copies of the documents shall be reviewed (LRS is not verified and searches only text, not figures or drawings). Attach and distribute a completed LDCR per Section 6.1.2 if LBD changes are 
required.

Document 
LRS: 
50.59 Common

Section 

keywords; temporary w/10 repair, w/5 alteration, w/5 modification, 
w/5 change; leak* w/10 repair*, w/5 seal*; valve w/5 leak, w/5 
repair*; on-line w/10 repair*, on line w/10 repair*; "Section Xl w/5-

MANUAL SECTIONS: 
QAMO reviewed index and applicable sections 
UI SAR 6.1.2.4, 6.1.4, 6.4, Table 6.11 
U2 SAR Section 3 index, 3.5, 5.2, 5.5.12, Table 5.2-3 
U1 & U2 Tech. Spec. Bases Reviewed all 

FIGURES: 

SIver J. Jacobson 7/14/00 
Certified Rev ert Signature Printed Name Date 

Reviewer's certification expiration date: 1126/2001 

Assistance provided by: 

Printed Name Scope of Assistance Date 

Search Scope Review Acceptability (NA, if performed by Technical Review per 1000.006)

Certified Reviewer's Signature Date

• -] -- -- vf.

Printed Name

Rev./Change No. 008-00-0



ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT DETERMINATION 
(UNIT 1 and UNIT 2) 

Document No. 1025.015 Rev./Change No. 008-00-0 

Complete the following Determination. If the answer to any checklist item is "Yes", an Environmental Evaluation 
is required. See Section 6.1.4 for additional guidance.  

Will the Activity being evaluated: 

Yes No 

l [ Disturb land that is beyond that initially disturbed during construction (i.e., new construction of 
buildings, creation or removal of ponds, or other terrestrial impact)? See Unit 2 SAR Figure 
2.5-17. This applies only to areas outside the protected area.  

El [] Increase thermal discharges to lake or atmosphere? 

El 0 Increase concentration of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or 
tower? 

El 0] Increase quantity of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or 
tower? 

El 0] Modify the design or operation of cooling tower which will change drift characteristics? 

El 0] Install any new transmission lines leading offsite? 

El 0] Change the design or operation of the intake or discharge structures? 

El 0R Discharges any chemicals new or different from that previously discharged? 

El 0] Potentially cause a spill or unevaluated discharge which may effect neighboring soils, surface 
water or ground water? 

0l 0 Involve burying or placement of any solid wastes in the site area which may effect runoff, 
surface water or ground water? 

El 0] Involve incineration or disposal of any potentially hazardous materials on the ANO site? 

El 0 Result in a change to nonradiological effluents or licensed reactor power level? 

El 0 Potentially change the type or increase the amount of non-radiological air emissions from the 
ANO site.



ARKANSAS NUCLEAR ONE 
FORM TITLE: FORM NO. REV.  

10CFR50.59 REVIEW CONTINUATION PAGE 1000.131C 003-04-0 

This Document contains 1 Page.  

Document No. 1025.015 Rev./Change No. 008-00-0 

10CFR50.59 Review Continuation Page 

Question 1: 

The on line leak repair procedure will not require a change to the Operating License for either unit. The activities 
are not addressed in the Technical Specifications or OL documents and are considered below the level of detail of 

the Operating License.  

Question 2: 

Procedure 1025.015 may involve the installation of temporary fittings, patches, or orocesses that are not 
recognized by the original desiqn codes of non-safety related SSCs. The procedure does not authorize repairs 
that do not comply with the ASME Code associated with safety related components. The SAR for each unit 
includes the design code information for the facility piping and components. The information remains accurate as 
concerns the odginal design and construction. The B31.1 code for power plant piping is associated with the 
construction not maintenance activities for non-safety related piping and components. Although the repairs are 
required per the procedure to be evaluated for adequacy from a structural and operational basis, the installation of 
repairs that do not meet the original construction design codes referenced in the LBDs may be conservatively 
considered a conflict that warrants a 1 OCFR50.59 Evaluation. The application of leak repair fittings, clamps, etc.  
authorized by this procedure is below the level of detail present on the LBD drawings and is not considered a 

conflict with the P&ID's or other drawings in them.  

Question 3: 

The activities within 1025.015 do not involve a test or experiment not described in the SAR for either unit. The 
activities are not trying to determine an unknown effect or if a condition can be proven or shown acceptable.



This Document contains 2 Pages.  

IOCFR50.59 Eval. No. Frp• OO-O' ? 
(Assigned by PSC) 

Document No. 1025.015 RevJChange No. 008-00-0 

Title ON LINE REPAIR PROCEDURES 

A WRITTEN RESPONSE PROVIDING THE BASIS FOR THE ANSWER TO EACH QUESTION MUST BE ATTACHED. EACH QUESTION MUST BE ANSWERED SEPARATELY. A SIMPLE STATEMENT OF CONCLUSION IS NOT SUFFICIENT. ATTACHMENT 2 PROVIDES GUIDANCE FOR RESPONSE.  

If the answer to any question on this form is "Yes," then an unreviewed safety question is involved. If the answer to all questions is "No," then the proposed change does not involve an unreviewed safety question.  

1. Will the probability of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be 
increased? 

Yes El No 0 

The probability of initiation of accidents described in either unit's SAR is not increased by the leak repair procedure, 1025.015. The procedure requires that an engineering evaluation be performed to ensure the continued ability of the SSC to provide its required functions. Specific limitations and restrictions are placed upon safety related repairs and repairs that do not comply with ASME Code requirements are not authorized by the procedure. Thus, while the procedure may be applied to components that could initiate an evaluated accident, the leak repair process governed by 1025.015 provides sufficient evaluation, controls and reviews to avoid increasing the probability of such an 
accident.  

2. Will the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be increased? 
Yes El No 0 

The performance of on line leak repairs allowed by 1025.015 will not cause the off-site dose of any analyzed accidents to be increased. The procedure contains sufficient controls to avoid new release pathways, loss of existing barriers, degradation of accident mitigating SSCs, or other activities that would result in the accident response assumptions being invalid or unconservative. Repairs Performed oer 1025.015 include an engineering evaluation of the impact of the repairs and the ability 
of the repaired component to continue performing its required design function.  

3. Will the probability of a malfunction of equipment important to safety be 
increased? 

Yes [] No 

The on-line leak repair procedure. 1025.015, does not result in an increased probability of malfunction of equipment important to safety. The repairs include an engineering evaluation and process controls that ensure the SSC remains capable of performing its intended design function.  The engineering evaluation and process controls also protect against indirect failure sources by establishing appropriate controls for leak sealant volume, sealant iniection pressure, and similar impacts. Leak repairs that do not comply with ASME design codes for equipment important to safety are not authorized by the procedure. The structural and functional integrity of the SSC is maintained by the controls and limits established for each application of the procedure.  

4. Will the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to safety 
be increased? 

Yes E] No 0 

The off-site dose consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to safety will not be increased. The performance of leak repairs per 1025.015 would not create conditions that cause an

I
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1OCFR50.59 Eval. No. AA%1 00- og 
(Assigned by PSC) 

Document No. 1025.015 RevJChange No. 008-00-0 

Title ON LINE REPAIR PROCEDURES 

A WRITTEN RESPONSE PROVIDING THE BASIS FOR THE ANSWER TO EACH QUESTION MUST BE ATTACHED. EACH QUESTION MUST BE ANSWERED SEPARATELY. A SIMPLE STATEMENT OF CONCLUSION IS NOT SUFFICIENT. ATTACHMENT 2 PROVIDES GUIDANCE FOR RESPONSE.  

If the answer to any question on this form is "Yes," then an unreviewed safety question is involved. If the answer to all questions is "No," then the proposed change does not involve an unreviewed safety question.  

1. Will the probability of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be increased? 
Yes EJ No I] 

The Probability of initiation of accidents described in either unit's SAR is not increased by the leak repair procedure, 1025.015. The Procedure requires that an engineering evaluation be performed to ensure the continued ability of the SSC to provide its required functions. Specific limitations and restrictions are placed upon safety related repairs and repairs that do not comply with ASME Code requirements are not authorized by the procedure. Thus, while the Procedure may be applied to components that could initiate an evaluated accident, the leak repair process governed by 1025.015 provides sufficient evaluation, controls and reviews to avoid increasing the probability of such an 
accident.  

2. Will the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be increased? 
Yes [] No 0 

The performance of on line leak repairs allowed by 1025.015 will not cause the off-site dose of an, analyzed accidents to be increased. The procedure contains sufficient controls to avoid new release pathways, loss of existing barriers, degradation of accident miti ating SSCs. or other activities that would result in the accident response assumptions beinq invalid or unconservative. Repairs performed per 1025.015 include an engineering evaluation of the impact of the repairs and the ability of the repaired component to continue performing its required desin function.  

3. Will the probability of a malfunction of equipment important to safety be increased? 
Yes Ej No 0 

The on-line leak repair procedure, 1025.015, does not result in an increased probability of malfunction of equipment important to safety- The repairs include an enqineering evaluation and process controls that ensure the SSC remains capable of performing its intended design function.  The en.gineerin. q evaluation and process controls also protect a-gainst indirect failure sources by establishing appropriate controls for leak sealant volume, sealant injection pressure, and similar impacts. Leak repairs that do not comply with ASME design codes for equipment important to safety are not authorized by the Procedure. The structural and functional inteqgrity of the SSC is maintained by the controls and limits established for each application of the procedure.  

4. Will the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to safety be increased? 
YesEl NoED 

The off-site dose consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to safety will not be increased. The performance of leak repairs per 1025.015 would not create conditions that cause an
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Document. No. 1052.007 Rev./Change No. 017-02-0 

Title Secondary Chemistry Monitoring 

Brief description of proposed change: Revised day of the week and time of the day that some analyses 
are performed to improve efficiency of work schedule. Revised schedule to reflect changing service 
water corrosion inhibitor from MSW-104 to TRC-319. Changed Arkansas Department of Pollution Control 
and Ecology to Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality due to name change of department.  

Will the proposed Activity: 

1 Require a change to the Operating License including: 

Technical Specifications (excluding the bases)? Yes[] No; 

Operating License? 
YesE No[E 

Confirmatory Orders? 
Yest"' No[E 

2. Result in information in the following SAR documents (including drawings and text) being (a) no longer true or accurate, or (b) violate a requirement stated in the document: 

SAR (multi-volume set for each unit)? Yeso Nor 

Core Operating Limits Report 
Yesl] No[ 

Fire Hazards Analysis? 
YesF] No[E 

Bases of the Technical Specifications? 
Yes[] NoZ 

Technical Requirements Manual? YesF] NoS 

NRC Safety Evaluation Reports? YesE- NoZ 
3. Involve a test or experiment not described in the SAR? Yes-" NoZ 

(See Attachment 2 for guidance) 

4. Result in a potential impact to the environment? (Complete 
the Environmental Impact Determination of this form.) Yes- No[ 

5. Result in the need for a Radiological Safety Evaluation 
per section 6.1.5? Yesl] NoE 

6. Result in any potential impact to the equipment or facilities utilized for Ventilated 
Storage Cask activities per Section 6.1.6? Yes- NoZ 

7. Involve a change under 1OCFR50.54 for the following SAR documents 
per Section 6.1.7: 

QAMO? 
Yes-' No[E 

E-Plan? 
Yes[] No[



ARKANSAS NUCLEAR ONE 
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Page 2 of 3

Document No. 1052.007 Rev./Change No. 017-02-0

Basis for Determination (Questions 1. 2 & 3): 
See continuation Page.  

[I Proposed change does not require 10 CFR 50.59 Evaluation per Attachment 1, Item #_ , (If checked.  
note appropriate item #, send LDCR to Licensing).  

Search Scope: 

List sections reviewed in the Licensing Basis Documents specified in Question 1, 2 and 3. If a search was performed on LRS, the LRS search index should be entered under "Section" with the search statement(s) used in parentheses. Controlled hard copies of the documents shall be reviewed (LRS is not verified and searches only text, not figures or drawings). Attach and distribute a completed LDCR per Section 6.1.2 if LBD changes are 
required.

Document 
LRS: 
50.59 - Common 

MANUAL SECTIONS: 
Unit 2 SAR 

FIGURES: 
Unit 2 SAR

Reviewer's certification expiration date:

Section 

50.59 - Common (oxygen or 02, zinc* or Zn, hardness, phosphate 
or P04, sodium, alkalinity, suspended solids, TRC-233, LSI or 
langelier saturation index, orthophosphate, MSW-104 or MSWl04, 
corrosion inhibitor*, Calgon, Pollution Control and Ecology, 
ADPC&E) 

2.4.12, Table 9.3-4, 9.2.6.2, 9.2.1.2.2.1, 10.4.5.2 

1.2-1, 9.2-1

Teresa Madeley 
Printed Name 

9/2/99

315199 
Date

Assistance provided by:

Printed Name Scope of Assistance Date

Search Scope Review Acceptability (NA, if performed by Technical Review per 1000.006) 

Certified Reviewer's Signature Printed Name

N/A

Date



Paae 3of 3 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT DETERMINATION 
(UNIT I and UNIT 2) 

Document No. 1052.007 Rev./Change No. 017-02-0 

Complete the following Determination. If the answer to any checklist item is 'Yes", an Environmental Evaluation 

is required. See Section 6.1.4 for additional guidance.  

Will the Activity being evaluated: 

Yes No 

0 Disturb land that is beyond that initially disturbed during construction (i.e., new construction of buildings, creation or removal of ponds, or other terrestrial impact)? See Unit 2 SAR Figure 2.5-17. This applies only to areas outside the protected area.  

E 0] Increase thermal discharges to lake or atmosphere? 

El Z Increase concentration of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or 
tower? 

E 0] Increase quantity of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canat Or 
tower? 

E [] Modify the design or operation of cooling tower which will change drift characteristics? 

E [ Install any new transmission lines leading offsite? 

E 0] Change the design or operation of the intake or discharge structures? 

E 0] Discharges any chemicals new or different from that previously discharged? 
E 0] Potentially cause a spill or unevaluated discharge which may effect neighboring soils, surface 

water or ground water? 

El ED Involve burying or placement of any solid wastes in the site area which may effect runoff, 
surface water or ground water? 

E 10 Involve incineration or disposal of any potentially hazardous materials on the ANO site? 
S [0 Result in a change to nonradiological effluents or licensed reactor power level? 

0 Potentially change the type or increase the amount of non-radiological air emissions from the 
ANO site.

Paae 3 of 3
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Document No. 1052.007 Rev./Change No. 017-02-0 

10CFR50.59 Review Continuation Page 
Discussion: This procedure change is revising the days of the week and the times of the day that some analyses are performed to improve the efficiency of the work schedule. Arkansas Department of Pollution Control and Ecology was changed to Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality due to a name change of the department that goes into effect on 3131199. This change is also addressing changing the corrosion inhibitor injected into the Unit 2 service water/auxiliary cooling water from 
Calgon product MSW-104 to Calgon product TRC-319.  

MSW-104, the corrosion inhibitor currently injected into the Unit 2 service water, contains zinc chloride, phosphoric acid and dispersants. Since the emergency cooling pond (ECP) is not an approved outfall for the release of zinc, this corrosion inhibitor must be secured when service water is aligned to return to the ECP. This results in the service water corrosion rates increasing during the time the corrosion inhibitor is secured. At the request of ANO, Calgon's Research and Development department performed laboratory testing to select and test alternatives to zinc for corrosion protection. The laboratory testing indicated that a new product (later to be called TRC-319) showed good promise in meeting the objectives at ANO. This product was field tested at ANO in 1998 under plant conditions using the Calgon Water Test 
Trailer (see attached Calgon report).  

The test trailer evaluation agreed with Calgon's previous laboratory test that indicated TRC-319 would work effectively under the conditions found at ANO. Results indicated that TRC-319 can control the steel corrosion in the service water/auxiliary cooling water without the use of zinc. This will allow for continuous chemical treatment that is not interrupted when service water is aligned to the ECP and will result in overall lower corrosion rates and better system control. The testing also showed a slight 
improvement on admiralty corrosion rates.  

Several types of common gaskets and 0-rings used in the service water and auxiliary cooling water system were soaked in various dilutions of TRC-319 to determine the effect of TRC-319. After soaking the materials in neat TRC-319, in a 100 ppm dilution and in a 10 ppm dilution of TRC-319 for 3 months (85 days), no negative effect was observed on the materials (see attached memorandum from Calgon).  
Deionized water was used as the blank in this test.  

Materials compatibility reports for TRC-319 and MSW-104 are attached. Based on lab estimate, TRC-319 is unsatisfactory with aluminum, carbon steel, plasite 4100 (vinyl ester), fiberglass 382, fiberglass 400 and silicon 65 in the neat form. Based on lab estimate, MSW-104 is unsatisfactory with carbon steel, placite 7122 (epoxy), stainless steel 304 and stainless steel 316 in the neat form. However, both of these products are used as carbon steel corrosion inhibitors at lower concentrations. A UF designation on the materials compatibility report means that one or more of the neat product's individual components in the concentrations found in the neat product, were estimated (not tested) to be detrimental to these materials. This estimation is based on the neat product over long periods, such as storage and transportation, as viewed by DOT requirements (see attached memorandum from Calgon). TRC-319 will be used at approximately 4 ppm as product in the service water/auxiliary cooling water system. A materials list which contains the majority of the materials in the Unit 2 service water system is attached.  Aluminum, plasite 4100 and silicon 65 are not materials that the service water/auxiliary cooling water or chemical will be coming in contact with. There is some fiberglass in the cooling tower that is used as a wind break and to assist in the support of some of the cooling tower fill. However, there are no compatibility concerns at the chemical concentrations that will be in the system (see attached 
memorandum from Calgon).  

The TRC-319 will be stored in the same bulk tank and fed through the same day tank and pump system as the former MSW-104. The materials currently being used in this feed system are compatible with 
TRC-319 (see attached memorandum from Calgon).  

Samples of TRC-319 and MSW-104 were analyzed by Calgon Laboratories at different combinations of the two products at various temperatures to determine if any precipitation problems would be expected when filling the bulk tank with TRC-319. The testing showed no problems in the low concentrations of MSW-104 expected. The MSW-104 will be used down to a point as low as possible (to the bottom of the feed line) and then filled with TRC-319. Cleaning of the tank before filling with TRC-319 will not be 
necessary (see attached memorandum from Calgon).
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IOCFR50.59 Review Continuation Paqe 

Since zinc will no longer be injected into the Unit 2 service water/auxiliary cooling water, a request was made to the Arkansas Department of Pollution Control and Ecology to remove the zinc limits for Ouffall 002 (cooling tower blowdown) from the current NPDES permit. This request was not granted since technology-based limits for zinc must be included in the permit. However, the state did reduce the measurement frequency for zinc from once/month to semiannually. This procedure change includes this 
reduction in frequency for zinc monitoring.  

Question 1: The changes made in this procedure change are beyond the level of detail addressed in the Operating Licenses. Nothing in this procedure change will require a change to the Operating Licenses.  

Question 2: The Unit 2 SAR, Section 2.4.12, will need to be revised as a result of the Arkansas Department of Pollution Control and Ecology changing its name to Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality. This is a name change only and there is no change in responsibilities or functions. Therefore, this change will not require a 10CFR50.59 evaluation.  

The Unit 2 SAR, Section 9.2.1.2.2.1, states "The Corrosion Inhibitor Injection System injects corrosion inhibitor and dispersant for control of suspended solids into each service water bay using metered pumps for injection. Corrosion rates are monitored by using test coupons." This information will continue to be true as a result of changing the corrosion inhibitor injected into the Unit 2 service water 
bays from MSW-1 04 to TRC-319.  

The Unit 2 SAR, Section 10.4.5.2, addresses a Calgon additive mixture which is continuously injected into the circulating water to maintain a set concentration. As a result of changing the corrosion inhibitor added to the Unit 2 service water bays from MSW-104 to TRC-319, the chemicals added at the cooling tower will only be added as needed to maintain the desired phosphate concentrations. TRC-319 contains phosphoric acid, sodium HEDP, partially neutralized phosphonocarboxylic acids, and dispersants. Since the Unit 2 service water provides makeup to the Unit 2 circulating water, the chemical will provide corrosion protection to the service water and auxiliary cooling water and then will be cycled up in the cooling tower to provide the necessary chemical concentrations in the Unit 2 circulating water.  
Question 3: This change is revising the days and times that some analyses are performed to improve the efficiency of the work schedule. Arkansas Department of Pollution Control and Ecology is being changed to Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality due to a name change of the department.  Changes are also being made to address changing the corrosion inhibitor injected into the Unit 2 service water/auxiliary cooling water from MSW-104 to TRC-319. None of these changes involve a test or an experiment not described in the SAR as defined in Procedure 1000.131.  

Question 4: Prior to testing TRC-319 in a lake water side stream, an environmental evaluation was performed for the use of this product as a replacement for MSW-1 04. Permission to use TRC-319 in the service water/auxiliary cooling water on a plant wide basis has been granted by the Arkansas Department of Pollution Control and Ecology (name change of department will go into effect on 3/31/99). There will be no potential impact to the environment as a result of changing the corrosion inhibitor injected into the 
Unit 2 service water/auxiliary cooling water from MSW-104 to TRC-319.
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10CFR50.59 Eval. No. - - q -,y
(Assigned by PSC) 

Document No. 1052.007 Rev./Change No. 017-02-0 

Title Secondary ChemistrY Monitorinq 

A WRITTEN RESPONSE PROVIDING THE BASIS FOR THE ANSWER TO EACH QUESTION MUST BE 
ATTACHED. EACH QUESTION MUST BE ANSWERED SEPARATELY. A SIMPLE STATEMENT OF 
CONCLUSION IS NOT SUFFICIENT. ATTACHMENT 2 PROVIDES GUIDANCE FOR RESPONSE.  

If the answer to any question on this form is 'Yes," then an unreviewed safety question is involved. If the answer 
to all questions is "No," then the proposed change does not involve an unreviewed safety question.  

1 . Will the probability of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be 
increased? Yes El No 

No. TRC-319, the new corrosion inhibitor that will be iniected into the Unit 2 service water/auxiliary 
cooling water, will have no detrimental effect on the service water, auxiliary cooling water or 
circulating water systems (see attached material compatibility reports and supporting 
documentation). TRC-319 has a higher PH (1.3-2.3) than MSW-104 (PH <1.0), the corrosion inhibitor 
currently being used. Unlike MSW-104, TRC-319 is not corrosive to stainless steel in the neat form.  
Corrosion rates. suspension of solids and scale potential will continue to be controlled using this 
new chemical. In the event that the Unit 2 service water corrosion inhibitor system is out-of
service, the chemicals currently being fed at the cooling tower will be available for injection into the 
Unit 2 circulating water for corrosion control, solids suspension and scale control. Therefore, the 
probability of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR will not be increased.  

2. Will the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be 
increased? Yes El No 0 

No. There are no accidents in the SAR that would have their radiation dose consequences altered 
as a result of changing the corrosion inhibitor used in the service water, auxiliary cooling water or 
circulating water. There will be no detrimental effect on any of these systems as a result of this 
change.  

3. Will the probability of a malfunction of equipment important to safety be 
increased? Yes [] No 

No. TRC-319 is less corrosive than MSW-104, the corrosion inhibitor currently being iniected into 
the service waterlauxiliary cooling water (see attached material compatibility reports and 
supporting documentation). Testing has shown that TRC-319 can control the steel corrosion rates 
under plant conditions without the use of zinc, a constituent of MSW-104. This will allow for 
continuous chemical treatment that is not interrupted when service water is aligned to the ECP and 
will result in overall lower corrosion rates and better system control. The testing also showed a 
slight improvement on admiralty corrosion rates. Since Unit 2 service water provides makeup to 
the Unit 2 circulating water, the chemical will also help control scaling, corrosion rates, and solids 
in the circulating water. The chemicals currently added at the cooling tower would still be available 
for addition to the Unit 2 circulating water if needed. Therefore, the probability of a malfunction of 
equipment important to safety will not be increased.
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4. Will the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to safety 
be increased? Yes [I No 0
No. Changing the corrosion inhibitor injected into the service waterlauxiliary cooling water will have no detrimental effect on these systems or the circulating water system that receives makeup from the service water. Therefore, the dose consequences of a malfunction of equipment important 
to safety will not be increased.

5. Will the possibility of an accident of a different type than any previously 
evaluated in the SAR be created? Yes [E No []

No. TRC-319 is less corrosive than MSW-104, the current corrosion inhibitor iniected into the service water/auxiliary cooling water. TRC-319 is compatible with the materials in the service water, auxiliary cooling water, and circulating water at the treatment concentrations (approx. 4 ppm as product in the service wateriauxiliary cooling water). TRC-319 is compatible with the current chemical feed system (see attached Calqon report). TRC-319 is more environmentally friendly than MSW-104, which contains zinc. Testing on side-stream lake water has shown that TRC-319 can control the corrosion rates in the service water/auxiliary cooling water to an acceptable level.  Therefore, changing the corrosion inhibitor iniected into the service water/auxiliary cooling water will not be an initiator for an accident of a different type than any Previously evaluated in the SAR.

6. Will the possibility of a malfunction of equipment important to safety of a 
different type than any previously evaluated in the SAR be created? Yes [] No 0

No. Changing the corrosion inhibitor iniected into the service water/auxiliary cooling water from MSW-104 to TRC-319 will have no detrimental effect on the service water, auxiliary cooling water or circulating water systems (see attached material compatibility reports and supportinq documentation). TRC-319 is less corrosive than MSW-104, the current corrosion inhibitor iniected into the service water/auxiliary cooling water. Testing has shown that TRC-319 can control the corrosion rates under Plant conditions. Therefore, the Possibility of a malfunction of equipment important to safety of a different type than any previously evaluated in the SAR will not be created.

7. Will the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any technical 
specification be reduced? Yes[-0 No Z

No. The operation of the service water/auxiliary cooling water or circulating water systems will not be negatively affected by changqing the corrosion inhibitor from MSW-104 to TRC-319. There are no 
margins of safety that would be reduced as a result of this change.

Teresa Madeley 

Certified Reviewers Signature Printed Name 

Reviewer's certification expira on date: 9/2/99 

Assistance provided by:

3/24/99 
Date

Printed Name Scope of Assistance

PSC review by: Date: L I %--I "1 CC

N/A Date
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Document No. 1052.010 Rev./Change No. 004-01-0 

Title CHEMISTRY CONTROL OF UNIT 2 CIRCULATING WATER 

Brief description of proposed change: As a result of replacinq the Unit 2 copper/nickel condenser with 

titanium, it will no longer be necessary to iniect a copper corrosion inhibitor into the Unit 2 circulating 

water. This procedure change deleted all mention of copper corrosion inhibitor.  

Will the proposed Activity: 

1. Require a change to the Operating License including: 

Technical Specifications (excluding the bases)? Yes[] NoS 

Operating License? Yes[] NoZ 

Confirmatory Orders? Yesl' NoM 

2. Result in information in the following SAR documents (including drawings and text) being 
(a) no longer true or accurate, or (b) violate a requirement stated in the document: 

SAR (multi-volume set for each unit)? Yes[ Nol] 

Core Operating Limits Report YesE] NoZ 

Fire Hazards Analysis? Yes[l NoM 

Bases of the Technical Specifications? Yes[- No[ 

Technical Requirements Manual? Yesl- NoZ 

NRC Safety Evaluation Reports? Yes[] No0 

3. Involve-a test or experiment not described in the SAR? Yes[] No0D 
(See Attachment 2 for guidance) 

4. Result in a potential impact to the environment? (Complete 
the Environmental Impact Determination of this form.) Yes[] Nom 

5. Result in the need for a Radiological Safety Evaluation 
per section 6.1.5? YesEr No0 

6. Result in any potential impact to the equipment or facilities utilized for Ventilated 
Storage Cask activities per Section 6.1.6? Yes[l: NoZ 

7. Involve a change under 1 OCFR50.54 for the following SAR documents 
per Section 6.1.7: 

QAMO? Yes[- Nog 

E-Plan? Yesfl- NoZ
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Document No. 1052.010 Rev/Change No. 004-01-0 

Basis for Determination (Questions 1. 2 & 3): 
Question 1: The Operating License does not address the addition of a copper corrosion inhibitor into the 

Unit 2 circulating water. Therefore, this procedure chanqe will not require a change to the Operating 

License.  

Question 2: The Unit 2 SAR. Section 10.4.5.2,. states "To inhibit condenser tube corrosion and remove 

soluble copper, another Calgon additive system is used. This system consists of a bulk storage tank, a 

day tank, electric driven pumps, and interconnecting tubing and piping. The additive is continuously 

iniected to maintain a set concentration which has been determined by Calgon by testing and usage." As 

a result of the Unit 2 copper/nickel condenser being replaced with a titanium condenser, there is no 

longer a need to add a copper corrosion inhibitor to the Unit 2 circulating water (see attached 

recommendation from Calgon). It will not be necessary to add a corrosion inhibitor to inhibit titanium 

corrosion since titanium is so corrosion resistant. The 

Unit 2 SAR, Section 10.4.5.2 should be revised to delete the information that addresses the addition of a 

Calaon additive to inhibit condenser tube corrosion and remove soluble copper. None of the other SAR 

documents require change as a result of this procedure change.  

Question 3: This procedure change is deleting all mention of copper corrosion inhibitor since a copper 

corrosion inhibitor will no longer be necessary with the new titanium condenser. This procedure change 

does not involve a test or an experiment: therefore, a test or an experiment not described in the SAR will 

not be involved.  

M Proposed change does not require 10 CFR 50.59 Evaluation per Attachment 1, Item #. , (If checked, 
note appropriate item #, send LDCR to Licensing).  

Search Scope: 

List sections reviewed in the Licensing Basis Documents specified in Question 1, 2 and 3. If a search was 
performed on LRS, the LRS search index should be entered under "Section" with the search statement(s) used in 
parentheses. Controlled hard copies of the documents shall be reviewed (LRS is not verified and searches only 
text, not figures or drawings). Attach and distribute a completed LDCR per Section 6.1.2 if LBD changes are 
required.  

Document Section 
LRS: 
50.59 - Unit 2 50.59 - Unit 2 (corrosion inhibitor*, cuprostat or cuprastat, Calgon, 

GP-50 or GP50, 2628.012 or 2628.12) 

MANUAL SECTIONS: 
Unit 2 SAR 10.4.5.2 

FIGURES: 
Unit 2 SAR Figure 10.4-1



Reviewer's certification expiration date: 9/2199 

Assistance provided by: 

Printed Name Scope of Assistance 
N/A 

Search Scope Review Acceptability (NA, if performed by Technical Review per 1000.006) 

N/A 
Certified Reviewer's Signature Printed Name

Date 

Date



Document No. 1052.010

Page 3 of 3
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT DETERMINATION 

(UNIT I and UNIT 2) 

Rev./Change No. 004-01-0

Complete the following Determination. If the answer to any checklist item is "Yes", an Environmental Evaluation 
is required. See Section 6.1.4 for additional guidance.  

Will the Activity being evaluated: 

Yes No 

E1 Z Disturb land that is beyond that initially disturbed during construction (i.e., new construction of 
buildings, creation or removal of ponds, or other terrestrial impact)? See Unit 2 SAR Figure 
2.5-17. This applies only to areas outside the protected area.  

El Z Increase thermal discharges to lake or atmosphere? 

ED Z Increase concentration of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or 
tower? 

LI [ Increase quantity of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or 
tower? 

El Z Modify the design or operation of cooling tower which will change drift characteristics? 

LI Install any new transmission lines leading offsite? 

EI Change the design or operation of the intake or discharge structures? 

Z [ Discharges any chemicals new or different from that previously discharged? 

3 Potentially cause a spill or unevaluated discharge which may effect neighboring soils, surface 
water or ground water? 

0 L Involve burying or placement of any solid wastes in the site area which may effect runoff, 

surface water or ground water? 

LI Involve incineration or disposal of any potentially hazardous materials on the ANO site? 

3 [ Result in a change to nonradiological effluents or licensed reactor power level? 

LI [ Potentially change the type or increase the amount of non-radiological air emissions from the 
ANO site.



Page 1 of 2 

1OCFR50.59 Eval. No. rFAJ-qq-01i5 
(Assigned by PSC) 

Document No. 1052.010 Rev./Change No. 004-01-0 

Title CHEMISTRY CONTROL OF UNIT 2 CIRCULATING WATER 

A WRITTEN RESPONSE PROVIDING THE BASIS FOR THE ANSWER TO EACH QUESTION MUST BE 
ATTACHED. EACH QUESTION MUST BE ANSWERED SEPARATELY. A SIMPLE STATEMENT OF 
CONCLUSION IS NOT SUFFICIENT. ATTACHMENT 2 PROVIDES GUIDANCE FOR RESPONSE.  

If the answer to any question on this form is "Yes," then an unreviewed safety question is involved. If the answer 
to all questions is "No," then the proposed change does not involve an unreviewed safety question.  

1. Will the probability of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be 
increased? Yes [] No 

No. Due to the replacement of the Unit 2 copper/nickel condenser with a titanium condenser, there 
is no longer a need to add a copper corrosion inhibitor to the Unit 2 circulating water. The titanium 
condenser is very corrosion resistant and will not require a corrosion inhibitor. A mild steel 
corrosion inhibitor will continue to be added to the Unit 2 circulating water to protect thd steel 
portions of the circulating water system. There are no accidents previously evaluated in the SAR 
that would be initiated by not adding a copper corrosion inhibitor to the circulating water system 
that will no Ionger have a copper/nickel condenser to protect. Therefore, the probability of an 
accident previously evaluated in the SAR will not be increased.  

2. Will the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be 
increased? Yes E] No CE 

No. There are no accidents in the SAR that would have their radiation dose consequences altered 
as a result of not adding copper corrosion inhibitor to the Unit 2 circulating water system. There 
will be no affect on the operation of the circulating water system as a result of not adding a copper 
corrosion inhibitor since the copper/nickel condenser is being replaced with titanium. The new 
titanium condenser is very corrosion resistant and the steel portions of the circulating water 
system will continue to be Protected by a mild steel corrosion inhibitor.  

3. Will the probability of a malfunction of equipment important to safety be 
increased? Yes E] No CE 

No. The circulating water system is non-Q and is not a system important to safety. The addition of 
a copper corrosion inhibitor to the Unit 2 circulating water is no Ionqer necessary to protect the 
copper/nickel condenser since the condenser is being replaced with titanium. There will be no 
affect on the operation of the circulating water system. There is no equipment important to safety 
that will be impacted by not adding a copper corrosion inhibitor to the Unit 2 circulating water.  

4. Will the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to safety 
be increased? Yes [] No 

No. Not adding a copper corrosion inhibitor to the circulating water system will not have any affect 
on the circulating water system or on any equipment important to safety. Therefore, the dose 
consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to safety will not be increased.



5. Will the possibility of an accident of a different type than any previously 
evaluated in the SAR be created? YesE[] No 

No. The circulatinq water system is non-Q and is not important to safety and cannot be an accident 
initiator. The circulating water system will continue to be protected by a mild steel corrosion 
inhibitor and the titanium condenser is very corrosion resistant. Not adding a copper corrosion 
inhibitor to the Unit 2 circulating water will not be an initiator for any accident of a different type 
than any previously evaluated in the SAR.

6. Will the possibility of a malfunction of equipment important to safety of a 
different type than any previously evaluated in the SAR be created? YesE[] No Z

No. There is no longer a need to add a cooper corrosion inhibitor to the Unit 2 circulating water 
since the cooper/nickel condenser is beinq replaced with titanium. The operation of the circulating 
water system will not be affected. This change will not have any affect on any equipment important 
to safety.

7. Will the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any technical 
specification be reduced? Yes El No 0

No. The operation of the circulating water system will not be affected as a result of not adding a 
copper corrosion inhibitor since the copper/nickel condenser is being replaced with titanium.  
There are no margins of safety that would be reduced as a result of this change.

Certified Reviewer's Signature 

Reviewers certification expiration date:

Teresa Madeley 
Prnted Name 

9/2/99

Assistance provided by:

Printed Name
N/A 

PSC review by:

Scope of Assistance

Date: t1%c•Ct

1121/99 
Date

Date
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This Document contains 3 Pages.  

Document No. 1052.031 Rev./Change No. 001-01-0 

Title RCS PH CONTROL 

Brief description of proposed change: Added instructions for new lithium regime due to steam generator 

replacement.  

Will the proposed Activity: 

1. Require a change to the Operating License including: 

Technical Specifications (excluding the bases)? Yes[ No,4 

Operating License? YesI-] No• 

Confirmatory Orders? Yes-- Noo" 

2. Result in information in the following SAR documents (including drawings and text) being 
(a) no longer true or accurate, or (b) violate a requirement stated in the document: 

SAR (multi-volume set for each unit)? Yeso' No

Core Operating Limits Report Yes[' Noo 

Fire Hazards Analysis? YesEl NorR 

Bases of the Technical Specifications? Yes[] NoJ[ 

Technical Requirements Manual? Yes-l Nc&] 

NRC Safety Evaluation Reports? Yes] Nof" 

3. Involve a test or experiment not described in the SAR? Yes[-] NoQ 
(See Attachment 2 for guidance) 

4. Result in a potential impact to the environment? (Complete 
the Environmental Impact Determination of this form.) YesI-l NoI 

5. Result in the need for a Radiological Safety Evaluation 
per section 6.1.5? Yes[:] No4 

6. Result in any potential impact to the equipment or facilities utilized for Ventilated 
Storage Cask activities per Section 6.1.6? Yes[] No{z 

7. Involve a change under 1OCFR50.54 for the following SAR documents 

per Section 6.1.7: 

QAPM? Yes[] NoE9 

E-Plan? Yes[] Nog 

8. Does this review depend on future NRC approval of other actions Yes[] Nol;" 
(NRC SER, Relief, etc)? (forward change to PSC per 6.3.8 or 6.3.9)



Document No. 1052.031 Rev./Change No. 001-01-0

Basis for Determination (Questions 1. 2 & 3): 
See continuation paqe.  

El Proposed change does not require 10 CFR 50.59 Evaluation per Attachment 1, Item #_, (If checked, note 
appropriate item #, send LDCR to Licensing).

Search Scope: 

List sections reviewed in the Licensing Basis Documents specified in Question 1, 2 and 3. If a search was 
performed on LRS, the LRS search index should be entered under "Section" with the search statement(s) used in 
parentheses. Controlled hard copies of the documents shall be reviewed (LRS is not verified and searches only 
text, not figures or drawings). Attach and distribute a completed LDCR per Section 6.1.2 if LBD changes are 
required.

Document 
LRS: 
50.59 Unit 2

Section 

All Key words- (lithium, li*, zirc* w/20 corrosion, nickel, ni, RCS 
w/20 ph, reactor coolant w120 mass, RCS w/20 mass, crud, cobalt, 
CO-58)

MANUAL SECTIONS: 
9.3, 12.1 

FIGURES: 
N/A

Certifh'd Rev e Signature 

Reviewer's certification expiration date: 

Assistance provided by:

Printed Name

Philip C. Robbins 
Printed Name 

11-10-00

Scope of Assistance

Search Scope Review Acceptability (NA, if performed by Technical Review per 1000.006)

10-7-00 
Date

Date

Pddrted Name DateCertified Reviewer's Signature



ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT DETERMINATION 
(UNIT I and UNIT 2) 

Document No. 1052.031 Rev./Change No. 001-01-0 

Complete the following Determination. If the answer to any checklist item is "Yes", an Environmental Evaluation 
is required. See Section 6.1.4 for additional guidance.  

Will the Activity being evaluated: 

Yes No 

] • Disturb land that is beyond that initially disturbed during construction (i.e., new construction of 
buildings, creation or removal of ponds, or other terrestrial impact)? See Unit 2 SAR Figure 
2.5-17. This applies only to areas outside the protected area.  

E [ Increase thermal discharges to lake or atmosphere? 

F7 Increase concentration of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or 
tower? 

ED t Increase quantity of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or 
tower? 

Modify the design or operation of cooling tower which will change drift characteristics? 

D • Install any new transmission lines leading offsite? 

Change the design or operation of the intake or discharge structures? 

ED 0 Discharges any chemicals new or different from that previously discharged? 

D J Potentially cause a spill or unevaluated discharge which may effect neighboring soils, surface 
water or ground water? 

D [ Involve burying or placement of any solid wastes in the site area which may effect runoff, 
surface water or ground water? 

ED Involve incineration or disposal of any potentially hazardous materials on the ANO site? 

E] Result in a change to nonradiological effluents or licensed reactor power level? 

D • Potentially change the type or increase the amount of non-radiological air emissions from the 
ANO site.



This Document contains 2 Pages.  

1OCFR50.59 Eval. No. FFPW/•J 9 /410 
(Assigned by PSC)

Document No. 1052.031 Rev./Change No. 001-01-0

Title RCS PH CONTROL 

A WRITTEN RESPONSE PROVIDING THE BASIS FOR THE ANSWER TO EACH QUESTION MUST BE 
ATTACHED. EACH QUESTION MUST BE ANSWERED SEPARATELY. A SIMPLE STATEMENT OF 
CONCLUSION IS NOT SUFFICIENT. ATTACHMENT 2 PROVIDES GUIDANCE FOR RESPONSE.  

If the answer to any question on this form is "Yes," then an unreviewed safety question is involved. If the answer 
to all questions is "No," then the proposed change does not involve an unreviewed safety question.

1. Will the probability of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be 
increased?

See attached continuation page.

Yes E] No E

2. Will the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be 
increased? Yes FZ No Z

See attached continuation page.

3. Will the probability of a malfunction of equipment important to safety be 
increased? 

See attached continuation page.  

4. Will the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to safety 
be increased?

YesE[] No E

Yes[] No [E

See attached continuation page.

5. Will the possibility of an accident of a different type than any previously 
evaluated in the SAR be created? Yes D No E

See attached continuation page.

6. Will the possibility of a malfunction of equipment important to safety of a 
different type than any previously evaluated in the SAR be created? Yes[:] No E

See attached continuation page.

7. Will the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any technical 
specification be reduced? 

See attached continuation page.

Yes E No 0



Certifi evi erg Signature 

Reviewers certification expiration date: 

Assistance provided by: 

Printed Name

Philip C. Robbins 
Printed Name 

11-10-00

Scope of Assistance

PSC review by:

10-11-00 
Date

Date

Date: \! ý o I)



ARKANSAS NUCLEAR ONE 
FORM TITLE: FORM NO. REV.  

10CFR50.59 REVIEW CONTINUATION PAGE 1000.131C 003-04

This Document contains 3 Pages.  

Document No. 1052.031 Rev./Change No. 001-01-0 

10CFR50.59 Review Continuation Page 

Discussion 

Many PWRs have replaced their original Alloy 600 steam generator tubes 
with Alloy 69C replacements. Some of these plants have operated with 
no significant activity releases or fuel performance problems. Some 
plants have experienced higher than normal nickel releases during 
shutdowns and/or axial offset anomaly events (AOA). Both phenomena can 
be related to crud deposition on the core. Because of the potential 
.or these type problems after steam generator replacement, an 
evaluation was performed by Westinghouse.  

Recommendations from the report, "Evaluation of RCS Nickel Management 
Options at ANO-2" included changing the lithium control strategy. A 
constant 7.1 pH will be maintained through cycle 15. This change will 
involve lithium levels of greater than 3.5 ppm for a limited number of 
days in the RCS. Westinghouse fuels experts evaluated this lithium 
exposure to fuel and concluded there would be no harmful effects to 
fuel cladding as long as lithium does not exceed 3.8 or exceed 3.5 
for greater than 17 equivelent full power days.  

.-e SzR states that lithium should be maintained at less than the 
threshold lithium concentration for accelerated attack on zircaloy is 

,,pm and that the maximum lithium concentration in reactor coolant 
should be 10% of this value or 3.5 ppm. An LDCR was written to change 
tucs wording.  

Answers to the seven questions are listed below.  

.Will the probability of an accident previously evaluated in the 
SAB be increased? 

No. Increased lithium concentration in the primary system 
cozentialiv affects one accident scenario. That accident is "Fuel 
Claddina Failure Combined with Steam Generator Leak". This accident 
could result from failure of zircaloy cladding due to corrosion from 
high lithium concentrations. Westinghouse evaluated effects of 
increased lithium on fuel cladding and concluded that corrosion would 
not occur as long as their limiting conditions on lithium 
concentrations in reactor coolant are followed.



ARKANSAS NUCLEAR ONE 

FORM TITLE: FORM NO. REV.  
10CFRSO.59 REVIEW CONTINUAT1ON PAGE 1000.131C 003-04-0 

Page 2 of 2 
Procedure 1052.031 REV 01-01-0 
10CFR 50.59 Evaluation 

2. Will the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the 
SAR be increased? 

No. The fuel manufacturer evaluated changing the RCS lithium 
strategy. The increased lithium concentrations above 3.5 ppm will be 
for a limited number of days. With this limitation there will be no 
increased likelihood of cladding corrosion. The elevated lithium 
concentrations should not affect radioactivity levels in reactor 
coolant. This activity does not affect any barriers to mitigate dose 
to the public or to release radioactive materials.  

3. Will the probability of a malfunction of equipment important to 
safety be increased? 

No. The procedure changes involving higher lithium values 
will not be detrimental to components in the reactor coolant system 
including the fuel. There will be no increased risk to fuel cladding 
due to corrosion. The ability of the reactor coolant system to provide 
a mitigating function for accidents will be maintained. The 
probability of a malfunction of this equipment will not be increased.  

4. Will the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to 
safety be increased? 

No. The change is designed to passivate alloy 690 at a 
faster rate. As a result, less nickel from the replacement steam 
generatcors would transport to other areas such as the fuel.  
Radiological releases in future shutdowns should be reduced as a 
result of this change. The change will not result in any increase in 
doserates if failures occur in components related to safety.  

E. Will the possibility of an accident of a different type than 
previously evaluated in the SAR be created? 

No. This procedure change does not negatively affect reactor 
coclant chemistry controls. It will not result in increased corrosion 
anywhere in the system. Therefore, the possibility of an accident 
different than previously evaluated will not be created.  

6. Will the possibility of a malfunction of equipment important to 
safety of a different type than that previously evaluated in the SAR 
be created? 

No. The procedure change does not introduce a potential 
detrimental affect on any equipment important to safety. The change 
does not increase the potential for corrosion, and does not introduce 
any -type of failure mode not previously recognized or evaluated.



ARKANSAS NUCLEAR ONE 
FORM TITLE: FORM NO. REV.  

10CFR50.59 REVIEW CONTINUATION PAGE 1000.131C 003-04-0

Page 3 of 3 
Procedure 1052.031 REV 01-01-0 
10CFR 50.59 Evaluation 

7. Will the margin to safety as defined in the Bases of any technical 
specification be reduced? 

No. Bases 3/4.4.7 (Chemistry) discusses the chemistry 
parameters that could cause stress corrosion cracking. These 
contaminants are chloride, fluoride and oxygen. Limits on these 
parmeters are listed in the technical specifications. There is no 
requirement for monitoring lithium in the tech specs surveillances or 
bases. Therefore the margin to safety defined in the technical 
specification bases is not reduced.
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Document No. 1082.004C Rev./Change No. 6 

Title SOFTWARE CHANGE REQUEST 

Brief description of proposed change: Change the Plant Monitoring System Computer (PMS) "Rate of 
Change" alarm for the containment sumpv from I qpm to 5 qom for modes 5 and 6. Refer to Continuation 
Sheet I for an exolanation of why the change is desirable.  

Will the proposed Activity: 

1. Require a change to the Operating License including: 

Technical Specifications (excluding the bases)? Yes[- No0 

Operating License? YesE- No[E 

Confirmatory Orders? Yes- No0j 

2. Result in information in the following SAR documents (including drawings and text) being 
(a) no longer true or accurate, or (b) violate a requirement stated in the document: 

SAR (multi-volume set for each unit)? Yes[ No'

Core Operating Limits Report Yes[-] NoE 

Fire Hazards Analysis? YesE] No~l 

Bases of the Technical Specifications? YesE] No0D 

Technical Requirements Manual? Yes-J Nor 

NRC Safety Evaluation Reports? Yes[] NoZ 

3. Involve a test or experiment not described in the SAR? Yes(--I NoO 
(See Attachment 2 for guidance) 

4. Result in a potential impact to the environment? (Complete 
the Environmental Impact Determination of this form.) Yes" No[ 

5. Result in the need for a Radiological Safety Evaluation 
per section 6.1.5? YesEr NoZ 

6. Result in any potential impact to the equipment or facilities utilized for Ventilated Storage Cask activities per Section 6.1.6? YesEl NoO 

7. Involve a change under 1 0CFR50.54 for the following SAR documents 
per Section 6.1.7: 

QAPM? Yes[]-- Nog 

E-Plan? Yes[]- No;D 

8. Does this review depend on future NRC approval of other actions Yes[] No[ 
(NRC SER, Relief, etc)? (forward change to PSC per 6.3.8 or 6.3.9)



Document No. 1082.004C Rev./Change No. 6

Basis for Determination (Questions 1. 2 & 3): 
Refer to the attached Continuation Sheet for the Determination Basis.  
E- Proposed change does not require 10 CFR 50.59 Evaluation per Attachment 1, Item #__, (If checked, note 
appropriate item #, send LDCR to Licensing).  

Search Scope: 

List sections reviewed in the Licensing Basis Documents specified in Question 1, 2 and 3. If a search was 
performed on LRS, the LRS search index should be entered under "Section" with the search statement(s) used in 
parentheses. Controlled hard copies of the documents shall be reviewed (LRS is not verified and searches only 
text, not figures or drawings). Attach and distribute a completed LDCR per Section 6.1.2 if LBD changes are 
required.

Document 
LRS:

Section

50.59 - Unit 2 (leak detection, containment sump w/10 level) 

MANUAL SECTIONS: 
Unit 2 SAR 5.2.7.1.1 
Unit 2 Technical Specifications 3.4.6.1 

FIGURES: 
None 

Thomas K. Mosby 10/20/00 

(Certified Revie'wer's Sinatug7 Printed Name Date 

Reviewer's certification expiration date: 0310212001 

Assistance provided by: 

Printed Name Scope of Assistance Date 

Search Scope Review Acceptability (NA, if performed by Technical Review per 1000.006)

Certified X-viewer's Signature Printed Name Date



F ARKANSAS NUCLEAR ONE FORM TITLE: FORM NO. REV.  

10CFR0.59 REVIEW CONTINUATION PAGE 1000.131C 003-04-0 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT DETERMINATION 

(UNIT I and UNIT 2) 

Document No. 1082.004C Rev./Change No. 6 

Complete the following Determination. If the answer to any checklist item is "Yes", an Environmental Evaluation 
is required. See Section 6.1.4 for additional guidance.  

Will the Activity being evaluated: 

Yes No

Li 12 Disturb land that is beyond that initially disturbed during construction (i.e., new construction of buildings, creation or removal of ponds, or other terrestrial impact)? See Unit 2 SAR Figure 2.5-17. This applies only to areas outside the protected area.  

El 0 Increase thermal discharges to lake or atmosphere? 

El 0 Increase concentration of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or 
tower? 

El 0 Increase quantity of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or 
tower? 

El 0] Modify the design or operation of cooling tower which will change drift characteristics? 

[3 0 Install any new transmission lines leading offsite? 

El 0] Change the design or operation of the intake or discharge structures? 

El 0] Discharges any chemicals new or different from that previously discharged? 

El ER Potentially cause a spill or unevaluated discharge which may effect neighboring soils, surface 
water or ground water? 

El 0] Involve burying or placement of any solid wastes in the site area which may effect runoff, 
surface water or ground water? 

El 0] Involve incineration or disposal of any potentially hazardous materials on the ANO site? 

El 0] Result in a change to nonradiological effluents or licensed reactor power level? 

El 0] Potentially change the type or increase the amount of non-radiological air emissions from the 
ANO site.



ARKANSAS NUCLEAR ONE 
FORM TITLE: FORM NO. REV.  

10CFR50.69 REVIEW CONTINUATION PAGE 1000.131C 003-04-0 

Document No. 1082.004C Rev./Change No. 6 

10CFR50.59 Review Continuation Paqe

Justification of Change: 
The containment sump water level is monitored by the Plant Monitoring System (PMS). The PMS utilizes an 
algorithm which calculates sump level increase rate-of-change and subsequently provides an alarm in the control 
room if the containment sump level increase exceeds one gallon per minute within one hour. The monitoring and 
alarming of the containment sump level rate of change along with the other reactor coolant pressure boundar, 
leakage detection systems already in place in the ANO-2 containment ensures ANO-2 meets the guidelines of 
Regulatory Guide 1.45. Typically during a refueling outage it is necessary to drain systems for maintenance.  
Some of the systems inside of the containment building must be drained to the containment sump. When this 
occurs, it causes nuisance alarms in the Unit 2 Control Room. In modes 1-4. the alarm setpoint will remain 1 prnm 
within one hour to satisfy the ANO-2 Tech Spec requirements and the guidelines of Regulatory Guide 1.45.  
However, it is desirable to change the alarm setpoint to 5 gqpm in one hour while in modes 5 and 6.  

1. This Software Change Request will not affect the ANO Unit 2 Operating License Documents. The Unit 2 
Technical Specifications require that the Reactor Coolant System Leak Detection System be OPERABLE 
in Modes 1. 2. 3. and 4. There are no requirements specified for Modes 5 an 6.  

2. Paragraph 5.2.7.1.1 in the Unit 2 SAR explains that the PMS computer utilizes an algorithm which 
calculates sump level increase rate-of-change and subsequently provides an alarm in the control room if 
the containment sump level increase exceeds one aallon per minute within one hour. There are no 
provisions for increasing the alarm setpoint from 1 gpm within one hour to 5 qpm within one hour, 
regardless of the Plant conditions. Therefore, this Software Change Request would render paragraph 
5.2.7.1.1 untrue.  

3. The proposed Software Change Request doef not have any relationship to any tests or experiments.



10CFR50.59 Eval. No. &,A# & 120 
(Assigned by PSC) 

Document No. 1082.004C Rev./Change No. 6 

Title SOFTWARE CHANGE REQUEST 

A WRITTEN RESPONSE PROVIDING THE BASIS FOR THE ANSWER TO EACH QUESTION MUST BE 
ATTACHED. EACH QUESTION MUST BE ANSWERED SEPARATELY. A SIMPLE STATEMENT OF 
CONCLUSION IS NOT SUFFICIENT. ATTACHMENT 2 PROVIDES GUIDANCE FOR RESPONSE.  

If the answer to any question on this form is "Yes," then an unreviewed safety question is involved. If the answer 
to all questions is "No," then the proposed change does not involve an unreviewed safety question.  

1. Will the probability of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be 
increased? Yes E No 

No. The Plant Monitoring System Computer is used as a tool to trend the performance of ANO Unit 
2 systems. The algorithm used to monitor the rate of leakage into the containment sump cannot 
impact the actual operation of any plant systems. Therefore, chanqing the alarm setpoint duringq a 
mode in which the leak detection system is not required to be operable, will not increase the 
Probability that an accident evaluated in the SAR will occur.  

2. Will the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be 
increased? Yes F1 No 

No. The containment sump level rate of change alarm is one method of detectinq an RCS leak. The 
LOCA analysis in the Unit 2 SAR assumes the worst case conditions from full power. The 
consequences of a LOCA from full power will bound the consequences of a LOCA while the plant is 
in modes 5 or 6. Therefore, the consequences will not be increased.  

3. Will the probability of a malfunction of equipment important to safety be 
increased? Yes El No 

No. The PMS computer is not safety related. Nor is it required in order to safely shutdown the 
plant. It is a useful tool which increases the ability of all site personnel to monitor the performance 
of plant systems. The containment sump level rate of change alarm does not provide any control 
functions to any Plant equipment. Therefore, it cannot lead to the malfunction of any equipment.  

4. Will the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to safety 
be increased? Yes El No 0 

No. The PMS computer is not safety related. Nor is it required in order to safely shutdown the 
plant. It is a useful tool which increases the ability of all site personnel to monitor the perforrnance 
of plant systems. The containment sump level rate of change alarm does not provide any control 
functions to any Plant equipment. Therefore, it cannot lead to the malfunction of any equipment 
and cannot affect the consequences of safety equipment malfunctions.



5. Will the possibility of an accident of a different type than any previously 
evaluated in the SAR be created? Yes[] No 

No. The PMS computer is a tool which increases the ability of all site personnel to monitor the 
performance of Plant systems. The containment sump level rate of chanae alarm does not provide 
any passive or active functions to any plant systems or components. Therefore, it cannot lead to 
the failure of any plant systems or components, which could be classified as an accident.

6. Will the possibility of a malfunction of equipment important to safety of a 
different type than any previously evaluated in the SAR be created? Yes [I No 0

No. The PMS computer is a tool which increases the ability of all site personnel to monitor the 
performance of Plant systems. The containment sump level rate of change alarm does not provide 
any passive or active functions to any Plant systems or components. Therefore, it cannot lead to 
the malfunction of any plant systems or components.  

7. Will the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any technical 
specification be reduced? YesE[] No 

No. This Software Change Request would not be in effect durina any mode which requires the RCS 
Leak Detection systems to be operable. Since there would not be any conflict with the Tech Specs, 
the desired change will not reduce the margin of safety required by the Unit 2 Tech Specs.

Certified Revie~wers Sitn(• 

Reviewer's certification expiration date:

Thomas K. Mosby 
Printed Name 

0310212001

Assistance provided by:

Printed Name Scope of Assistance

PSC review by: Date:

10/20/2000 
Date

Date

03/0212001

Date:. • • ©PSC review by:
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Page 1 of 4 

Document No. 2102.015 Rev./Change No. 010-03-0 

Title Filling and Draining the Refueling Canal 

Brief description of proposed change: Changes made to incorporate Condition Reports and PIFs.  

Will the proposed Activity: 

1. Require a change to the Operating License including: 

Technical Specifications (excluding the bases)? Yes[I NoN 

Operating License? Yes[] No[0 

Confirmatory Orders? YesE- NoQR 

2. Result in information in the following SAR documents (including drawings and text) being 
(a) no longer true or accurate, or (b) violate a requirement stated in the document: 

SAR (multi-volume set for each unit)? Yesr No[

Core Operating Limits Report Yes[] No[E 

Fire Hazards Analysis? YesE" No[ 

Bases of the Technical Specifications? YesrJ NoZ 

Technical Requirements Manual? Yes[ No0 

NRC Safety Evaluation Reports? Yes] Noo 

3. Involve a test or experiment not described in the SAR? Yes[- No[R 
(See Attachment 2 for guidance) 

4. Result in a potential impact to the environment? (Complete 
the Environmental Impact Determination of this form.) YesE Nog 

5. Result in the need for a Radiological Safety Evaluation 
per section 6.1.5? Yes[] No0 

6. Result in any potential impact to the equipment or facilities utilized for Ventilated 
Storage Cask activities per Section 6.1.6? YesE- No[] 

7. Involve a change under 1OCFR50.54 for the following SAR documents 
per Section 6.1.7: 

QAMO? YesE] NoQ 

E-Plan? Yes- No[E
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Basis for Determination (Questions 1. 2 & 3): 
See continuation page.  

El Proposed change does not require 10 CFR 50.59 Evaluation per Attachment 1, Item # (If checked, note appropriate item #, send LDCR to Licensing).  

Search Scope: 

List sections reviewed in the Licensing Basis Documents specified in Question 1, 2 and 3. If a search was performed on LRS, the LRS search index should be entered under "Section" with the search statement(s) used in parentheses. Controlled hard copies of the documents shall be reviewed (LRS is not verified and searches only text, not figures or drawings). Attach and distribute a completed LDCR per Section 6.1.2 if LBD changes are 
required.

Document 
LRS: 
Unit 2 50.59 documents 

MANUAL SECTIONS: 
Unit 2 SAR 
Unit 2 Tech Spec and bases 
Unit 2 SER 

FIGURES: 
Unit 2 SAR

Certified Reviewer's Signature

Section 

All (Drain w/25 LPSI, Drain w/25 Low Pressure, Level w/25 Low pressure, Level w/25 LPSI, Canal w/25 LPSI, Canal w/25 low pressure, canal w/25 drain, refuel* w/25 drain, refuel* w/25 low pressure, SDC w/25 spray, SDC w/25 level, shutdown cooling w/25 level, refueling canal, decay heat removal w/25 level)) 

3.8.3.1.3, 6.2.2.1.B.4, 6.3.2.2.1, 7.6.2.1, 9.1.4.3.2, 9.3.6, Table 9.3-25 
3.9.8.2 
126 

6.2-17, 9.3-5

Dana Millar 
Printed Name

Reviewer's certification expiration date: 10/12/2000 

Assistance provided by:

Printed Name Scope of Assistance Date

Search Scope Review Acceptability (NA, if performed by Technical Review per 1000.006)

Certified Reviewer's Signature
A/,A 

Printed Name

7/23199 
Date

"w4A 
Date
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(UNIT I and UNIT 2) 

Document No. 2102.015 Rev./Change No. 010-03-0 

Complete the following Determination. If the answer to any checklist item is "Yes", an Environmental Evaluation 

is required. See Section 6.1.4 for additional guidance.  

Will the Activity being evaluated: 

Yes No 

El 0] Disturb land that is beyond that initially disturbed during construction (i.e., new construction of buildings, creation or removal of ponds, or other terrestrial impact)? See Unit 2 SAR Figure 
2.5-17. This applies only to areas outside the protected area.  

El 0] Increase thermal discharges to lake or atmosphere? 

El 0] Increase concentration of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or 
tower? 

El 0] Increase quantity of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or 
tower? 

El 0] Modify the design or operation of cooling tower which will change drift characteristics? 

El 0] Install any new transmission lines leading offsite? 

El 0] Change the design or operation of the intake or discharge structures? 

El 0] Discharges any chemicals new or different from that previously discharged? 

El 0] Potentially cause a spill or unevaluated discharge which may effect neighboring soils, surface 
water or ground water? 

El 0] Involve burying or placement of any solid wastes in the site area which may effect runoff, 
surface water or ground water? 

El 0] Involve incineration or disposal of any potentially hazardous materials on the ANO site? 

El 0] Result in a change to nonradiological effluents or licensed reactor power level? 

7l 0 Potentially change the type or increase the amount of non-radiological air emissions from the 
ANO site.
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Document No. 2102.015 Rev./Change No. 010-03-0 

10CFR50.59 Review Continuation Page 

This procedure chanqe includes the following chanqes to support the findings of CR-ANO-2-1999-0197.  

* Added note 1 to note at the beginning of section 7.0. Draining of the canal has been determined to be an IPTE 

* Added new steps 7.1 and 7.2 to comply with IPTE requirements.  

* Changed step 7.3.6 to require both Source Range Neutron Flux monitors be operable.  

* Changed step 7.4.9 to require an individual be stationed in the Reactor Building. This was the original intent of 
the step, however, through the years it was modified such that the monitor watch did not necessarily have to 

remain in the reactor building.  

* Added step 7.4.12 to verify a clearance for 2S1-18 is authorized. This valve is tagged closed by 2103.011, 

Attachment A, Tagout for RCS Draindown.) 

* Reordered and modified steps 7.4.15 through 7.4.17 to stop draining when canal level reaches 137" and transition 

to 2103.011 to complete the drain into the vessel region.  

• Added new step 8.10 to verify tagout is cleared that was hung in section 6.0. There was previously no step to 

trigger that this needed to be cleared.  

While reviewing CR-ANO-2-1999-0197 it was identified the section 9.1.4.3.2 of the Unit 2 SAR stated 'The water 
in the refueling pool is lowered, utilizing one of the low pressure safety injection pumps." While this statement is 

true, it needs to be clarified. One or two pumps may be used. A LDCR is attached with the suggested wording.  

This is the only section in the LBDs that discusses draining the refueling canal.  

1. The Operating License is not affected by these changes. Changes were made to step 7.3.6 to ensure two 

source range neutron monitors are operable. This complies with the Tech Specs.  

2. The SAR documents remain true when reviewed against the changes made to this procedure. However, as 
stated above, one section of the SAR needs clarity. The attached 50.59 evalution is to support the need to the 

clarify section 9.1.4.3.2. No information in the SAR documents is rendered untrue or inaccurate as a result of 

this change. This procedure contains specific details that are not included in the SAR documents.  

3. No new tests or experiments are created by this change.  

4. There is no impact to the environment as per the Environmental Impact Determination form.  

5 & 6. Neither radiological or VSC activities are affected.  

7. Neither the QAMP or E-Plan are affected.



FFA/ 10CFR50.59 Eval. No. qc'- e9 
(Assigned by PSC) 

Document No. 2102.015 Rev./Change No. 010-03-0 

Title SAR Section 9.1.4.3.2. Draining the Refueling Canal using one or more SDC Pumps 

A WRITTEN RESPONSE PROVIDING THE BASIS FOR THE ANSWER TO EACH QUESTION MUST BE 
ATTACHED. EACH QUESTION MUST BE ANSWERED SEPARATELY. A SIMPLE STATEMENT OF 
CONCLUSION IS NOT SUFFICIENT. ATTACHMENT 2 PROVIDES GUIDANCE FOR RESPONSE.  

While reviewing the event related to this CR it was identified that SAR section 9.1.4.3.2 states "The water in the refueling pool is lowered, utilizing one of the low pressure safety injection pumps." This statement was found in 
the original FSAR for Unit 2. Filling and Draining the Refueling Canal (2102.015) has allowed the use of two SDC 
pumps since its original revision. The above SAR statement needs to be clarified.  

Draining the Refueling Canal is a necessary activity during each refueling outage. When draining it is Operations 
philosophy to maintain one SDC pump aligned to provide at least the minimum required SDC flow through the core and returning to the core. An additional pump may be used to increase the draining rate due to the large volume of water, which needs to be drained from the refueling canal to the Refueling Water Tank. When on SDC 
many controls are required in response to Generic Letter 88-17. These controls are contained in Unit 2 SDC 
Control (1015.008). At least one RCS makeup system (preferably a HPSI pump) is required to be operable at all times when fuel is in the reactor vessel. So during a refueling canal drain with fuel in the core, at least one RCS 
makeup source is required. This provides an assurance that if a loss of SDC flow were to occur, a source of makeup to the RCS is available. Level monitoring instrumentation, RCS temperature indications, SDC flow, and numerous Control Room annunciators provide additional information to the operator while SDC is in service. All 
of these are available during the draining operation.  

Lower mode accident analysis is not included in any of the Unit 2 LBDs. The controls contained in 1015.008 in response to Generic Letter 88-17 provide guidance for maintaining SDC and the necessary recovery systems. If SOC were lost two procedures are available for recovery, Loss of SDC (2203.029) and Lower Mode Functional Recovery (2202.011). The combination of the steps in these procedures provides direction for recovery from a 
lower mode accident.  

If the answer to any question on this form is "Yes," then an unreviewed safety question is involved. If the answer 
to all questions is "No," then the proposed change does not involve an unreviewed safety question.  

1. Will the probability of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be 
increased? YesF[] No 

The SAR does not describe an accident related to draining the refueling canal. The SAR refuelingq 
accident is related to fuel handling, which assumes a dropped fuel assembly durinq fuel handling.  
Draining the refueling canal is not associated with a dropped fuel assembly: therefore, the 
probability of an accident Previously evaluated in the SAR is not increased.  

2. Will the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be 
increased? Yes El No 0 

Draininq the refuelingq canal is not analyzed as an accident in the SAR. The evaluated refueling 
accident is related to a dropped fuel assembly. Fuel movement requires the canal water level to be 
at least 23 feet above the fuel. The previously analyzed dose conseguences, which could result due 
to a dropped fuel assembly, will not be changed since water level is monitored and maintained as 
required by Technical Specifications. Therefore, the consequences of an accident Previously 
evaluated in the SAR are not increased.
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3. Will the probability of a malfunction of equipment important to safety be 
increased? Yes El No 

During SDC operations the SDC pumps are used to provide flow through the reactor vessel. With 
the use of two SDC pumps to drain the RCS, both pumps are aligned to take suction from the RCS.  
Flow passes through the SDC heat exchangers and is adiusted such that the reguired SDC flow is 
maintained through the core and the remaining flow difference routed to the RWT. If one pump 
were to fail during this evolution, the remaining pump would still be Providing some flow through 
the reactor core. Although core flow may be reduced in the loss of one Pump when two were 
running, if only one pump were used and it were to fail, cornplete loss of flow would occur.  
Therefore, the probability of a malfunction of equipment important to safety is not increased.  

4. Will the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to safety 
be increased? Yes Ql No ER 

The dose consequences to the public will be unchanged regardless of the number of LPSI pumps 
used to drain the refueling canal. The SDC suction piping is connected to the bottom of the RCS 
hot lea. The bottom of the hot lea is at an elevation of 369 feet, 1/ inches. The top of the fuel in 
the core is at an elevation of 366 feet. Tests have proven that SDC suction will be lost when water 
level is below an approximate elevation of 370 feet, 8 1

/ inches. This leaves a water level for 
shielding of 4 feet. 8 1/2 inches above the fuel in the core. Although this water level is below the 
minimum level reguired for shielding of the individual who is moving fuel, this will not affect the 
public. After core reload when draining the refueling canal, the activity from the fuel is reduced 
since 1/3 of the fuel is new. If any fuel pins were leaking when the refueling activities commenced, 
there would be a reconstitution of the identified leaking pins before the assembly was returned to 
the reactor core. Additionally if water level were to drop to this level with a loss of SDC at least one 
additional inventory makeup system is available as required by 1015.008.  

5. Will the possibility of an accident of a different type than any previously 
evaluated in the SAR be created? Yes(:] No0 

By design the refueling canal must be filled and drained in order to support fuel movement.  
Approximately 400,000 gallons of water from the RWT is transferred to the refueling canal to ensure 
a water level greater than 23 feet above the fuel is maintained during fuel movement. During 
draining operations RWT level, RCS level monitors. LPSI pump suction Pressure, and LPSI pump 
amps all provide a means of monitoring the refueling canal level. If level were to drop below the 
head flange into the core vessel and continue to drop, previous tests have identified that the LPSI 
pumps will loose suction and trip at approximately 19 inches. Whether one or two pumps are used 
during the drain down, the same monitoring features are available. Unit 2 SDC Control (1015.008) 
requires at least one makeup source (preferably a HPSI pump) be available when SDC is in service.  
If SDC were lost at 19 inches, the HPSI pump could be started to provide a source of borated water 
to the RCS. Although lower mode accidents are not evaluated in the SAR, our procedures.  
1015.008, 2203.029 and 2202.011 provide the necessary steps to recover from a loss of SDC.



6. Will the possibility of a malfunction of equipment important to safety of a 
-different type than any previously evaluated in the SAR be created?

Page 3 of 3

YesE] No E]

Lower mode accidents are not evaluated in the SAR. Our Procedure, Unit 2 SDC Control (1015.008) 
in response to Generic Letter 88-17 requires normal and emergency power supplies, redundancy in 
SDC pumps, at least one makeup source, and monitoring instrumentation. The Loss of SDC 
abnormal operating Procedure and the Lower Mode Functional Recovery emergency operatin.  
procedure provide guidance for recovery in the event of loss of shutdown cooling. With the 
controls of 1015.008 in place and the AOP and EOP available, actions to mitigate the consequences 
of a malfunction of a single system are available.  

7. Will the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any technical 
specification be reduced? YesO[ No 

The basis for having two SDC loops operable when there is less than 23 feet of water above the 
core ensures that a sin-gle failure of the operating shutdown cooling loop will not result in a 
complete loss of decay heat removal capability. When using two SDC pumps to drain the refueling 
canal, a single failure of one of the pumps will not result in a complete loss of decay heat removal 
capability. Flow will still be throuah the core to the suction of the SDC pump and back to the RCS.  
The minimum flow requirements for SDC may not be maintained initially but procedural guidance is 
available to restore flow to within the flow limits specified in Technical Specifications.

Certified Reviewer's Signature

Reviewer's certification expiration date:

Dana Millar 
Printed Name

10112/2000

Assistance provided by: 

Printed Name cope of Assistance 

PSC review by: Da

7/23/99 
Date

Date

te:
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10CFR50.59 Eval. No. ý- ý- Nk 0 \ -1
(Assigned by PSC) 

Document No. 2104.029 Rev./Change No. 048-05-0 

Title Service Water System Operations 

A WRITTEN RESPONSE PROVIDING THE BASIS FOR THE ANSWER TO EACH QUESTION MUST BE 
ATTACHED. EACH QUESTION MUST BE ANSWERED SEPARATELY. A SIMPLE STATEMENT OF 
CONCLUSION IS NOT SUFFICIENT. ATTACHMENT 2 PROVIDES GUIDANCE FOR RESPONSE.  

If the answer to any question on this form is 'Yes," then an unreviewed safety question is involved. If the answer 
to all questions is "No," then the proposed change does not involve an unreviewed safety question.  

1. Will the probability of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be 
increased? YesE[] No 

2. Will the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be 
increased? YesQ No 

3. Will the probability of a malfunction of equipment important to safety be 
increased? YesE No0 

4. Will the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to safety 
be increased? YesE No0 

5. Will the possibility of an accident of a different type than any previously 
evaluated in the SAR be created? YesE No

6. Will the possibility of a malfunction of equipment important to safety of a 
different type than any previously evaluated in the SAR be created? 

7. Will the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any technical 
specification be reduced? 

••e Keith Perkins 

Certified keviewers Signature Printed Name 

Reviewers certification expiration date: P '-" 7-?-- o/ 

Assistance provided by: ((

Printed Name Scope of Assistance

Yes El No0 

Yes[-] No 

Date'

Date



PSC review by: __Date: \k\ t C, 
Answers for 10CFR50.59 Safety Evaluation for Procedure 2104.029 
Loop 1 Service Water Lake Return Valve, 2CV-1481-1, will be De-energized and Locked 
Closed.  

Engineering Evaluations ER992163E201 was performed to address various issues 
associated with locking 2CV-1481-1 closed. Flow modeling, silting, and failure analyses 
are included in that evaluation. Other engineering evaluations are referenced in 
ER992163E201.  

Question 1 

Will the probability of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be increased? 

The answer is No.  

Accidents listed in the SAR were reviewed to identify assumptions associated with each 
accident. The assumptions are listed in chapter 15. After review of evaluated accidents it 
was apparent that de-energizing 2CV-1481-1 in the closed and locked position does not 
increase the probability of these accidents. In fact the probability of one accident, loss of 
service water, was reduced. The single failure analysis for the SW system (SAR Table 
9.2-5) was reviewed for impact. The required safety position for 2CV-1481-1 is closed to 
protect ECP inventory. De-energizing 2CV-1481-1 in the closed and locked position 
eliminates the need to consider the effect of the valve failing to close as discussed in Table 
9.2-5. The system is arguably "safer" since a potential active failure is eliminated.  

Loop 1 return to ECP, 2CV- 1541-1, will remain normally closed and will still receive a 
signal to open post accident. Thus, there is no change in the failure considerations for this 
valve. As noted in the table, if the valve fails to open as required rendering Loop I 
inoperable, the redundant SW loop will still be available.  

Implicit in Question 1 is the question, "Will the change in system operating configuration 
increase the probability of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR".  

The answer is No.  

During normal operations 2CV-1481-1 is open. The service water return header is 
designed, however, for operation with 2CV-1481-1 in either the open or closed position.  
In fact, electrical interlocks will close 2CV-1481-1 when the ECP valve, 2CV-1541-1, is 
opened. Based on the current design, closing 2CV-1481-1 does not create an operating 
condition that will increase the probability of an accident. The current design is based on 
having either 2CV-1481-1 or 2CV-1541-1 open.  

De-energizing 2CV- 1481-1 in the closed and locked position will change the normal 
operating configuration of the service water return header. Per procedure changes
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associated with de-energizing 2CV-1481-1 in the closed and locked position, the ECP 
return valve, 2CV-1541-1 will remain normally closed even though flow through 2CV
1481-1 is not possible. This change is acceptable because it has been shown that return 
flow through the ACW/CCW return valve, 2CV-1543-1, and cooling tower make-up 
valve, 2CV- 1540, is adequate. It has also been shown that Loop 1 flow can exit the 
header via Loop 2 returns and the "squeeze valve", 2CV-1460. At least one of these flow 
paths is always available during normal operations. Based on the evaluated adequacy of 
these flow paths it is appropriate to operate the service water system in this configuration.  
Since service water can be operated appropriately in this configuration, the new 
configuration does not increase the probability of a loss of service water accident.  

Question 2 

Will the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be increased? 

The answer is No.  

The design of 2CV-1481-1 is to close and prevent inventory loss from the ECP during 
applicable accidents discussed in chapter 15 of the SAR. The safety function of 2CV
1481-1 is preserved by de-energizing 2CV-1481-1 in the closed and locked position. Since 
the -safety function is preserved the consequences of applicable accidents are not increased.  

Loop 1 return to ECP, 2CV-1541-1, will remain normally closed and will still receive a 
signal to open post accident. This is the same as the original design. Since design 
operation of 2CV-1541-1 did not change there is no change in the failure considerations 
for this valve. As noted in SAR table 9.2-5, if the valve fails to open as required rendering 
Loop I inoperable, the redundant SW loop will still be available. Since there is no change 
in failure considerations and all safety functions are preserved, the consequences of an 
accident are not increased.  

Question 3 

Will the probability of a malfunction of equipment important to safety be increased? 

The answer is No.  

"-hc T ,Jt actually reduces the probability of malfunction by eliminating an active failure 
possibility. By de-energizing 2CV-1481-1 in the closed and locked position the active 
failure of 2CV- 1481-1 to close is eliminated. De-energizing 2CV- 1481-1 in the closed and 
locked position does not impact the operability or probability of malfunction for 2CV
1541-1 to open. Engineering review of electrical drawings show that the electrical 
interlock between 2CV- 1541-1 and 2CV- 1481-1 is not "two way". The review concludes 
that the control circuitry for 2CV-1541-1 does not depend on 2CV-1481-1. Based on this 
review the probability of malfunction of2CV-1541-1 is not increased. In the case where 
2CV- 1541-1 fails to open on an actuation signal while 2CV- 1543-1 and 2CV- 1542-2

Page 3 of 5 3



subsequently close, loop 1 SW becomes inoperable. This event is bounded by single 
failure analysis that includes either active or passive failures because neither failure would 
render loop 2 inoperable.  

Ouestion 4 

Will the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to safety be increased? 

The answer is No.  

The loop 1 service water return header safety functions are maintained with this -T Alt!_°.  

De-energizing 2CV-1481-1 in the closed and locked position does not add safety 
significance to other service water components during an accident scenario. The actuated 
configuration of service water is the same.  
Since the actuated configuration is the same, reliance on other equipment is not increased.  
Since no other component is relied upon more heavily, the consequences of failure of 
other components is not increased.  

Question 5 

Will the possibility of an accident of a different type than any previously evaluated in the 
SAR be created? 

The answer is No.  

This procedure change deals with the service water return header. The possible accidents 
associated with this procedure change are Loss of SW and Flooding due to piping failure 
associated with an Earthquake. These accidents are evaluated in SAR chapter 15. Because 
of the limited scope of this procedure change an accident of a different type than any 
previously evaluated in the SAR has not been created.  

Ouestion 6 

Will the possibility of a malfunction of equipment important to safety of a different type 
than previously evaluated in the SAR be created? 

The answer is No.  

De-energizing 2CV-1481-1 in the closed and locked position is different than normal 
operating configuration. This change, however, does not create a different type 
malfunction than previously evaluated in the SAR the safety function of 2CV-1481-1 is 
maintained by de-energizing 2CV-1481-1 in the closed and locked position. The SAR 
evaluates the failure of 2CV- 1481-1 to close and the effects of flooding due to a SWS 
rupture. The evaluation of that failure is the same as would be for de-energizing 2CV-
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148 1-1 in the closed and locked position. Therefore, no new possibilities of malfunction 
are created.  

Question 7 

Will the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any technical specification be reduced? 

The answer is No.  

The Tech Spec bases are silent on the issue of margin to safety with respect to the service 
water system. The bases states that the redundancy and flow capabilities of the system are 
consistent with design requirements. Implicit in that statement is the assumption that the 
safety design function of 2CV-1481-1 to close provides some margin to safety. Since the 
SAR's single failure analysis of 2CV-1481-1 has been determined to be sufficient to meet 
design requirements, it is logical to deduce that de-energizing 2CV- 1481-1 in the closed 
and locked position also meets design requirements. Since design requirements are met the 
margin of safety as defined in the basis for any technical specification is not reduced.

Keith Perkins 50.59 Expiration Date 7-31-2001
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Document No. 2104.039 Rev./Change No. 038-03-0 

Title HPSI SYSTEM OPERATIONS 

Brief description of proposed change: Allow testing check valve 2Sl-26A (SDC Suction - HPSI Header #1) 

or check valve 2SI-26B (SDC Suction - HPSI Header #2) in mode 5.  

Will the proposed Activity: 

1. Require a change to the Operating License including: 

Technical Specifications (excluding the bases)? Yesj Nog 

Operating License? Yes"] Nog 

Confirmatory Orders? Yes[] No[R 

2. Result in information in the following SAR documents (including drawings and text) being 
(a) no longer true or accurate, or (b) violate a requirement stated in the document: 

SAR (multi-volume set for each unit)? Yes0 NoO 

Core Operating Limits Report Yes' No[Z 

Fire Hazards Analysis? YesE'] NoZ 

Bases of the Technical Specifications? Yes[:] Nog 

Technical Requirements Manual? Yes[] No0j 

NRC Safety Evaluation Reports? Yes[] NoW 

3. Involve a test or experiment not described in the SAR? Yes[l Nog 
(See Attachment 2 for guidance) 

4. Result in a potential impact to the environment? (Complete 
the Environmental Impact Determination of this form.) Yes[:] No0R 

5. Result in the need for a Radiological Safety Evaluation 
per section 6.1.5? Yes[] No0 

6. Result in any potential impact to the equipment or facilities utilized for Ventilated 
Storage Cask activities per Section 6.1.6? Yes[I NoW 

7. Involve a change under 1OCFR50.54 for the following SAR documents 
per Section 6.1.7: 

QAMO? Yes[] Nog 

E-Plan? YesE- Nolg
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Document No. 2104.039 Rev./Change No. 038-03-0 

Basis for Determination (Questions 1, 2 & 3): 
The desired change to procedure 2104.039 will allow testing 2SI-26A or (2SI-26B) in mode 5. Prior to implementation of this procedure change, these tests were performed in mode 3. In mode 3, RCS pressure is greater than the test pressure on 2SI-26A (2SI-26B). Check valves 2SI-27A (2SI-27B) and 2SI-28A (2SI-28B) are kept closed by RCS pressure through normally open 2SI-29A (2SI-29B). The closed check valves isolate the RCS from check valve 2SI-26A (2SI-26B). In mode 5, with RCS pressure less than test pressure, it is necessary to close 2SI-29A (2SI-29B) to isolate the RCS from 2SI-26A (2SI-26B) to keep from adding inventory to the RCS 
through 2SI-27A (2SI-27B) and 2SI-28A (2SI-28B).  
(continued) 

E] Proposed change does not require 10 CFR 50.59 Evaluation per Attachment 1, Item #_, (If checked, note appropriate item #, send LDCR to Licensing).  

Search Scope: 

List sections reviewed in the Licensing Basis Documents specified in Question 1, 2 and 3. If a search was performed on LRS, the LRS search index should be entered under "Section" with the search statement(s) used in parentheses. Controlled hard copies of the documents shall be reviewed (LRS is not verified and searches only text, not figures or drawings). Attach and distribute a completed LDCR per Section 6.1.2 if LBD changes are 
required.  

Document Section 
LRS: 

UNIT 2 - 50.59 (HOT LEG INJECTION, 2Sl-26A, 2Sl-26B, 2Sl-29A, 
2Si-29B, 2Sl-40, 2Sl-46, 2S1-68, 2Sl-52, boron dilution) 

MANUAL SECTIONS: 
TABLE 6.2-26, TABLE 6.3-22 

FIGURES: 
NONE 

Thomas K. Mosby 1111511999 
Certified Review~rs Sigr4tur. Printed Name Date 

Reviewer's certification expiration date: 312/2001 

Assistance provided by: 

Printed Name Scope of Assistance Date 

Search Scope Review Acceptability (NA, if performed by Technical Review per 1000.006)

Certified Reviewer's Signature Date
Printed Name



ARKANSAS NUCLEAR ONE 

FORM TITLE: FORM NO. REV.  
10CFR50.59 REVIEW CONTINUATION PAGE 1000.131C 3 

Page 3 of 7 

Document No. 2104.039 Rev./Change No. 038-03-0 

10CFR50.59 Review Continuation Page 

The required procedure change also deviates from the mode 3 test by the manner in which the SIT Drain header 
is pressurized. In mode 3, a SIT outlet MOV and associated SIT drain valve are opened to pressurize the drain 
header. In mode 5, the drain header would be pressurized by opening the bypass valve around the SIT outlet 
check valve bypass valve.  

The License Basis Documents do not go to the level of detail as to specify the mode or manner in which the 2SI
26A (2SI-26B) should be tested. However, Table 6.3-22 in the Unit 2 SAR states the expected valve alignment 
associated with having Shutdown Cooling in service. Table 6.3-22 in the Unit 2 SAR indicates that 2SI-29A (2SI
29B) is open while on shutdown cooling. Performing the test on 2SI-26A (2SI-26B) while in mode 5 would require 
2SI-29A (2SI-29B) to be closed while on shutdown cooling. Therefore, the desired procedure change is in conflict 
with Table 6.3-22. This requires that an evaluation be performed to determine if an unreviewed safety question 
may exist with the proposed procedure change.  

The following considerations will be addressed in each section of the 50.59 Evaluation.  
1. Since Table 6.3-22 states that 2SI-29A (2SI-29B) is open while on shutdown cooling, what potential affects 

will there be on shutdown cooling system operations if 2SI-29A (2SI-29B) is closed to perform the leak test on 
2SI-26A (2SI-26B).  

2. During the test in mode 3, RCS pressure is higher than the SIT drain header pressure. If the test is performed 
in mode 5, the SIT drain header pressure will be higher than RCS pressure. If 2SI-29A (2SI-29B) is leak tight, 
there would be no introduction of water from the SIT drain header into the RCS. The 50.59 Evaluation 
assumes that there may be some leakage past 2SI-29A (2SI-29B) into the RCS.
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Complete the following Determination. If the answer to any checklist item is "Yes", an Environmental Evaluation 
is required. See Section 6.1.4 for additional guidance.  

Will the Activity being evaluated: 

Yes No 

El 0] Disturb land that is beyond that initially disturbed during construction (i.e., new construction of 
buildings, creation or removal of ponds, or other terrestrial impact)? See Unit 2 SAR Figure 
2.5-17. This applies only to areas outside the protected area.  

El 0] Increase thermal discharges to lake or atmosphere? 

[] [ Increase concentration of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or 
tower? 

El 0] Increase quantity of chemicals to cooling lake or atmosphere through discharge canal or 
tower? 

El 0] Modify the design or operation of cooling tower which will change drift characteristics? 

El 0] Install any new transmission lines leading offsite? 

El 0] Change the design or operation of the intake or discharge structures? 

El 0] Discharges any chemicals new or different from that previously discharged? 

El 0] Potentially cause a spill or unevaluated discharge which may effect neighboring soils, surface 
water or ground water? 

[] 0] Involve burying or placement of any solid wastes in the site area which may effect runoff, 
surface water or ground water? 

El 0D Involve incineration or disposal of any potentially hazardous materials on the ANO site? 

El 0] Result in a change to non-radiological effluents or licensed reactor power level? 

El 0] Potentially change the type or increase the amount of non-radiological air emissions from the 
ANO site.
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A WRITTEN RESPONSE PROVIDING THE BASIS FOR THE ANSWER TO EACH QUESTION MUST BE 
ATTACHED. EACH QUESTION MUST BE ANSWERED SEPARATELY. A SIMPI.E STATEMENT OF 
CONCLUSION IS NOT SUFFICIENT. ATTACHMENT 2 PROVIDES GUIDANCE FOR RESPONSE.  

If the answer to any question on this form is "Yes," then an unreviewed safety question is involved. If the answer 
to all questions is "No," then the proposed change does not involve an unreviewed safety question.  

1 . Will the probability of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be 
increased? YesE[] No0 

Impact on Shutdown Cooling Operations: 
No. Closinq 2Sl-29A (2SI-29B) will isolate the hot leg iniection lines from the SDC Suction line. The 
manual isolation valves 2SI-29A and 2SI-29B are downstream of their associated hot lea iniection 
check valves. The check valves are installed to ensure that there is no back leakage from the RCS 
into the hot lea iniection lines. Closing 2SI-29A (2SI-29B) would provide additional isolation. These 
valves are not in the Shutdown Cooling System flow oath. Therefore, closing the valves will not 
increase the probability of losing shutdown cooling flow.  

Impact of mode 5 testing versus mode 3 testing: 
No. The amount of leakage past check valve 2SI-26A (2SI-26B) will be measured by pressurizing it 
from the Safety Injection Tank (SIT) drain header. During the test, the SIT drain header will be at a 
higher pressure than the Reactor Coolant System (RCS). Manual isolation valve 2Sl-29A (2SI-29B) 
will be closed to prevent the introduction of water from the SIT drain header into the RCS. Closing 
2SI-29A (2Sl-29B) will eliminate the hot leq iniection path as an RCS makeup oath but it is not 
required to be operable in mode 5. Closing 2SI-29A (2SI-29B) will reduce the likelihood of a 
potential boron dilution event by isolating the higher Pressure SIT drain header from the RCS. If 
2SI-29A (2SI-29B) leaks by. a boron dilution event would not likely occur since the SIT drain header 
boron concentration is normally higher than the RCS boron concentration.  

2. Will the consequences of an accident previously evaluated in the SAR be 
increased? YesO[] NoZ 

Impact on Shutdown Cooling Operations: 
No. Closing 2SI-29A (2Sl-29B) will not have any impact on the operation of the Shutdown Cooling 
System. The hot lea iniection makeup path will not be available when 2Sl-29A (2SI-29B) is closed 
but it is not required in mode 5. Other boric acid iniection flow paths will be available and used to 
satisfy mode 5 Tech Spec requirements. Therefore, the consequences of losing shutdown cooling 
will not be increased by closing 2SI-29A (2SI-29B).  

Impact of mode 5 testinq versus mode 3 testing: 
No. The SAR assumes that a boron dilution event results from pumping unborated demineralized 
water into the RCS at the maximum possible rate of 132 apm (the combined capacity of three 
char-ging pumps). If leaka-ae past 2S1-29A (2Sl-29B) occurred during the leak test on 2SI-26A (2SI
26B), the water leaking past 2SI-29A (2SI-29B) would have a much higher boron concentration than 
DI water and the flow rate would be much less than 132 gpm. Therefore, the consequences of 
leakage past 2SI-29A (2S1-29B) would be bounded by the current SAR analysis of a boron dilution 
event.
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3. Will the probability of a malfunction of equipment important to safety be 
increased? Yes C No [R

Impact on Shutdown Cooling Operations: 
No. Closinq 2S1-29A (2S1-29B) will not have any impact on the equipment important to the continued 
operation of the Shutdown Cooling System. 2S1-29A (2S1-29B are manual valves with no associated 
interlocks or supporting functions to other equipment which would increase the probability of 
equipment malfunction.  

Impact of mode 5 testing versus mode 3 testing: 
No. This test would not render any equipment inoperable which is required to be operable in mode 
5. The source of test Pressure would be from a pressurized SIT which is not required to be 
operable in mode 5. Therefore, the probability of causing a malfunction of equipment important to 
safety would be very low.

4. Will the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to safety 
be increased? Yes[E- No 0

Imoact on Shutdown Cooling Operations: 
No. Since closing 2SI-29A (2S1-29B) will not affect the equipment or operation of the Shutdown 
Cooling System, the consequences of losinq shutdown cooling will be unchanged: 

Impact of mode 5 testing versus mode 3 testing: 
No. This test is being Performed on equipment which is not required to be operable in mode 5.  
Therefore, if a piece of equipment became inoperable, it would not have any safety significance for 
the existing mode,

5. Will the possibility of an accident of a different type than any previously 
evaluated in the SAR be created? YesE[] No ED

Impact on Shutdown Cooling Operations: 
No. Even if the valve broke apart during realignment, the condition would be bounded by a LOCA 
resulting in a loss of shutdown cooling, which is bounded by SAR evaluations.  

Impact of mode 5 testing versus mode 3 testing: 
No. A boron dilution event has been previously evaluated in the SAR. Leakage past 2SI-29A (2SI
29B) is the only credible accident scenario.
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6. Will the possibility of a malfunction of equipment important to safety of a 
different type than any previously evaluated in the SAR be created? Yes El No 2

Impact on Shutdown Cooling Operations: 
No. Closing 2S1-29A (2SI-298) will not have any impact on the equipment important to the continued 
operation of the Shutdown Cooling System. 2S1-29A (2S1-29B are manual valves with no associated 
interlocks or supporting functions to other equipment which would increase the Probability of 
equipment malfunction.  

Impact of mode 5 testina versus mode 3 testing: 
No. The equipment associated with this test will not experience any type of operator actions which 
would introduce new types of equipment malfunctions. The equipment being operated will not be 
required to be operable in mode 5.

7. Will the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any technical 
specification be reduced?

Impact on Shutdown Cooling Operations: 
Since closing 2S1-29A (2S1-29B) will not have any impact on the operation of the shutdown cooling 
system or associated components, the margin of safety will be the same as if the valve was open.  
The hot lea iniection makeup Path will not be available when 2S1-29A (2SI-29B) Is closed but it is 
not required in mode 5. Other boric acid iniection flow paths will be available and used to satisfy 
mode 5 Tech Spec requirements.  

Impact of mode 5 testing versus mode 3 testing: 
No. The boron concentration of the SITs and RWT are maintained such that if leakage into the RCS 
did occur through 2SI-29A (2SI-29B). the boron concentration in the RCS would maintain the 
shutdown margin greater than or equal to 5.0% deltaK/K in mode 5.
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