
"December 24, 1975 

Dockets Nos. 50-266 
and 50-301 

Wisconsin Electric Power Company 
Wisconsin Michigan Power Company 
ATTN: Mr. Sol Burstein 

Executive Vice President 
231 West Michigan Street 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53201 

Gentlemen: 

The Commission has issued the enclosed Amendment No. 14 to Facility 
Operating License No. DPR-24 and Amendment No. 18 to Facility Operating 
License No. DPR-27 for Point Beach Nuclear Generating Units I and 2.  

These amendments include Changes Nos. 19 and 24 to the Technical Speci
fications and are in response to your requests dated September 6, 1974, 

June 24, 1975, and October 6, 1975, and Supplements dated December 6, 1974, 

May 7, November 5 and 26, and December 15 and 18, 1975.  

These amendments: (1) incorporate operating limits in the Technical

Specifications for the facilities based on an acceptable evaluation 

model that conforms with the requirements of Section 50.46 of 10 CPR 

Part 50, and (2) modify certain Unit I operating limits to reflect 
the results of the cycle 4 core performance analysis.  

The Commission's staff has evaluated the potential for environmental 
impact associated with operation of the Point Beach Nuclear Generating 
Units 1 and 2 in the proposed manner. Prom this evaluation, the staff 
has determined that there will be no change in effluent types or total 
amounts, no increase in authorized power level and no significant environ

mental impact attributable to the proposed action. Having made this 

determination, the Commission has further concluded pursuant to 10 CFR 
Part 51, Section S1.S(c)(1) that n environmental impact statement need 

be prepared for this action. Copi4 of the related Negative Declaration 
and supporting Environmental Impact'Appraisal are enclosed. As required 

by Part 51, the Negative Declaratiofl is being filed with the Office of 
the Federal Register for publication.  
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Gentlemen:

The Commission has sued the enclosed Amendment No. 14 to Facility Operating License N PR-24 and Amendment No. 18 to Facility Operating 
License No. DPR-27 o Point Beach Nuclear Generating Units I and 2.  
These amendmets l Changes Nos. 19 and 24 to the Technical Speci
fications and are in res 0se to your requests dated September 6, 1974, 
June 24, 1975, and October 6, 1975, and Supplements dated December 6, 1974, 
May 7, November S and 26, December 1S and 18, 1975.  

These amendments: (1) incorpo e operating limits in the Technical 
Specifications for the faciliti based on an acceptable evaluation 
model that conforms with the req ants of Section 50.46 of 10 CFR 
Part SO, and (2) modify cert operating limits to reflect 
the results of the cycle 4 cor porfo ce analysis.  

The Commission's staff has evaluated the tential for environmental 
impact associated with operation of the Po t Beach Nuclear Generating 
Units 1 and 2 in proposed maner. From this valuation, the staff 
has determined that there will be no change effluent types or total 
amounts, no increase in authorized power level d no significant environ
mental impact attributable to the proposed action Having made this 
determination, the Commission has further conclud ursuant to 10 CFR 
Part 51, Section Sl.S(c)(1) that no environmental i ct statement need 
be prepared for this action. Copies of the related N ative Declaration 
and supporting Environmental Impact Appraisal are enclo d. As required 
by Part S1, the Negative Declaration is being filed with t Office of 
the Federal Register for publication.
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Mr. Sol Burstein

You will note that the Technical Specifications for Unit 1 have an 
additional rod bow penalty which has been applied to the radial 
peaking factor, P . In addition, the Technical Specifications 
require removing power from the accumulator isolation valves 
(PDV-841 AAR) for both Units 1 and 2 to meet the single failure 
criterion. Moreover, we require that your ICCS Emergency Operating 
Procedures be modified, as specified in the enclosed Safety Evaluation 
by March 1, 1976. These measures were discussed with and agreed 
to by your staff in telephone conversations of November 14, and 
December S and 12, 1975.  

A copy of the related Safety Evaluation and the Federal Register 
Notice also are enclosed.  

Sincerely, 

George Lear, Chief 
Operating Reactors Branch 03 
Division of Reactor Licensing 

Enclosures: 
1. Amendment No. 14 
2. Amendment No. 18 
3. Negative Declaration 
4. Environmental Impact Appraisal 
S. Safety Evaluation 
6. Federal Register Notice 

cc w/enclosures: 
See next page 
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-Wisc(nsin Michigan Power Company 
Wisconsin Electric Power Company 

cc: 

Mr. Bruce Churchill, Esquire 
Shaw, Pittman, Potts and Trowbridge 
Barr Building 
910 17th Street, N. W.  
Washington, D. C. 20006 

Mr. Arthur M. Fish 
Document Department 
University of Wisconsin 

Stevens Point Library 
Stevens Point, Wisconsin 54481 

Mr. William F. Eich, Chairman 
Public Service Commission 

of Wisconsin 
Hill Farms State Office Building 
Madison, Wisconsin 53702
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DOCK,,T NO. S0-301 

POINT N..EACH NUCLaIAR PLANT, UNIT NO. 2 

AMEXD:..ANT TO PAC1 IFi'%" OPE.'\TI:NG LICENSE 

• /Amendment No. 18 

License No. IPR-27 

1. The Nuclear Rcgulatorv Com•z, ission (the Comnission) has found that: 

A. The application for ?em c•nn 1,t by Wisconmsin Electric Po;:er Coapa..y 
and IW'isconsin ,jc1hJ.p Zn Power Co: piny (the ]icensecs) (ldated 
Septcui'ier 6, 10974, dJne 24, 1]977, and October 6, 1975, and 
Supp2 :ments dated Dccember 6, 1.974, 'l)ay 7, 1975, Sov..'•Ter 5, 1975, 
"Novec1.ber 26, 1975, ;nd !ccc~mr 15, 1975, co;.p C, s wIt.h the 
st n,,s. ,_,11-1 .. c. 'circm i:.s. of th-c ..2to.i c %:, y Act of 151 , s 
amendcc] (the Act3 ,C ad thie ': :1 ss.ion's rules and rk;j1ations 
set forth in- 10 (SR Chapter 1; 

B. 'Fe facility I-il o11 Cp-.t'te in cc;-,;for.-it with the a], icnt ion, 
the provisions o - 'Chu Act, ali "!ic rultis 1-rld regulai ions o0 
tho Co!.-,'.;i. Ssi on; 

C. There is reason ble assurance (j) tlhat the activities authorized 
by this .e CnT c bc oi .:thlout enda, cr, a the hecalth 
and safety of the public, and (ii) that such activities will b& 
conducted i n comp) iance with the Conm:'ission's regulations; and 

D. The issuance of this am.landment will not be inimical to the common 
defense and security or to the health and safety of the public.  

2. Accordingly, the license is amended by a change to the Technical 
Specifications as indicated in the attachm;ient to this liccnse 

and tand Paragrh SB. of Facility License No. DPR-27 is 
hereby meonded to iead as follows: 

"(B) Technical Specifications 

The Technical Specifications contained in Appendices A 
and B, as revised,. are hereby incorporated in the license.  
The licensces shall opcrate the facility in accordance with 
the Technical Specifications, as revised by iscucd changes 
thereto through Change No. 241".
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3. This license amendL,,ent is effective as of the date of its issuance.  

FOR TilE NUCLEAR REEGULATORY CO',24ISSION 

Karl R. Golier, Assistant Director 
for Operating Reactors 

Division of Reactor Liccnsing 

Attach:Aent: 
ChanZe No. 24 to the 

Technical S -"'cifications 

Date of Issuance: December 24, 1975



t ,

AITACIIE,•- TO LICENSE AME•D•ENT NO. 18 

CHANGE NO. 24 TO THE TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS 

FACILITY OPER\TING LICENSE NO. DPR-27 

DOCKET NO. 50-301 

Replace page 15.3.3-1, page 15.3.3-2, pages 15.3.10-1 
through 15.3.10-13, and ]iure 15.3.10-3 with the 
attached revised pagys. Add page 15.3.3-2it, page 
15.3.10-14, and page 15.3.10-15.



15.3.3 EMI ---R Y COYCE C0DLI-G Y.T 7 AEXIL.I? CO .....  
SU CS -~:,fCOISSSES 

• A~'IR FE I CU L W .... CO... =.. .. F.S .... ... .... SPRAY, ...  

Applicability: 

Applies to the operating status of the Emergency Core Cooling System, 

Auxiliary Cooling Systems, Air Recirculation Fan Coolers,.and Containment 

Spray.  

Obj ect ive: 

To define those limiting conditions for operation that are necessary: 

(1) to remove decay heat fromr. the core in emergency or normal shutdownm 

situations, (2) to remove heat from containment in nori.al oparating and 

emergeLcy situations, and (3) to reoove airborne iodine from the containmrent 

atmospuhere following a po.stulated Design Basis Accident.  

S;ycif ictin 

A.,.,:t ini c..,on, and ., .R-idu.il B;eat ,-,.e.,a ].l Svsterr! 

1. A reactor shall not be made critica, except for low t-rperaturo 

physics tests; unless the following conditions associated with 

that reactor are mat: 

a. The iefualing water tank contains not less than 275,000 gal.  

of water with a boron concentration of at least 2000 ppm.  

b. Each accumulator is pressurized to at least 700 psig and 

contains at least 1100 ft 3 but no more than 1136 ft 3 of I 

water with a boron concentration of at least 2000 ppm. 24 

Neither accumulator may be isolated.  

c. Two safety injection pumps are operable.  

d. T•,o residual heat removal pumps are operable.  

e. Two residual heat exchangers are operable.

15.3.3-1



° The .solation valves in theile -. header o/' the high e;,

safe•.'inJeetie:k sys5tem are in the o•_> position.  

g. All valves, intoriocks a. n pipir-g asscciated with the above.  

com•ponents and required to function during accidcnt conditions, 

are operable.  

h. During conditions of operation with reactor coolant system 

pressure in exccss of 1000 psig the source of AC power shall 

be-removed from the accumulator isolation valves M.OV-841 A & 
~24 

B at the motor control center and the valves shall be open.  

i. Power may be restored to >,10OV-841 A & B for the purpose of 

valve testing or r:nintcnance providi4g the testing -:nd 

maintenance is coanleted andpow:"r is rc:'oved wi Jthin 4 hours.  
2. During pr operation, the recuirc. !nts of 15.3.3.1-1 nay be 

i:;'doifjied to al.'c.one of each of thie fc lo f og co:.monen` s to be 

inoperable at any onc tire. If the systc;:ý is not restur,:dto 

r:,;act th:,:" requ rc:,-.!nt - of 15. 3.3.-I ,: ithin t:he time pc riod p.'ee fledf 

the rcýc tor Shal I1 be plac,:d in the hot ifutda.n coVIion. 1£ 

the requlrci.--,nts of 15.3.3.A-1 are not satiisfied vithin an ýAdit :nal 

48 hours the reactor shall be placed in the cold - c-nd.it;o.  

a. One safety injection pu:-.p may be out of service, provided the 

puTp is restored to operable status within 2 4 hours. The 

other safety injection punp shall be tested to de:, onstrate 

operability prior to initiating repair of the inoperable pu::-p.  

b. One residual heat removal punp may be out of serv ice, provide-( 

the pump is restored to operable status within 24 hours. The 

other residual heat removal pump shall be tested to demonstrate 

operability prior to initiating repair of the inoperable pump.  

c. One residual heat exchanger may be out of service for a period 

of no more than 48 hours.  

d. Any valve in the system, required to function during accident 

conditions, may be inoperable provided repairs are completed 

within 24. hours. Prior to initiating repairs, all. valves in 

the system that provide the duplicate function shall be tested 

to demonstrate operability.  

15.3.3-2
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e. One accumulator r'ybe ivltdfor P. pcriou of u~p to one! hour 

to pertit a ~cheek- valvu leie:1:-e tes.c

1S.3.3-2a



.1 5 .3 .1 0 C O U TT• . R OD A N' D P O TER D I S T R I B U T I O N Q ,c' L~ S 

Applies to the operation of the control rods and power distribution limits.  

Objective 

To insure (1) core subcriticality after a reactor trip, (2) a limit on 

potential reactivity insertions from a hypothetical control rod ejection, 

and (3) an acceptable core power distribution dur'ing power operation.  

Specificat ion 

A. Control PRank Insertion Lit'wits 

1. Whe!n the reactor is critical, encept for physics tests and 

control rod exercises, the shutio,;n" control rods shall. he fully 

withdrawn.  

2. When the reactor is critica!, the co.trol rods .. al. be sc•rted 

no further than the limits sho:-n- by the lines on Figure _5.3.10-3.  

&nd the shutdown mnrgin with allo'wanc for a stu.ck. rod sha' 

exceed the applicable value shown on'Figure 15.3.10-2 under all 

steady-state operating conditions from zero to full power, 

including effects of axial power distribution. The shutdon; 

margin as used here is defined as the amount by which the reactor 

core would be subcritical at hot shutdown conditions if all 

control rods were tripped, assuming that the highest worth 

control rod remained fully withdrawn and assuming no changes in 

xenon, boron, or part-length rod position. Exceptions to the insertion 

limit and stuck rod requirements only are permitted for physics tests 

and control rod exercises.  

R 24 

24 
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3. The part-ýý-gth rods ch-al be fully within-/n fromi the core, 

except for phyzics testing.  

4. When the rcactor is subcritical, except for physics tests, 

the critical rod position, i.e., the rod position at which 

criticality would be achieved if the control rods were 

withdrawn in normal sequence with no other reactivity changes, 

shall not be lower than the insertion limit for zero power.  

B. Power Distrib'tion Limits 

1. a. Except during low power physics tests, the hot channel 

factors defined in the basis must nseet tho following 

limits: 

F(Z)) x K(Z) for P >0 1 

FQ(Z) < A,.64 x K(Z) for P <.5 124 

Fy < 1.58 -- (I + 0.2 (-P)) 

where P is the fraction of full pow'oer at which the core 

is operating, K(Z) is the function in Figure 15.3.10-3 

and Z is the core height location of PQ.  

b. Following core loading prior to exceeding 90% of rated 

power and at effective full power monthly intervals 

thereafter, power distribution maps using the movable 

incore detector system shall be made to confirm that 24 

the hot channel factor limits are satisfied. The 

measured hot channel factors shall be increased 

in the following way: 

, . •deiasshl 
(1) The measurement of total p!'aking factor, .Q shall 

be increased by three porcen, to account for manufacturing 

tolerances and further increased by fivc percent to acccu.-: 

for measurement error.  

1.5.3.10-2



(2) henczr:ttc t rise c< fac~i ltor 

F N 01shall be incrcased by four per~cent to account.  

for Ineasure-2nznt error.  

c. If a rneasured hot ch-ýne1 factor cycecds th3 full pwrlimit.  

of Specification lS.3.lO10.l..a, rcact-or po-wer amc3 powe-2r ranc~o 

high set~point shall. be rcduced until the limaits in 1B.l.a an re nat.  

If subbseqment flu,-: rrppling cr.,within 24 hours, c:o~rt 

that thn full power 1.ot ch1z~nnc31 facto, lirit's are at the ov~ar

poweOr an \erI':oauelT trip ;t.i sh.2besdir~iJarly 

reduced zumd reactor rwr lit5.dllc Such that p ifctn1.2a 

nbow, is rt 

2. a. Thc taru ;ýUU;nc a 'e nrc in LS sJlb 

mcasurc, a-t c~~r:rc2y£:d~a:c :5fly. It I.y 

unclatee ynauc~et or b~y 2i:~ t oai: e'~?

15.3.10-3



thcn !aTh-zasurcd value and 0% at end a-vbycle life, or by 

ext,.apolation of the last thrce measured points. The target 

f2ux differenice varies with po-er level in a linear fashion 

with 0% flux difference at 0% power.  

b. Except for physics testing, excore detector calibration 

(including recovery), or as modified below, the indicated 

axial flux difference shall be maintained within a range of +6 

and -9 percent of the target flux difference. This is defined 

as the tar•ct band.  

15.3.10-3a
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'c. ,At a power level greater than 90 percent of rated power, if the 

indicated axial flux difference deviates from its target band, 

the flux difference shall be retuirned to the target band im

mediately or reactor power shall be reduced to a level iio grcater 

than 90 percent of rated power.  

d. At a power level no greater than 90 percent of rated power, 

(1) The indicated axial flux difference may deviate froma 

its +6 to -9% target band for a maxiinum of one hour (cunulative) 

in any 24 hour period provided the flux difference does 

not exceed an cnvelope bounded by -11 percent and + 11% 

percent at 90% power and increasing by -1% and + 1% for 

each 2% of rated power below 90%. If the cu•ulative 

time exceeds one hour, then the rc'.cctor po;,er shu-]J be 

reduced i~mxedj ately to no greater than 5O% lpo'w'er and thcn 

hig• inutron flux sctpoint r.duc.a to no grcatcr than 55% 

of rated power.  

(2) A power increase to a level greater than 90% of rated power 

is contingent upon the indicated axial flux difference 

being within its target band, 

e. At a power level no greater than 50 percent of rated power, 

(1) The indicated axial flux difference may deviate from its 

target band.  

(2) A power increase to a level .greater than 50% of rated 

power is contingent upon the indicated axial flux 

difference not being outside its target band for more than 

two hours (cLumulative) out of the preceding 24 hours period.

15.3.10-4



One haMt )f the tieo the indicated aŽ'. fiux diffor•nce 

is out of its target band up to 5O0% of raZed pow:er is to 

be counted as contributing to the one hour cunulativc 

maximum the flux difference may deviate from its target 

band at a power level loss than or equal to 90% of rated power.  

f. Alarms shall normally be used to indicate non-conformance 

with the flux difference requirement of 15;3.10.B.3.c or the 

flux difference-time requirement of 15.3.]O.B.3.d(1). If 

the alarms are temporarily out of service, the axial flux 

difference shall be logged, and confornzance with the limits 

assessed, every hour for the first 24 hours, and half

hourly thereafter.  

3. Exccpt for rhvysics t,.'s, whaeever the irdicatec4' qjuzacrant --. :

tilt ratio exceeds 1.02, the tilt condit.ion shal be eliminated 24 

%'4ithin two hours or the following actions shall. be tahcn: 

a. Reduce core power level and the pow.¢er range high flux 

setpoint tw.o percent of rated values for every percent 

of indicated power tilt ratio exceeding 1.0.  

b. If the tilt is not corrected within 24 hours, but the hot 

channel factors for rated power are not exceeded, an 

evaluation as to the cause of-the dicscrepancy shall be 

made and reported as an abnormal occurrence to the 

Nuclear Regulatory Cormission.  

c. If the design hot channel factors for rated power are 

exceeded or not determined the Nuclear Regulator)' Cornission 

shall be notified and the overpower AT and overtemoerature 

AT trip setpoints shall be reduced by the equivalent of 2% 

power for every 1% cuadrant tilt.

15.3.10-9



C. Inoptera;ble Cpnt-13 Pods 

1. A control rod shall h. co sidered ina p•rabl if the follOw.ng occur.• 

a. The rod does not drop-upon removal of stationa.ry .rip•• r coil voltage.  

b. The rod does not step in properly. It shall be assumed inozerable 

until it has been tested to verify that it does drop.  

c. The rod is shown by the rod position indicator chaMnel to be 

misaligned by more than 15 inches. It shall be assuv.ed inoperable 

until it has been tested to verify that it does step in properly 

or that it does drop.  

2. No more than one inoperable control rod shall be permitted during 

sustained power operation.  

3. When it has teen determin. that a rod does not drop on rcnoval of 

stationary gripper coil voltage, tLe s.•,-uon .rargin shall be increased 

by boration as necessarv, to com.•.e•sate for the w. .,'rawr- worth of the 

in'perýýble rod. -If susitined power op'ration is anticipated, the rod 

insertion linit shall me adjusted to reflect the worth-of the irop-}.hl

rod.  

D. M-isalignod or Dropned Control Ro~d 

1. If the rod position indicator channel is function.al and the a'ssociated 

part-length or full-length control rod is more than 15 inches out of 

alignrent with its bank and cannot be aligned, then unless the hot 

channel factors are shown to be within design limits as specified in 

Section 15.3.10.B-1 within eight.V.() hours, power shall be reduced to 

less than 75% of rated power.  

2. To increase power above 75% with a part-length or full length control 

rod more than 15 inches out of alignment with its bank an analysis 

shall first be made to determine the hot channel factors ard the 

resulting allowable power level based on Section 15.3.10.B.

15.3.10-6



3. If it is determined that the appare't misalignment or dropYc& 

rod indication was caused by rod position indicator channel 

failure, sustained power operation can be continued if the 

following conditions are met: 

a. For operation between 10% po'.er and rated power, the 

position of the rod(s) with the failed rod position 

indicator channel(s) will be checked indirectly by 

core instru-mentation (excore detectors, and/or toerrmo

couples, and/or movable ircc- detectors) every shift 

or after associated bank motion exceeding 24 stcops, 

whichever comes sooner.  

b. For operation below 10% of ratcd power, no specia3 

monitoring is required.  

E. Rod Drop Times 

1. At operating te-.-%perature and full flow, the drop time of each 

control rod Phall be no ¢grcater than 1.8 seconds !frem the lops 

of stationary gripper cc, l voltage to daohpot entry.  

B'asis 

The reactivity control concept is that reactivity changes accompanying 

changes in reactor power are compensated by control rod motion.  

Reactivity changes associated with xenon, samarium, fuel depletion, and 

large changes in reactor coolant temperature (operating temperature to 

cold- shutdown) are compensated by changes in the soluble boron concen

tration. During power operation, the shutdown groups are fully with

drawn and control of reactor power is by the control groups. A reactor 

trip occurring during power operation will put the reactor into the hot 

shutdown condition. The control rod insertion limits provide for 

achieving hot shutdown by reactor trip at any time and assume tha.  

highest worth control rod remains fully withdrawn. The rods are with

drawn in the sequence of A, B, C, D with overlap between banks and a 

10% margin in reactivity worth of the control rods to assure meeting the 

assumptions used in the accident analysis. In addition, they provide a

15.3. 10-



limit on tha maxi" ins.arted rod worth in the un. pl event of a h y t....ca.  

rod .%jection, and provide for acceptable nuclear peaking factors. Mhe solid 

lines shown on Figure 15.3. 10-1 meet the shutdown requirement. The maximunn 

shutdownm margin requirement occurs at end of core life and is based on the value 

used in analysis of the hypothetical steam break accident.. Early in core life, 

less shutdown margin is required, and Figure 15.3.10-2 shows the shutdotwn, margin 

equivalent to 2.77% reactivity at end-of-life with respect to an uncontrolled 

cooldon. All other accident analyses are based on ,% reactivity shutdown 

margin.  

The specified control rod insertion limits have been revised to limit the 

potential ejected rod worth in order to account for the effects of fuel densifi

cation.  

The overlap between successive control banks is providVO to co;-ennte for thW 

low differential rod worth near the too End bottom of the core. Positioning 

of the part-length rods is govcrne, by the r. uir.en...nt to i..  

power shape within specified limits or to accept an automatic cutback of tile 

overpower AT and overtemperature AT setpointo (see Specification 15.2.3).  

Part-length rcd insertion is not permitted, thus eliminating certain adverse 

power shapes which might occur during power operation. Part-length rod insertion.- " 

for the purpose of physics testing is allowed because of increased surveillance.  

The various control rod banks (shutdown rods, control banks A, B, C, D, and 

part-length rods) are each to be moved as a bank; that is, with all rods in the 

bank within one step (5/8 inch) of the bank position. Direct information on 

rod position indication is provided by two methods: A digital count of actuating

15.3.10-8



pulises ",_,ch show:s the ¢erand p.zitic' of the Lank• and a linear position indicator 

(LVDT) which'indicates the actual roi position. The rod position indicator 

channel has a demonstrated accuracy of 5% of span (7.2 inches). Therefore, a 15 

inch indicated misalignment of 15 inches canr~ot cause design hot channel factors to 

be exceeded, and complete rod misalignment (part-length or 

15.3.10-Sa



full-length control rod 12 feet out of ali-cu-ne-t with its bank) does 

'not result in exceeding core limits in steady-state operation at rated 

power. If the misaligrnm.ent condition cannot be readily corrected, the 

specified reduction in power to 75% will insure that design margins to 

core lirmiits will be maintained under both steady-state and anticipated 

transient conditions.. The eight (8) hour permissible limit on rod 

misalignment at rated power is short with respect to the probability 

of an independent accident. The failure of an LVDT in itself does not 

reduce the shutdown capability of the rods, but it does reduce the 

operator's capability fori determining the position of that rod by 

di.rect means. The operator has available to him the core detector 

recordings, incore thermocouple readings and periodic incore flux traces 

for indirectly determining rod position and flux tilts should the rod 

with the inoperable LVDT become malpositioned. The excore and incore 

instrumentation will not necessarily recognizo a misaligqn:'nt of 

15 inches because the concoanitunt increase in power UUity will normally 

be less than 11 for a 15 inch inisaliq•n•ent. Tho excore Pn.i in:.orc 

instrumentation will, however, detect any roJ m.isalign2'went which is 

sufficient to cause a significant increase in hot channel factors anM/or 

any sidninficnt loss in shutdoin capability. The incieoscd su. .....  

of the core if one or more rod position indicator channels in out of 

service serves to guard against any significant loss in shutdo;w margin 

or margin to core thennal limits. The history of malpositioned ro-s 

indicates that in nearly all the cases when the rods have been mal

positioned, the malpositioning occurred when the bank was moving. The 

checking of the rod position after bank motion exceeding 24 steps will 

verify that the rod with the inoperable LVDT is moving properly with] 

its bank and according to the bank step counter. Malpositioning of a 

rod in a bank which is not moving is very rare, and, if it does occur, 

it is usually gross slippage or complete rod dropping which will be 

seen by external detectors. Should it go undetected, the checking of 

the rod position every shift is short with respect to the probability 

of another independent undetected situation which would further reduce 

the shutdown capability of the rods. Any combination of misaligned 

rods below 10% rated power will not exceed the design limits. For this 

reason, the position of the rods with inoperable LVDT's need not be 

checked below 10% power; plus, the incore instrun'entation is not

15.3.10-9



effective for det-ini• rod po;sition until the power 'ithel is above 

appraxima'te1y 5%.  

An inopcr•)ble rod imposes additional dem::ands on the operators, the permissible 

num, ber of inoperable control rods is limited to one in order to limit tl.2 

magnitude of the operating burden. From operating experience to date, a control 

rod which steps "in" properly will drop when a trip signal occurs because the 

only force acting to drive the rod in-fs gravity. When it has been determined 

that a rod does not drop, extra margin is gained by boration or by adjusting the 

insertion lirai t to account for the worth of the inoperable control rod.  

Design critoria have boon chosen which are consistent with the fuel integrity 
[i 24 

analyses. Th"ese relate to fission gas release, pcellet te:'nperature and cladding 

n1echanica! ];:l rLres. Also thu minimum D2LR in the core muý.t not be less 

than 1.30 in n•.:;ma- o ... rtion or in ort-tom t..ansi6nts.  

In itin t -hC atoVe, tfl2 l"3. lna .• ... dzn rity, m.st not exceed the 

limiting kw,/ft values which result frcm the large break loss of coolant accident 

analysis based u:;.o the CCS accepta.nce criteXia lii'it of 2200'F. This is 

required to mcet th1 initial condi-ions assumed for loss of Coolant accident.  

To aid in specifying the limits on :•'o.wer distribution the following hot channel 

factors are defined: 

FQ (Z), D...ene d n Heat ni ...... ....  
FQ el.,t Drdn } Hat Flu. :o- Channc! Factor, is defined as the 

maximum local heat flux on the surface of a fuel rod at core elevation Z 

divided by the average fuel rod heat flux, allowing for manufacturing 

tolerances on fuel pellets and rods.  

15.3.10-10



SEnn aiineer :at Ft-,x t-ot . .--. F vt:- z -efi the 

on heat flu-.: ýýuired for m uf ac" ... to.. ,-r Th 

factor allows for local variations in enrich" ent, pellet ,ensity and 

diaiaeter, surface area of the fuel rod and eccentricity of the gap 

between pellet arid clad. CodJ)ined statistically, the net effect is 

a factor of 1.03 to be applied to fuel rod surface heat flu:<.  

FN 
FA, Nuclear Enthalpy Rise Hot C...nnel Factor, is defined as the ratio 

All 
of the integral of linear power along the rod with the highnest integrated 

power to the average rod prower.  

It should be noted that rFP is bascd on an integral and is used as such 
A'H 

in the DM3 calculations. Local hcat flux are ol;tained by u;i:cg hot 

channel and adjacent channel explicit ]ewer sha;es w:hich tjtI-c- in-o 

account -' \ariat,-:s in horizontal (x-y) ro,:r sn&*:-z throughout. the co•_,.  

Thus, the horizont 4, . rlow`er sh;are at the point of n'ax>imum- hc,.at flux is n,,'t .. ,

cavi.y directly rclated to F.  

For normal operaticn, it is not necessaŽ'v to ::easure these quanti5ties. n- t ce -•ý 

it has been.determined that, provided the fcl~owing conditions are observed, the 

hot channel factor lir.mits will be met: 

1. Control rods in a single bank move together with no individual rod 

insertion differing by more. than 15 inches from the bank demand position.  

2. Control rod banks are sequenced with overlapping banks as described, 

in Figure 15.3.10-1.  

3. The full-length and part-length control bank insertion limits are not 

violated.
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.,,!4-l po°..er di ion control _procedures, which are giv-n in tcr-.s 

of flu:x: difference control and control bank insertion limits are ob

served. Flux difference refers to the difference in signals between 

the top and botto:a halves of two-section excore neutron detectors.  

The flux difference is a measure of the axial offset which i! defined 

as the difference in normalized power between the top and bottom 

halves of the core.  

,,24

The permitted relaxation of F allows; radial po,;• r ... ape chanes ih ro 

inse::'-n to t"e insertiJon limits. It has been Cetei-.ined that "provicf2 

the Z'bove ccdliti(,ns 1 through.A are'observed, these hot channel factor 

• ° "liits are ý'it-. n Specification 1.1)3.10,E.l.a, FQ is arhitrzrrily limited. ' 

for T? < 0. 5 (cxcep~t for low power physics tests.) 

An upper },o",• enveloe of 2.32 tir.,es the normraizc" peaking" factor axial 

dependence of figure 15.3,10-3 consistent with the Technical Specificationsc 

on power distribution control as given in section 15.3.10 was used in the 

LOCA analysis. The results of the analyses based on this upper bound envelope 

indicate a peak clad temperature of 19960F corresponding to a 2040F margin to 

the 22001F limit.  

{I 

11hen an F measurer.'ent is taken, both experimental error and manufacturing Q ' 

tolerance -,,ust be allo-wed for. Five percent is the appropriate allowance 

for a full core map taken with the movable incore detector flux mapping system ,n 

and three percent is the appropriate allo,..:ance for manufacturing tolerance.
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which rmeinZs that normal operation of the core is :nccted to result in 

F' < 1.58/1.10. The logic bWhind the larger unc-i'tainty in this case is 
AH

that (a) normal perturbations in the radial power shope (i.e., rod misalignient) 

affect F" , in most cases without necessarily affecting FQ (b) the operato-r has 

a direct influence on FQ through movement of rods, and can limit it to the 

desired value, he has no direct-co•trol over FN and (c) an error in the 

predictions for radial power shape which may be datected during startup physics 

tests can be compensated for in FQ by tighter a:ial control, but compensation 

for AN is less readily available. Wh'en a measurca-ent of FH is taken, "A H 

experimental error must be allowed for Lnd four percent is the appropriate 

allowance for a full core mop taken with the movable incore detector flux mapping 

system.  

l.easurem.tnts of the hot channel factors are required as part of startup 

physics tests, at least each full pw'er 11ea1ith of bpcraticn, aid whenever ab:normalJ 

power distribution conditions require a reduction of core power to a level 

based upon measured hot channel factors. The incore map taken following 

initial loading provides confirmation of the basic nuclear desicgn bases including 

proper fuel loading patterns. The periodic monthly incore mapping provides 

additional assurance that the nuclear design bases remain inviolate and identify 

operational anomalies which would, otherwise, affect these bases.  

The procedures for axial power distribution control are designed to minimize 

the effects of xenon redistribution on the axial power distribution during 

load follow maneuvers. Basically, control of flux difference is required 

to limit the difference between the current value of flux differenue (AI) and 

a reference value which corresponds to the full power equilibrium value of 

axial offset (axial offset = AI/fractional power).

15.3.10-13



The. full power target f] - dif'er•-ne is that in'.ic•t,. ; iffronce of 

the c...re ith .follow:ing c .dit.cn; xenioibriu-, nu-n (little or no 

oscillation) with part-length rods withdrawn from the core and with the 

full-length rod control rod bank more than 190 steps withdrawn (i.e., the.  

normal full power position.) Values for all other core power levels are obtained 

by multiplying the full rower value by the fractional power. Since the 

indicated equilibrium value was noted, no allowances for excore detector 

error are necessary and indicated deviation of +G and -9 percent " are 

permitted frc:a the indicated reference value. During periods where extcensive I 

load following is required, it may be impractical to esta.lish the requirei cao 

conitions for .measuring the target flux difference every mo.th. For this reason, 

the specification provides three methods for updating the target flux "iffe.n"c 

strict ccntrol of the flux difference (and Wod positicn) is not as -ece•.•yn 

during part pow.'r op-eration. This is .because xenon distribution control a2 

part power is net as significant as the control at full ro:wer and allowan:, 

has Men Lade in p&dictning the heat flux peaking factors for Mers strict 

control at part power. Strict contro] of the flux: difference is not possible i

during certain phby=cs tests or during required periodic exc"re calibrations 

which require larger flux differences than p"rmitted. Therefore, the sp"cificaticrs' 

on power distribution control are not applied during physics tests or excore 

calibrations. This is acceptable due to the low probability of a significant 1; 
accident occurring during these operaitions.  

In som.e instances of rapid plant power reduction automatic rod motion will I.  

cause the flux difference to deviate from the target bank when the .reduced 

power level is reached. This does not necessarily affect the xenon distribution 

sufficiently to change the envelope of peaking factors which can be reached on a

15.3.10-14



, sutj : qc,: :' .. .. . .. •.uthrn to fu~ll ,rr<:r '; C .h:•"... .t:e <a :<' [ .•. .. ; .o v.z,•:r, io[ 

siLplify the specification for operation up to 931 of- Full power, a 

limitation of one hour in any period of 24 hours i.s placed on 

operation outside the band. This insures that the resultirig xenon 

distributions are not significantly different from those resul tin, 

from operation within the target band.* 

For norm•nal operation and ant-icipated, transients, the core is procected 

from overpoower and minimu D:,:BR of 1. 30 by an aut.o:....tic p.otection 

system. Copliance with operating procedures is assu:zd as a pre

condition, however, operator error and oquin p;ic-nt ma].functions aret 

separately assumed to lead to the cause oF thh transiunts conside rc-U.  

A two percent quadrm:t tilt al io:: that a SiVr (S) -cýrcen tilt i:]ht 

actually be prescet in the corb' becoiuse of insc-ns.tivity of the excore 

detectors for d-sturb,-nes near th. Core ccnter such. as" 

inner control rods and an error allo-,,.ancu. No increase in FQ occurs 

with tilts up to five percent because misali 7rled control rods producing 

such tilts do not extend to the unrodded p]lane, where the. maximum FQ 

occurs.  

The tilt restrictions are not applicable during the startup and initial 

testing of a reload core which may have an inherent tilt. During this 

time sufficient testing is performed at reduced pow.er to verify that 24 

the hot channel factor limits are met and the nucl ear channels are 

properly aligned.

15.3.10-15
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"NUCLEAR R0.GULATOW C2- .. ":....  

"* WASHVi-::CTO:. . C. 2CTS5 

ENVIRO'NT'A,•-.,. If*?ACT APPRAISAL BY THE DIVISION' OF REACTOR LICENSINhG 
,.',P..-.TG v ,.-_,, NOS. 14 A!D 18 TO DPR-24 A,.D DPR-27 

CHANGE NOS. 19 AN-D 24 TO THE TECHRICAL SPECIFICATIONS 

WISCON:SIN ELECTRIC PO'ER D 

WISCOSI' M.,ICHIGAN: POIER CO:MPANY 

POINT BEAC NUCL,.EARL,., U:iITS 1 AflD 2 

ENVIRON-:NT•AL I.PACT APPRAISAL 
1. Description of Prc.,osnd Action 

By let.r dated Sc.ptc..r 6, 1974, Wisco:nsin Electric Po'.:r Cc;:p.-:, 
and Wisconsin Nichi ,n Power Company. (liccnsees in the Move ce, pti'd 
dockets) requestedJ an,,-nt,,,.. to Facili ty Operating Licenscs DPR-2, 
and C2R-27 for the P0i0t EeaCh V Ear P1.nt Uncits 1 and. 2. T 
iiccrsees pru;vided suip1 c,...tal i hforn.tin b.y l e-ttors d,: t C'6, 

1974 and May 7, 1975 in response to rcquests from the staff of the 
N~uclear fRe;ulatory Commission (the C-:n .ss ion). By 1 it,.,r .ated ju:-e 2,1, 
1975, the licenses submitted a reevaluation of-the p'r,;od ame.,.•, ..  
in response to the Co-:;iission's •xe.r.r 27, 1974 Or for %,.odiNcf•t;i 
of License. At the request cf the .RC staff, the lice;nsces sup?:' .. nted 
their reevaluation 'w:ith letters dated Novemb.er 26, 1975 and DeccO;,bUr 15, .  
1975.  

The proposed changes would revise the limiting conditions for operation 
of the Point Each Units 1 and 2 as a result of i:plc•cnting the 
"Acceptance Criteria for the Escrgency Core Ccoling System fo;r Li00 
Water Nuclear Pow.er Rector•' (ECCS). ns specified in Secticn 50.46 &;f 
10 CFR Part50. The licensees are presently permitted to operato Point 
Beach Units 1 and 2 at power levels up to a total of 3,036 ,Zg..,•ts 
thermal. The proposed change is being made in conjunction with a partial 
refueling of Unit 1.  

2. Environmental Inpacts of Proposed Action 

The proposed change to incorporate the ECCS Acceptance Criteria would 
not result in an incrcase or decrease in power levels of Point Beach 
Units 1 and 2. The restrictions on heat generation rates will require 
careful control of fuel operating history; ho.wever, there should 1e no 
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reduction in total burnup resulting from the revised ECCS evaluation 
methods.  

In the-absence of any significant change in power levels, there Would 
be no change in cooling water requirew-nts. Further, there would be 

no change in radioactive• effluents or thermal effluents from normal 

operation or post accident- conditions.  

No environmental impacts are expected other than those described in 

the Comission's Final Environmental Stata::ant for the Point Ceech 

Nuclear Pl-nt, issued M•y 19;72. The Co,:.,ission's calculated releases 
of radioactive effluents, both gaseous and liquid, are based on 
expected relcase ratcs from the total qu--ntity of nuclear fuel within 

the reactor units. The proposcd action would not -. ffect the total 
quantity of fuel used at Point Veach. [,.. increases in radiation Uoses 
to man or other biota are exect.d. It is not anticirpted that the 
issuance of this ch•ne to thc Ap•endix A Technica.l S•.cificatirns 
would affect the ccst-beoefit bc.,oce nor wo:uld it r;qire chn-,es in 
the Enviran~untal Technical *S cificatins in App-ndix B of tle licenses.  

3. Conclusion and Ba"sis ,o , N tivc D'ac rtion 

On the basis of th for,.o,,, analysis, it is conclddo- that t"r" l 
be no environr:ntal ipa.ct attrib.,ut•bl.i to the proposed action otcr 
than thusn im.pacts describe(! in the Final Envi ro.r"n-tl•St'tem...  
issued Mlay 1972. Hiaving made this conclusion, the C'r.nissicn has fu:rther 
concluded that no ervironm°ntal impact statement for the proposcd action 
needs to be prepared and that a negative declaration to this effect is 
appropri ate.

DATE: - 1 7



NEGATIVE DECLARATI ON 

REGARDING PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE 

TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS OF LICENSE NOS. DPR-24 AND DPR-27 

POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT UNITS 1 AND 2 

DOCKET NOS. 50-266 AND 50-301 

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the Commnission) has considered 

the issuance of changes to Facility Operating License Nos. DPR-24 and 

DPR-27 for Point Beach Nuclear Plant Units 1 and 2 in Manitowoc County, 

Wisconsin. These changes would authorize the licensees, Wisconsin 

Electric Power Company and Wisconsin Michigan Power Company, to operate 

the Point Beach Nuclear Plant Units 1 and 2 with certain revisions to the 

present limiting conditions for operation specified in Appendix A of the 

referenced licenses. These revisions would result from the implementation 

of the Acceptance Criteria For the Emergency Core Cooling Systems For 

Light Water Nuclear Power Reactors (ECCS) as specifiegd in-Sec'titn.50.46 

of 10 CFR Part 50. The proposed change would be made in conjunction with 

a partial refueling of Unit 1. No revisions to the Environmental Technical 

Specifications (Appendix B) were requested in connection with this proposed 

change.  

The Commission's Division of Reactor Licensing has appraised the 

expected environmental impact of the proposed changes. On the basis of 

this appraisal, the Commission has concluded that an environmental impact 

statement for this particular action is not warranted because there will 

be no environmental impact attributable to the proposed action other than
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those impacts described in the Commission's Final Environmental Statement, 

issued May. 1972, concerning the operation of Point Beach Units 1 and 2.  

The environmental impact appraisal is available for public inspection 

at the Commission's P.ublic Document Room, 1717 H Street, N. W., Washington, 

D. C. and at the Documents Department, Library, University of Wisconsin-

Stevens Point, Stevens Point, Wisconsin 54481.  

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 16th day of December 1975.  

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COfMMISSION 

,__.ordon K. Dicker, Chief 
Environmental Projects Branch 2 
Division of Reactor Licensing
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SARflTY flYALUATIC&- Dy TiM1 OFFICEj Or- NXC!.F.P R13ACTOrP. Pl-hGUjLATIcN' 

SUPPQRTIXG:.C X~:r~S :1:CS. 14 1 .1 18 TO LICENSES DffR-241/27 

(AGENOS.' 19 !,ND 24 TO TIlE1 TECiINTCAL. SPECIFICATIO:TS-5) 

WISC()USINBLT3CTTUC_',?PGm:EROAY 

PQIN `11.AI NUCLE.AR PJANVT, UNITS 1/2 

D\ACI4-'!TS NOS. 50-266/3011 

Introducti on 

On Dc;cr27, 1974, thce Aton~ic Energy CoLss ion issued an 02-0-r for 
Modificiltion of Liccnse. imz'-1;:ncntliiý.n the ccicnt;of 10 CFiý ý510.416 
"Accc-pti..ce Cri turi-, aýnd .Th'rrznc~y Core Cool i ng. S-ystclS for Li .hIt V~~ 
Nyucicar Polw.er 0;)ctos. (~ o" the r'-cei,':~c-rltF cfr the Ort!½r Ia hi 
prior to any ic.earnPntaulthorj :invany kcOrct rlo:!di w., "i 
liceiise %hall iu:j .rcn~~co oj`. ICCS conlim; efv;:ic a uac 
in) accoriuance ;w.t c ilzccv~tlla era]02 Zon v:. .-cl ich cif ~i hi 
Provi-sion'; of 10 CFiR Part 1SO. .115 I-OUC'.k 46. b 0'r1 r. a 

Specifiica tions Or li ccnlse ucrtas rn:y lbe neece~sszry to I.p .:'tt~ 
evaluation results.  

W'iscon-sin Electric Pow.er Co:;O;'any (WEiPCD), has remlte i censc o e~in 
Which wilallowv. Point Do"Cah Uni1.t I o'peration o)l-:n rclood for 
corec Cycle 4. Thi..' MiCC:1Se reC i~n cq;itin]u anal).yýS, Of- thle 
appi icalbility of prvC\'iously peri"6Orm-ec1 safety analyses and po-sý 

'Technical Specification changecs based onl the Uni t I core con-iguration 
for Cycle 4., 

As required by Our Order of Decem~ber 27, 1974, WEPCO his also submiatted 
alECCS reovalunilion anid rcelated Techinical Specificitions.. Th 1 ;CC EGS 

reevaluation applics: also to Point Beach Unit. 2 which mintiantcd cor-e 
Cycle 2 operation in [)ecez;.bc-r '197-1. Since there are no iiic t 
differences between the core coni~i,-,rations for Unit 2 Cycle 2 and Unit 1 
Cycle .1, thle ECCS, Yoevaih-ati~o;- and specifically related Tcchnical 
Specifications atplv to both Units I and 2.  

The first part of this safe-ty evaluation, "Unit 1 Core Cycle A. Reload", 
discus.-es and evaluates the rentiostocd action regarding- the Point Beach 
Unit 1 core Cycle 4 reload, The1ý second part. of this safety evalluation, 

"EmerencyCore Cooling System", discusses -.nd evaluates the ECCS 
reevaluation ond related Tochnical Specifications w.hich arc applicable 
to both Units 1. and 2.
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PART I: UNIT 1 CORE CYCLE 4 RELOAD 

A. Introducti on 

By letter dated October 6, 1975, Wisconsin Electric Power Company (W'EPCO) 

proposed changes to the Technical Specifications of Facility Operating 

Liconsc DPR-24 for Point Beach Unit 1. Supplemental information 

relatcd to the rcqucst6d .changes was supplied by I-EPCO with letters 

dated October 22, "N.6vcnbcr 26, and Decerobc IS and 18, 1975. To allow 

Unit I operation in core Cycle 4, WEIRCO requested: (1) changes to 

the Unit 1 control rod insertion limits, (2) changes to clad flattening 

limi'tations, and (3) changes; to the overtemperature6T and pressurizer 

low pressure limiting safety systcm settings to reflect a proposed 

increase in reactor coolant systecm operating pressure to 2250 psia.  

B. Discul.s~ion 

The Point Beach Unit I core Cyclc 4 loading includes 32 new fue).  

assemblies (le,.ion 7) znd o.ýc twice burned asscmbl)' from Region 4 

plus 11 asse;::blies frcam Unit 2 (7 from Y'rgion I and 4 from Region 2) 

The mc.1hanical dcsi4,gn'of the nev.; Region 7 assc;,blices is ess.entially 

the .as 1he Rcrions 5 anid 6 fuwl which will remain in the core 
(1urjB;• Cycle 4.  

1. Control Kod lnscrtin i.-.its 

Control of the operating rcactor is provided by neutron absorbing 
control rods and soluble boric acid in the reactor coolant.  
The more boric acid contained in the reactor coolant the less 
the contro] rods need to be insertcd to providc reactor control.  
The proposed control rod insertion limits are the result of 
analyses performd for the Unit I Cycle 4 core configuration to 
insure: (1) an adequate shutdown margin is maintained throughout 
cycle life, (2) hot channel factors are maintained below design 
limits, (3) acceDtablc consequences of rod ejection accident, 
and (4) acceptable consecquences of rod misalignment. The 
iraintcngnce of adeouate shutIow..n marin at the end of core 
life is the cons Lcleration which typically defines the control 
rod insertion limits.  

2. Minimum Time to Clad Flattening 

Point Beach Unit 1 has been operating at a reduced primary 
pressure of 2000 psia in core Cycle 3. Reduced primary 
pressure was initiated in order to lengthen the 
predicted time to clad flattening by reducing the pressure 
differential across the fuel cladding and tlhus reducing the clad 
creep rate. The presently specified Unit I fuel residence 
liMit of 18,000 EFI'i is the analytically determined m"inimu 
time to clad flattening for Unit 1 core Cycle 3, using a 

previously approved model and assumling continued reactor 

Operation at 2000 psia.



Westinghouse has reviscd the clad flattening rdland has 
submitted reports IWCAP-S377( 1 ) and ~CPS&~~w.hich describe 
the reviscd model. Thc revised model as described in the referenced 
reports has bcen approved f-wr licensing actions and ...as used 
in support of Point Beach Unit 2 Licensc:Anmendment No. 13.0~) 
The revised nodeol as describeod in License; ?-mindinent \o. 13 prcilicts 
longer ti!2es to clad. flattening. Since the predicted tiiae to 
clad fllattening for'Unit I now excecds th'e expected life of the 
Ujnit 1 fuel assc,.iblics, there is no longer an advantage for operation.  
at reduced p-ressure. ThL-refore, 11MICO has stated that they planl 
to rcturni Unit I to 2250 psia primary system pressure following 
reload for core Cycle 4.  

3. Qvcrtenperatu~rs LT' and ~rsuizrL'~Pressure ThnSet:point 

Thle core -protecti on systeu! onc'ratos by jefjllnj'p a rf-go Of, 
perinissilbleo opc~ration in ti.sof no:.,pressurc-, te:,a1pcraturc, 
coolant fl o aldit" al~oa di stri;b-.ti on. This a] io 0b 
o'pera tin- rof-i on -. Ith readto cool ant ter~pcrntu-Iz: differOrncc 
across the rcLci. or core is dc-ierW tned yth% eLic qualt-ions .;'icih 
define the- 1 ov~~~'auei ractolr t rkns. Thc ovcr, c-::moralturc 
AT reactor trip11 frocct taCore a ~~nueleiate boil.ing,1 
execssivc hint channll" exit ZmaIity ad )ot chn~.boi ' iznz for 
any co...hi natilon of" Power, pres,-sure, tTrt tre, andL axiall 
Core power-:I distribution.  

imcll i ordeor to rcsunac reictor opervtion at 2250 psi a, has 
prpoed::ndfyagtile cvrt'.eaur T reactor trip eŽ:prcss ion 

and lias proposc(,,. that. tho prc'szurj ze:' J ow prt.essure trip setpoilnt 
be returnod to its prco-Cycit. 3 ale.wihis consiste_-nt w-ith 
the new: ove~rte ý:pcraturo AT sctpoint exprcs1:-ionl.  

4. Addition-al__Rod Fow.. Penalty 

Recent data oin 1.cestingiiousce 15 x 1.5 fuel as-se!ablics, .. hich is 
generally applicanble to 14 x 1-4 fuel ass=.blies of the, ty"pe 
used nt Poinlt MBeach1, indicates that thc bow.inga 1,odel inll2PS36 
"Ani Evaluation of Fuel Rod oin"udrtL the tIex tenit of 
£-tiel rod bow-i -no. Consequzently, the staff has app] icd an additional 
penalty in rilpealking factor, F., to Point Beach Unit 1, 
core Cycle 4. lvAi 

C. Evaluation 

1. Control Rod Insertion l~im-its 

Calculations- of the core k-inotics parza:--etcrs indicate the values 
for Cycle 4 fall vwithinl the luisbased upon previouisly submitte-d
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accident analyses, except the most negative Doppler coefficient.  
This becomes only slightly more negative than the currcnt limit, 
and has a negligible cffact on the accident analysis. Therefore 
previously subi.:itted analyses of accidents affected by these 
parameters remain acceptable for Cycle 4: 

Thc revised control rod insertion limits kFigure 15.3.1-0-1) 
and calculated shutdoon margin for Cycle 4 indicate m'ore than 
required shutdown margins will be maintained throughout cycle 
life. This includes a W0Z uncertainty allowance in calculations 
of control rod wor-ths. Startup measuremcnts of control bank 
worths will coviir. the validity of the calculation of ban]: worths 
and hence the calculation of shutdown .argins. However, the 
Cycle 4 hot full powcr Bo•i.nn .ng of Cycle (BOC) nnd End of Cycle 
(EOC) maximum;i ejected rod worths are greater than the corresponding 
Cycle 3 values. In add•Jtio, the mnir.:u~a BOC Dc']yed Ncutron 
Fraction (Bff) o:as found to be .0059 for Cycle 4 vs .0064 
for ]re: 0u' c vcics. Lýut, r:,anaysis of these ro, eale 1ion 
accidents us ing .RC ,l.: roved ,Hesti nu.;se pr-CKzedu )'" 
idic atces no ccntcrlinc fuel melting and a pcak entha] py of 
143 ca]/1: for the' korst ese. These are. acccept4 le results; 
and the) fore, the preposed control ru. inscrticn limits arc 

- acceptnal .  

2. Minim::um Time to Clad Flatu ni.; 

';EPCO has recalcul ated the .iuiu.l.- t1].n 2 to clad f lattevnlg usinrg 
the approved WoKe describcd in KCAP-S377(l) and Cad-$3Q81(2) 
WEI'PO ha•: dcten:;ji.nid this ti.:me to be 30,000 E1FPHi for Unit 1, 
Regions 5, 6 & 7 fuel assemb]lics, assu:.ing reactor operation 
at 2250 psia. How.ever, the Unit 2, Region 2 fuel assemblies, 
which will be used in Unit I Cycle 4, are calculated to have 
a minimum time t6 clad fla:ttening of 22,020 Effective Full 
Power Hours (EFPW), and thus these asse.blies arc limiting.  
These calculations were also perfor:ed using the approved model 
described in WCAP-S377(l) nod CAp.S.1( 2) 

1herefore, based on the calculated .ti. e to clad 
flattening for the limiting Unit 2 Region 2 assemblies, we have 
concluded that a fuel residence time limit of 22,020 EFPIi for Point 
Beach Unit 1 core Cycle 4 is acceptable. Technical Specification 
15. 2. 12 incorporates this requireiment.  

3. Overtemperature AT and Pressuriz er Low Pressure Trip Setoint 

The prcssurizer low pressure trip setpoint and the overtceperature 

AT settings are specified in Technical S'ecification 15.2.5.1, (3) 
and (4) respectively. Point Beach Unit 1, has been operated in 
the past at a systen pressure of 2250 psia and nominal average
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temperature of 581.30F. As a consequence of a subsequent fuel 
densification review by the staff, the Point Beach, Unit 1, opcrati.n 
pressure- was rustricted during previous Cycle 3.operation to 2000 
psia and no;.inal avora., tempcrature of 572.90F. For Cycle 3 
operation, the licensee modificd the Technical Specifications, 
making the overtempurature AT trip limits more restrictive, 
and lowering the pressurizpr low pressure trip setpoint in 
consideration of the cffccts of reduzcd s)'stcm operating pressure.  
"The overteunerature AT trip limits were made more restrictive by 
modifying the constants and nominal pressure sctpoints in the over
temperaturelI'T trip. The liccensee now. has proposed to 
operate the plant for Cycle 4 at a system pressure of 2250 lisia.  
In this matter, the no.-J.nal system pressure was increased. from 
2000 to 2250 psha while all other constants nad system parametcrs 
(average tai:peorature) remained identical to the Cycle 3 values.  
The staff has; reviye,:ed the ..... Cycle 4 Technical Specificatiens 
and has concludd& that since the overto.uerature LT trip 
setpoir, t for Cycle 3 .. s .ore restrictive than the original]y 
(licensed) alvro.'d valuc, operation as prcmoncd for Cycle 4 
will be morc conscrvati\'e aind thvrcfere, the proposcd m.odification 
to the Technical Sp½ecification 15.2.3.1.B(.) is acceptable.  

In addition, the lorws:suri er 1ow pressure trip stpoint, Technical 
Specification 35 .2.3.1.(3), has been changed back fo the value 
(1865 psig) it was before the systcc.; pcierating prcssurc was 
reduced to 2000 psia. Based on prevous safety evaluntions of 
operation at 2250 psia, rajde by the staff, this proposed channc 
is also acceptable.  

4. Additional Rod !(.w Penal-tv 

The safety analyses --pplicable to operation during Cycle 4 arc 
based on previous Cycle 3 snfa:ty analyses( 5 ) and those reported 
in the Final Facility Description and Safety Analysis Report 
(FF7)SAR) (6) . These analyses were, however, perfoxmed with a 
pitch reduction factor which results in a 3.2 percent m:argin in 
DNDP. to allow f'r rod-to-rod bowing. Recent discussions with 
Westinghouse indicate that thi• poenalty is inadequate. New* data 
on 15 x 15 rod bundles with up to 27,000 ,,'/Miu burnup show that 
the bo'%.ing model presented in iWCAP-S3-i6, "An Evaluation of Fuel 
Rod Bo.ing," underestia:ates the extent of rod bowing. The 15 x 
15 bowing data indicate that a pnalC of.opproxinately 3.6 
percent in ,•AR shi.ul.d be •np:ied to the Point Bcach design to 
account for rod bowing 2 urj.. yclo 4. Wo .ill reqair.v that a 
total ponalty of 5.6 percent in DN3R (including Point "..ach design 
pitch reduction pcnnity be used to account for rod bowing. A 
suitably conservative value of 5.6 percent was chosen instead 
of the 3.6 percent penalty becuuse the review of the West.inghouse 
approach for 15 x 15 geo"etry has not bNen ce,::,]eted. Once the review:' 
is complete the 5.6 percent penalty may be modified to conform to the dat.
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As stated previously, the Point Beach Unit 1 core design offers 

approximatc&y 3.2 percent margin in DN"R due to pitch reduction 

in the analyses. The remaining 2.4 percent of the 5.6 p-rccnt 

penalty is equivalunt to'a 1.4 percent heat flux penalty. To 

achieve a 1.4 pcrce-•t heat flux reduction it will be necessary 

to limit ope.ation of the Point Beach Unit 1 Cycle 4 core to a 

radial pca,,ing factor, , of 1.55 rather than 1.5S. With this 

limitation, operation of thc Point Beach Unit 1 plant with the 

Cycle 4 core is acceptable. Technical Specification 15.3.10.B.1 

has been nodificd accordingly and the licensee has co:ncurred 
with this modifi cation.  

D. S .  

The safety analyses anpplicable to op.ration during core Cycle 4 arc 

based on pre'vous Cycl" 3 sa-ety anp]ya:: and those r •yrtcd -in thV 

FFI)SAR, and adcdition :n,.a,',cs of rod cjctien accidcnts. %Ti 

"propoe( c"peration at "250 psia is ec..cyb le to the stalf, since 

raising of the oprating ,rssurc will have no adverse effects on 

the accident ,uilas...; 'b I:,at flux increases with increasing syst.Of 

pressure. The analyses pr -'csly. : .... In, in. e-n es.. and 0) 

were ruview.:cd nrd an'm-cd ivy !I thC .;W f and, :;inec Mh.  

effects of the C'yle 4 relcad on the 6ai n basis and postulated 

aacidents can be co-,- ... "tivo iV cco... n. od with the previous 

analyses, with ndditional :odification3 ramde by the staff, or.:rati on 

in core Cycle 4 is acccptabilc.  

PART I : .EE..C:Y con:H CCO.IA SYSTEM 

A. Introeduction 

On Decenber 27, 197.1, the Atouic Energ>y Coa::aission issued an Order 

for 0dification of License i:.npl eenta'ug the require;pnis of 10 Ci'R 

§50.46, "Acceptance Critcri; and ]Ioerg:e.cy Core Cooling System for 

Light lWater Nuclear Power Rc.ectois". One of the requirements of the 

Order was that the licensee shall subimit a reevaluation of the ECCS 

cooling performuancc calculated in accordance with an accoptublc 

evaluation m.odel which confoars with the provisions of 10 CFR Part 50, 

§50.46. The Order also required that the e\,aluation shall be 

accompanied by such proposed changes in the Technical Specifications 

or license amendn::ent as mayn be necessary to iJmpnl•ent the evaluation 
results. As required by our Order of December 27, 1974, V;i.scoksin 

Electric Power Com.pany (',!CO) sub'ai.tted an ECCS r-covaluation and 

related Technical Specifications, by letter dated June 24, 1975.  
This reevaluation, comaplied with previous submittals dated 
September 6, 1974, Deceaber 6, 1974, and 0,y 7, 1975, is applicable 
to both Point Beach Units 1 and 2. In addition, I'EPCO submittnd 

additional inforation regarding LCCS cooling performance by letters 

dated November 5, 1975, Novcnber 26, 1975, and December 15, 1975.
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B. Discussion 

The Order for Modification of License issued Deccenber 27, 1974(7), 
stated that evaluation of ECCS cooling parformance may be based on the 
vendor's evaluation modcl as modified in accordance with the changes 
described in the staff Safety Evaluation .Rport (SER) of Point Beagh.  
.Units I and 2 dated Dc~ccnber 27, 1974.  

"The background of thb staff review of the hestinghouse ECCS models 
and their application to Point Beach is described in the staff SER 

for this fvci lity .dated Dccc:ber 27, 1974 (the December 27, 1974, 
SER) issued in connection with the Order. The bases for acceptance 
of the principal portions of the evaluation undodel are set forth in 
the staff's Status Report of Octoelr 1971C() and the Novc:Thber 1974(9) 
Supp~ccwent to the Status Report which are refere-cd in the 
December 27, 1974 M.. The Dec...r 21, 1971 SER also described 
the various changes required in the earlier Westinghousv evaluation 
model. Tot.her, the ace.mber 27, 197,4 SER .nn th, Status. leport 
and its Supple:men d'- ,r5 be ::n acceptable HCS evaluation mode1 
and the basis for the stuff' s acceptance of the model 

The Point DcacCh EGGS c'vanluation which is covered by this safer;" 
eva..luat ion prp:TJ -1000 ;F'ormOs to the accept~ed c.6ei. The Ju'ne 2-4, 
1975 su1•b.,ai containvi: (1) analyses cf sufficie"nt break si.-e's 
and location to veriyf that the worst breco, conjit.o:, had hben 

considcred and (2) docu:m:entation, by reference to sub;t:•itted 
Westing, house Topical Retorts, of the EGGS model modifications 
described in our l),ceober 27, 197d SR.  

C. Evaluat ion 

We have reviewed the evaluation of ECCS performance submitted by 1'EPCO 
for the Point Beach Nuclear Generating Units 1. and. 2 and concluded 
that the evaluation has been perform:oed wholly in confer:.mance with 
the requirements of Appendix K to 10 CFR Part 50. 'Therefore, operation 
of the reactor wculd meet the rcquirements of 10 CFR §50.46 provided 

that (l) the reactor is operatckd in occordance with the proposed 
Technical Spocifications as modified by subsequent NRC review, and 
(2) the Emergency Operating Procedures are modified as described 
in this evaluation. Specific areas of review are discussed below: 

1. ECCS Reanaly.sis 

The licensee submitted Loss-of-Coolant Accident (LOCA) analyses, 
by letter dated June 24, 1975, that addressed small rupture

pipes and major reactor coolant system pipe ruptures. The small 
break LOCA incorporated a previous September 6, 1974 sunbaittal,



A three break spectrum, specific for Point Beach, was submitted 

and an applicable generic plant sensitivity study was used in 

conformity with the break spcctrujm requirements of 10 CFR 50.46(a).  

The analyses . wer perfor.-ned writh an acceptable evaluation 

model which is ,.-hiolly in confnoiance with 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix K.  

The analyses identified the. .,orst break size as the 0.4 double

ended cold leg guillotine with a calculated peak clad temperature 

of 1996°F; this is within the acceptable limit of 2200OF specified 

in 10 CFJR 50.46(b). In addition, the calculated maxinum local 

metal/water reaction of 3.2'w and total core wide metal/water reaction 

of less than 0.3-% are well belo. the allo.able limits of 175 

and 1%, respcetivl].y. Thsee results ax- for region l3 cycle I 

fuel in Unit 2 w.:hich was identified as the limiting fuel for 

both Units 1 and 2.  

These "nalyses .... that tVcre was a coincident loss of offsite 

"p" .r at tho of tLh tOCA, -;,hch would result in-i~u:.:p .... .. j.: ;, ,, -'- -- I. . t- ; : - C .'' , 

coast•,,, .... A scnitivit" ai'a1"v:s was ci tcd for the ir. -0 "c .. !IS'; .%,~ Z, .. ...  

with no Toss of effsite po;er. The re:.uIts slo::cd that the p.Žzk 

clad te1:, eralt.ure a:ct. bu i, c,.;ed 23i ;hi .d would still r"sult 

in a pcak tc,.,peo.ratuTo significartIy belew the acceptable ]i:;.t.  

The licensee on.,,.•,,.cd that rod I;owing ;:o<ld pfioducc a .axi ..  
power spij]u. of .I. a lo:g t}; ho" rod. This power spt. ke .as 

acco,,ntf'd for in the. IOCA an-'!scs , by leter dated December 15, 

1975, and the results indicite that no a-d.itJional allowance on 

power peak is required.  

Since analyses were presented only for two loop operation, the 

reactor will not be alloved to oPCrate at Ora-I"te than 10% pK:.Ier 

with o;ne idle loop. This rcquirc:-ent is rcflected in existing 

Technical Speci fication 15.3.l.A.l.C(l).  

2. ECCS Contain'.nznt Presssure Elvalluation 

The ECCS containmen.t bressure cal.culations for Point Breach wcre 
d it.C alntio•o model. The NRC staff 

revicwei Vcstinghouse's model and published a Status Report ol 
October 15, 197w;L), which was a:-..endcd Novi.-Iber 13, 1974 ( e 

concluded that W';estinghouse' s containment pressure model was 

acceptable for ECCS evaluation. We required, however, that 

"justif~ication of the .lant-dependent input p.ramet.rs used in 

the analysis be submitted for our revie,;w of each plant.

�- I
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This informiation was submitted for' the Point Beach plants on 
December 6, 1974. 11EPCO has -reevaluated the contajinnint net-free 
volumei, the passive heat sin'Ks, and operation -of the contain-Ment 
heat removal systcns .with regimrd to thc conse-natism. for ECCS 
analy-sis. This ow~luation wsbased on measurem~ents withinl 
the containmcnt -id from as-built drawvings to wvhich addi~tional, rmargin 
was adde-d. The coiitaiw;4n-.ni; hat removal ~sys tems we -re assumied to, 
operate at their iruicapacitie§ and miniicum operational values 
for the spray w~tor and service water tcai.peratures were assumed.  

Wo have concluded thant the plant-dependcnt information used for 
the )!ECCS caontaiini:unt pressure analycSi for Point Bczch plants is 
conserlvative and ti-Cereforc the calcul3ted contin~.im~cat pressure is 
in accordance with Anppndix K to 10 CPJR Part 50 of thce Comt~iissionls 
regulations.  

3. Single Failure Criterion 

Appeni ix K to 10 CFR Part 50 of the Cc;sinsrehulzntions 
roquircs; thlat thia co-Wi -onation o17 1CCS. subs.;:s tclns to !)Qs ~ 
olperat ive slv-all "D1 .- those nare lxblc afte-r the. miostliitn n.e 
failure of ilCC:S en -at:'occu~rred. '1, Ie worst. si n"A e 2a. uro 

1hi CIL 1%ou1lId mi.1 ni.i.zthIECC MULa 3 aiIC- to Cool the: core nA rv..  
lfa~2.:mCc'ntai ..n:-eu Cool .111" idt~lcnti fieId i~ ~si i~ s the 

loss O.C a lo-w pres!tire, LICCS i:).Tlhe Sta;'ffcnliU' in Retj. S 
that flao z-app] cat-ion of the- sin2] e i ai lure cri~teri on was to %e 
confiried duri" Ig mts'oei plant rev~i c:W.-s 

A rcviewt. of the Point IBeac'fi P1,T]Js inu~icated that the spuricus; 
actuation of the oclctri cilir oporlatecC- accumu~.lator isolation valve.s.  
(84]. A/111) w..ould viol.ate thle 1C0-CA nna1ysi~s as sw-.pti~on that both 
accumulators arc available. To 13roclude this adverse con'lition, 
the staff requires th-at thcso %values bec -J i.-nc:d in the op.e1 poýsj4-itio 
and A.C. uewer rcrloveld'at the_ i;'o'tor co'ntrol ýcenter, %-hen t~he 
reactor is at e-levated )ressures. 1Ifith thec licensee's concurrence, 
we hanve. modi fied Techni cal Sp;1Žcifi cati on 15 .3.3. 1 according ly, 
and t~hus.--c hav- conc luded 'that the single failure. criteri n1 is 
sati~sf~ied.  

The cmriceoncy orc..rating p)rocedures w.,ere review.ed to veri-fN their 
consistency w..ith the !:CCS dlescription in the FFFDSAI. ThO licenscce 
has agreed to modiCfy these procedures by incorporating ciautionary 
notes (for the ope-rator) that relate to sw..itchovrci ti-,;.-.s and! procedures 
for the RIMR pumps.
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4. Boric Acid Concentration Durin. Long Term Coolin, 

By letter dated Novec;-ber 5, 1975, VTPCO submitted the proccdures 

for post-LCCA long term cooling in order to prevent cxcessive 
concentration of boric acid in the reactbr vessel. The procedures 

were augm.ented by a May 7, 1975 submintal containing the resullts 

of an analysis of the nechanis::s that wo-hld lead to the concentrction 
of the boric acid solution injected into 1the vessel.  

According to these procedures boric acid solution is injected 
into the reactor vessel by the Low Pressure Safety Injection 
(LIPSI) system and into the cold logs by the Hiigh Pressure Safety 

Injection (IPSI) system. It ws r .cow-.ndod, howevcn, by the licensee 

that, for s:mall breaks, boric acid solution shculd ho injected 
simultaneously into the cold l..'s and into the reactor vessel 
For tho large brcrA:s, when larr - quanti;ties of borated water are 
needed, the injection will be provided to the reactor vessel only 

by the LPSI ym. The l.icec•n:e c]ai:zi; , that even wi:.th the hot 

leg brt'ak, sufficient ther,,i stirrin. will b proveied to mix the 

injected li qui d th the •oric acid sejuti on in the cor'e and Laece 
to prev"nt boric abid buildup.  

Both LP.I and U!. -•te::s have two indcupnaent injection trains, 

each of which is ON to provide enough boric acid solution to 
replace the boi lo:ff and assure sufficicnt flow: 1hrou:h the coic.  

In the reci.rculation m:ode the IPSI pi::s draw the solution from 
the contain ment sun.p and deliver it either directly to the rezctor 
vessel or to the suct.ion side of the . .PS. ru..ps .s. rhis, 
permits both the high and the ow proessure injectio, systUMs to 
meet the single active and passive failure criteria.  

The staff has revicwed the proposed procedures and has com;e to the 
conclusion that th. system can be operated in a sotisiactory manncr 
during Ghe long teri:m, post-LOCA cooling. The staff reco.:::ends, 
ho-,wever, that for larg brcak•s the.direct injection of boric acid 
solution into the Tcactor vessel by the L'SI pumps should be 
supplc:Lcntcd by a s;....t.aneous cold leg injection. The licensee 
agrees, that the simultancous cold leg injection can be accomplished 
by the IIPSI pumps after the containment spraying is discontinued 
and tho containm.ent spray pumps are shutoff. It was dcetci.nod 

that without cold leg injection the concentration of boric acid 
in the core region can be m:aintained below the solubility limits for 
a sufficiently long period of tioae (14 hours) to make this mode 
of operation possible.  

It is the staff's position that the emergency operating procedures 

must he revised to require either of the following approaches, 
fourteen hours aftpr a LOCA:

-Mr



r 

-11-J 

- b 

(a) Simultaneous vessel and cold leg injections 

(b) Alternate cold and vessel injections with the'time period 
-between them sufficiently short to prevent high buildup 
of boric acid in the core region.  

With these procedurAl modifications we have concluded that the 
solubility of the boric acid will be maintained and thus, the long 
term cooling provisions are acceptable.  

5. Technical Soecifications 

The performance evaluation of the ECCS is based on certain 
assumptions that will be incorporated in the Technical Specif.cations.  
A su:m:nry of the required specifications is presented below: 

1. The core power distribution limits are specified in Tecdici cal 
Specification 15.3.]0.B. These incluio an ovcral] pca1.i-ni; 
factor (FQ) of 2.32 based on full power operation at 15! Mt.  

2. The reac-tor is limited to operation with pi.mary coolant 
pui-.ps in service, as spdcified in existing Tecnizcal Spo:cification 

3. A.C. powcr rxu.•t be rcrmovcd from the a,.c- --.i].ator isolation 
valves (MOV- &4 1 ~A) w ith th' valves in their prop, r oricrtaticn 
durin. reactor opeoration at elevated pressures, as specified 
in Technical Specifications l3.3.i.l.h and i.  

In consideration of our evaluation proscnted above we have coincJudce 
that the reevaluation of the ENCS cooling perfor:•ýutce for Point 
Beach Units 1 and 2, and the proposed Technical Specifications, 
as modified by the staff and concurred in by the licensee, are 
acceptable.  

D. S,:,ar.  

Based on our review, we have deter•ined that: (1) the LOCA analyses 
that were performed orc whol ly in conformance with the requirements 
of Appendi# K to 10 CFR Part 50, (2) the ECCS cooling perfonnance 
conforms to the peak cOacd tenmperature and maxi-um oxi lation and 
hydrogen qeneration criteria of 10 CFP, §50.46, (3) ECCS cooling 
performance will be adequate despite any postulated failure of a 
single component, (4) adequate systems exist to provide long teorml 
cooling to the reactor vessei. H1oweever, the emergency operating 
procedures must be modified. The licensee has agrued t-o modify 
the emergency operating procedures to incorporate the staff's requirements.  
Therefore, w:e have concludcd that the E:ergercy Core Cooling System 
Analysis is acceptable.
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PART III: CONCLUSTOY., 

We have concludc:d, based on the considerations discussed ahove, that: 
(I) there is reasonable assurance that the health and safety of the 
public wil l not be endangered by opexstion in the proposed manner, and 
(2) such a,,tivities will bo conducted in compilance with the Co:.-missicn'§ 
regulations and the issuanco of these amend.-ents will not be inimical 
to the co:.c::i..on defense and scct1ity or to the health and safety of the 
public.

Dated: December 24, 1975

WO
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WestnghuseFlC'C,_V' C Co. , TWCS Evziluu ti on Model1 Cot i fournancc to 

10 CYR. P-art 50, Aptu-n~ix K,11 Oztalb'er 13ý,, 1974.  

(9) "SupplCer,%Qt to tho Status Re-part by the !'iroctorote of Licensing1,1.  
ill the ý!ttter of 'v:Stinhosc ]iloct~ric Co. , EMS, JEvaluati~on c:' 
Collfo)...nCn.c to 10 CFK Part 50, Appondix K",11 ovcn:~bcr 13, lF.7L*.
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DOCd:.TS N7,.5. 50-266 AND 50-301 

WISr0:5I., ELECTRIC 1'OYF.ER COWI,•'.CX;Y 
wIc:~S2!ich (,:;.-,. PCX:C, CO:.IcAY" IVISCO:•S1]t ... O'"' 

NOTICE OF ISSUiVNCE OF A''N TO FACILTITY OPERA.TING LTCENSE 

Notice is hereby given that the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Co:1:mission 

(the Co:umission) has issued A•c•ndmdnts NKos. 14 and 18 to Facility Operating 

Lic.enses Nos. DPR-24 and DPP,-27 issued to W:isconsin Electric Pow.er Company 

and 'lisconsin Miichi.-,mn Pow.:er Comilpany, w.hich revised Technical 

Specifications for opcration of the Point Beach Nuclear Plant Units N;os.  

1 and 2, located in the tor.en of Tw'o Croel-s, Manitowoc County, 1hisconsin.  

These ,n .n. .: (1) in-corporate opt:fzting ]iuits in the Tecdhnica] 

Sprc ifications for the facilities based on all acceptal~le evaluation 

ilom c1t t,'.hat confor;;;s with the ..... . . Sectio ;0.6 Of ]0 C...  

Part 50, anid (2) .ouni.fy certain} Unit 1 op0miatin-g limits to reflect thc 

results of the cycle 4 core i,-rformiance acnilysis.  

The application for thc a.-nichdent coi; plies with the standards and 

requireiments of the Atomic Ene'rgy Act of 195-4, as am.cnded (the Act), and 

the Cow:1.:•ission's rules and repulations. The Co..,ission has made appropri-te 

findings as required by the Act and the Co.ei nssion's rules and regulations 

in 10 C:R Chapter 1, which are set forth in the license amendment.  

Notice of Proposed Issuance of Aendmcnt to Facility Operating License in 

connection with item (1) above i.as published in the FEDERIAL REGISTER on 

August 7, 1975 (40 F.R. 33290) and Notice of Proposed Issuance of A'endment 

to Facility Operating License in connection with ite-ms (2) and (3) above

A
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was published in the FEDErAL REGISTER on November 21, 1975 (40 F.R. 54311).  

No request for a hcaring or petition for leave to intervene was filed 

followina notices of the proposed actions.  

For further details with respect to this action, see: (1) the 

applications for araend&int dated September 6, 1974, June 26, 1975, and 

October 6, 1975, and supplements dated Decomber 6, 1974, May 7, 

November 5, November 26, and December 15 and 18, 1975, (2) Amendments Nos.  

14 and 18 to Licenses Nos. DPR-24 and DPR-27 with Changcs :Nos. 19 and 24, 

(3) the Conzmissjon's concurrcntl)y issued related Safety Evaluation, 

and (4) the Cor.mmissionts N.egative Dcclaration dated Doccmber 16, 1975, 

(which is also being published in the FEDIL\L REGISTER) and associated 

tAppraisal. All f these items are available for 

public inspection at the Comrmvi.sion's Public DocuMcnt Room, 1717 II 

Street, N. 11., Whashington, D. C., and at the Docu:.ecnt Department, 

University of Wisconsin - Stevens Point Library, Stevens Point, ','isconsin.  

A single copy of items (2), (3) and (4) -may be obtained upon request 

addressed to the Nuclear Regulatory Con-mmission, W'ashington, D. C. 20555, 

Attention: Director, Division of Reactor Licensing.  

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland, this 24th day of December, 1975.  

FFO R-!E NUCLEAR REGULATORY CO1.2,!ISSIO"l0 

Donald M. Elliott, Acting Chief 
Operating Reactors Branch 73 
Division of Reactor Licensing


