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Program Management Office
4350 Northern Pike
Monroevilla, Pennsylvania 15146

October 15, 2009 TSTF-446 Revision 3
Project Number 694
0G-09-404
Mr. Michael T. Lesar, Chief A 3
Rulemaking and Directives Branch (RDB) S o~
Division of Administrative Services A o
Office of Administration , < =
Mail Stop: TWB-05-B01M 1 o0
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission " v

Washington, DC 20555-0001

Subject: PWROG Comments on the September 15, 2009 Federal Register Notice,

"Notice of Opportunity for Public Comment on the Proposed Model Safety
Evaluation for Plant-Specific Adoption of Technical Specification Task Force

Traveler-446, Revision 3. 'Risk Informed Evaluation of Extensions to
Containment _Isolation Valve Completion Times CAP-15791)'

Docket 1D NRC-2009-0403> (PA-LSC-0135)

Enclosed for NRC consideration are comments (Enclosure 1) and proposed changes (Enclosure 2) on the
subject September 15, 2009 Federal Register Notice on TSTF-446, Revision 3, "Risk Informed
Evaluation of Extensions to Containment Isolation Valve Completion Times (WCAP-15791)," which
were prepared by the PWR Owners Group and the Technical Specification Task Force.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact Mr. James Andrachek at (412)

374-5018 or Mr. Chad Holderbaum of the PWR Owners Group Program Management Office at
(412) 374-6230. .

Regards,
A/o//wvmr} Fore D{Nm; ’BUSLLLL,“/V\

Dennis Buschbaum, Chairman
PWR Owners Group

CMH:las

Electronically Approved Records are Authenticated in the Electronic Document Management System.
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Mr. Michael T. Lesar October 15, 2009
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Page 2 of 2
Washington, DC 20555-0001 0G-09-404
Enclosure (2)
cc: PWROG Licensing Subcommittee L. Meledandri, Westinghouse

S. Rosenberg, USNRC M.A. Lucci, Westinghousc

J. Rowley, USNRC G.R. Audre, Westinghouse

R. Grover, USNRC J.D. Andrachck, Westinghouse

B. D. Mann, Excel Services Corporation
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Enclosure 1

PWROG Comments on the September 15, 2009 Federal Register Notice, “Notice of Opportunity
for Public Comment on the Proposcd Mode] Safety Evaluation for Plant-Specific Adoption of
Technical Specification Task Force Traveler-446, Revision 3, “Risk nformed Evaluation of
Extensions to Containment 1solation Valve Completion Times (WCAP-15791),”

Docket TD NRC-2009-0403
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The PWROG and TSTF provide the following comments in rcsponse to the September 15, 2009
Federal Register Notice, “Natice of Oppormnity for Public Comment on the Proposcd Model
Safety Evaluation for Plant-Specific Adoption of Technical Specification Task Force Traveler-
446, Revision 3, “Risk Informed Evaluation of Extensions to Containment Isolation Valve
Completion Times (WCAP-15791).”

Enclosure 2 provides the proposed changes to the Notice for Comment that jmplement these
comments.

1

The mode]l application provides aptions to submit plant-specific analyses in the plant-
specific submittal that deviate from the genenc analyses and resulting Completions Time
that were justified in WCAP-15971-NP-A, Rev. 2, which are reflected in TSTF-446, Rev.,
3. These options allow a licensec to reference the model application, while deviating
from the changes proposed in TSTF-446, Rev. 3. Tt is requested that these options in the
mode] application be delcted, since they unnecessarily complicate the model application,
and deviate from the generic analyses and resulting Completion Times which ave
reflected in TSTF-446, Rev. 3.

The Notice contains sufficient guidance should a licensee desire to deviate from the
changes proposed in TSTF446, Rev. 3. The Notice states, "The proposed change does
not prevent licensees from requesting an alternatc approach or proposing changes other
than those proposcd in TSTF Traveler-446, Revision 3. However, significant deviations
from the approach recommended in this notice or the incluston of additional changes to
the license require additional NRC staff review. This may increase the time and
resources nceded for the review or result in NRC staff rejection of the LAR. Licensees
desiring significant deviations or additional changes should instead submit an LAR that
does not claim to adopt TSTF Traveler-446, Revision 3."

The opﬁor:s contained in the mode! application to submit plant-specific analyses deviate
from the changes proposed in TSTF-446, Rev. 3.

Implementing Condition D, and the Completion Times for the specific penetration and
CIV types that are reflected in TSTF-446, Rev. 3 that were justified by the generic Tier 1
analyses contained in WCAP-15971-NP-A, Rev. 2, eliminates the nced to perform plant
specific Tier 1 and Tier 2 evaluations, and therefore climinating the need address
Regulatory Guide 1,200, Rev. 2, except for Tier 3 evaluations, as discussed in Comment
7 helow,

The proposed changes that delete these aptions to perform plant-specific analyses that are
not consistent with the generic Tier 1 analyses contained in WCAP-15971-NP-A, Rev. 2
are identified in Enclosure 2.

In several locations, the model application uses the term "allowed outage time." This
term, used in Technjcal Specifications prior to the Improved Standard Technical

PAGE
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Specifications, is inconsistent with the terminology used in TSTF-446. All occurrences
of the term "allowed outage time" should be replaced with "completion time”.

3. The model application and No Significant Hazards Congiderations Determination state
that the licensee is adopting Topical Report WCAP-15791. That is incorrect, The
application is to adopt the Technical Specification changes presented in TSTF-446. The
modecl application should be revised.

4. The model application containg scctions labeled “discussion.” It is umclear from these
discussions whether the licensee is expected 1o include thesc sections in their
applications. The wording in the "discussion" sections s inconsistent with the wording of
a plant-specific amendment and appears to be guidance for the NRC reviewer. The
sections should be clearly delineated as NRC Reviewer's Notes.

S. The model application both references the No Significant Hazards Consideration (NSHC)
determination published in the Federal Register and confirms jts applicability to the plant-
specific license amendment request, and includes a copy of the NHSC determination as
an attachment to the application. This is inconsistent with previous model applications
published via the CLITP which rcferenced the published NSHC. Requiring each licensee
to resubmit the NSHC, without alteration, has no benefit to the licensec or the NRC.
Furthermore, it is inconsistent with the treatment of the Environmental Consideration in
the model application. It is recommended that the model application be revised to only
reference the NSHC published in the Federal Register.

6. In the "Applicability” section of the Notice and the "Applicability of Published Safety
Evaluation” section of the model application, the Notice requires  licensee’s plant-
specific application to address or meet the requirements stated in Nuclear Energy Institute
(NET) 99-04, Revision 0, “Guidelines for Managing NRC Commitment Changes.” NEI
99.04 is a voluntary industry standard which the NRC found to contain acceptable
guidance for controlling regulatory commitments made by power reactor licensees to the
NRC staff. NEI 99-04 was not referenced TSTF-446 or mentioned in the model Safety
Evaluation. Ttis inappropriate for the NRC to impose a requirement to follow a voluntary
industry standard when that standard was not proposed by the licensee or referenced as
part of the NRC stafP's Safety Evaluation for the change. The Noticc and model
application should be revised to delete the reference to NEI 99-04.

7. The Notice and the mode! application require submittal of plant-specific Probabilistic
Risk Assessment (PRA) information which will be evaluated against Regulatory Guide
(RG) 1.200, Revision 2, “An Approach for Detetmining the Technical Adequacy of
Probabilistic Risk Assessment Results for Risk Informed Activities." The Notice and the
model application should be revised to clarify that the risk associated with the
Completion Time changes was justified in the generic Tier 1 2nalysis contaimed in
WCAP-15791-NP-A, Rev. 2 and that the plant-specific PRA information to b¢ provided
should be limited to that information related to the technical adequacy necessary to
perform a Tier 3 assessment in accordance with Section 2.3.7 of Regulatory Guide 1.177.

3
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Specifically, to provide assurance that there is PRA adequacy, completencss, and
applicability with respect to cvaluating the visk associated with the CTV Completion Time
extensions, i.e., that the PRA model is, or will be capable of supporting CRMP
assessments when a CIV is out of service. The containment isolation model in the PRA
must engure that all of the plant specific penetration configurations are considered. The
containment isolation fault tree can either: 1) contain CIVs for at least one of cach of the
penctration types contained m WCAP-15791-NP-A, Rev. 2 that are applicable 1o the
plant that are greater than 2 inches in diameter and use an approach based on surrogates
or 2) include al} CIVs associated with the Completion Time extension for penetrations
that are greater than 2 inches in diamcter. Note that it is not required to model
penctrations Jess than or equal to 2 inches in diameter, since a large release is not possible
from a penetration of this size. '

In multiple Jocations in Section 3.2 of the model application, it is stated that information
is provided by the licensee, however the model application does not state where the
licensee is to pravide that information. A new attachment should be added to the model
application to provide a {ocation for the plant-specific information that necds to be
provided.

a7
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Enclosure 2

Proposed Changes to the September 15, 2009 Federal Register Notice, “Notice of Opportunity
for Public Comment on the Proposed Model Safety Evaluation for Plant-Specific Adoption of
Technical Specification Task Foree Traveler-446, Revision 3, “Risk Informed Evaluation of
Extensions to Containment [solation Valve Completion Times (WCAP-15791),”

Docket D NRC-2009-0403
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[7590-01-P]
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Notice of Opportunity for Public Comment on the Proposed Model Safety Evaluation for
Plant-Specific Adoption of Technical Specification Task Force Traveler-446, Revislon 3, “Risk
Informed Evaluation of Extensions to Containment Isclation Valve Completion Times
(WCAP-15791)"
[NRC-2009-0403]

AGENCY: Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)
ACTION: Notice of opportunity for public comment
SUMMARY: The NRC is requesting public comment on the enclosed proposed model safety
evaluation, model no significant hazards consideration determination, and model application for
plant-specific adoption of Technical Speclfication Task Force (TSTF) Traveler-446, Revision 3,
“Risk Informed Evaluation of Extensions to Containment lsolation Valve Compietion Times
(WCAP-156791)." The TSTF Traveler-446, Revision 3 is avallable in the Agencywide Documents
Aceess Management System (ADAMS) under Accesgion Number MLOB0510164. The praposed
changes would revise technical specification (TS) contalnment isolation valve (CIV) completion
times for Westinghouse plants. This model safety evaluation will facilitate expedited approval of
plant-specific adoption of TSTF Traveler-448, Ravision 3. ‘
DATES: Comment period expires October 15, 2009; Comments received after this date will be
considered, if it is practical to do so, but the Commission is able to ensure consideration only for
comments received on or before this date.
ADDRESSES: You may submit comments by any one of the following methods. Please include
Docket ID NRC-2009-0403 In the subject line of your comments. Comments submitted In writing
orin electronle form will be posted on the NRC website and on the Federal rulemaking website

Regulations.gov. Because your comments will not be edited to remave any identifying or contact

2
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information, the NRC cautions you against including any information in your submission that you
do not want to be publicly disclosed.

The NRC requests that any party soliciting or aggregating comments received from other
persons for submission to the NRC inform those persons that the NRC will not edit their
comments to remove any identifying or contact information, and therefare, they should not
include any information in their comments that they do not want publicly disclosed.

Federal Rulemaking Website: Go to http://www.requlations.gov and search for documents
filed under Docket ID NRC-2009-0402. Address questians ab‘out NRC dockets to Carol

Gallagher 301-492-3668; e-mail Carol.Gallagher@nre.gov.
Mail comments to: Michael T. Lesar, Chief, Rulemaking and Directives Branch (RDB), Division
of Administrativa Services, Office of Administration, Mall Stop: TWB-05-B01M, U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, Washington, DC 20555-0001, or by fax to RDB at (301) 492-3446.
You can access publicly available documents related 10 this notice using the following
mathods:
NRC's Public Document Room (PDR): The public may examine and have copied for a fee
publicly available documents at the NRC's PDR, Public File Area O-1 F21, One White Flint
North, 11555 Rockville Pike, Rockville, Maryland,
NRC's Agencywida Documents Access and Managamant System (ADAMS): Publicly
available documents created or raceived at the NRC are available electronically at the NRC's
Electronic Reading Room at http://www.nre,gov/ireading-rm/adams.html. Frem this page, the
public can gain entry into ADAMS, which provides text and image files of NRC's public
documents. If you do not have access to ADAMS or if there are problems in accessing the
documents located In ADAMS, contact the NRC's PDR reference staff at 1-800-397-4209, 301-
415-4737, or by e-mall to pdr.resource@nrc.qov. Tha Proposed Model Safety Evaluation for

Plant-Speclfic Adoption of Technical Specification Task Force Traveler-446, Revision 3, “Risk
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Infarmed Evaluation of Extensions to Containment Isolation Valve Completion Times (WCAP-
15791)" Is available electronically under ADAMS Accession Number MLDS2260664.
Federal Rulemaking Websife: Public comments and supporting materials related to this notice
can be found at hitp://www.requlations.aov by searching on Docket 1D: NRC-2009-0403.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ms, Michelle C. Honcharik, Senior Project
Manager, Special Projects Branch, Mall Stop: O-12 D1, Division of Policy and Rulemaking,
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, DC,
20555-0001; telephone 301-415-1774 or e-mail at michelle.honcharik@nre.qov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background |

This notice provides an opportunity for the public to comment on proposed changes to
the Standard TS (STS) after a preliminary assessment and finding by the NRC staff that the
agency will likely offer the changes for adoption by licensees. This notice solicits comment on a
proposed change to the STS that modifies the TS. The NRC staff will evaluate any comments
received for the proposed change to the STS and reconsider the change or announce tha
availability of the ¢change for adoption by licensees. Licensees opting to apply for this TS
change are regponsible for reviewing the NRC staff's evaluation, referencing the applicable '
technical justifications, and providing any necessary plant-specific information. The NRC will
process and note each amendment application responding to the notice of availabillty according
to applicable NRC rules and procedures.
Applicability

TSTF Traveler-446, Revision 3, iz applicable to all Westinghouse nuclear power
reactors. The Traveler requires that a licensee's plant-specific application must: (a) address or
meet the requirements stated in Pressurized Water Reactor Qwners' Group (PWROG) (formerly

Westinghouse Owners’ Group) Toplcal Report (TR) WCAP~15791-NP-A, Revision 2, “Risk-

4
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Informed Evaluation of Extensions to Containment Isolation Valve Completion Times,"and (R) __J-~

N

Include a demonstration of probabilistic risk assessment (PRA) quality for the licensee's Tier 3

WCAP-15791-P, Revision 2, on February 13, 2008 (ADAMS Accession No. ML0B0170680).

The PWROG issued approved, proprietary and non-proprietary versions of the WCAP (ADAMS __

Package Accession No. ML003696998). To efficiently process the incoming license
amendment requests (LARs), the NRC staff requests that each licensee applying fo implement
the changes proposed in TSTF Traveler-446 include documentation regarding the technical
adequacy of the PRA consistent with the requirements of Section 4.2 of Regulatory Guide
(RG) 1.200, Revision 2, “An Approach for Determining the Technical Adequacy of Probabilistic

Risk Assessment Results for Risk-Informed Activitles,” dated March 1, 2009 (ADAMS Accession

No. ML020410014) for Tier 3 assessments associated with this application, Adoption ofthis ___ }-~ ’

CLUP should be limited to implementing the generic Tier 1 analyses and associated Completion
Times that are justified in WCAP-15371-P-A, Rev. 2.

The proposed change does not prevent licensees from reguesting an alternate approach -
or proposing changes other than those proposed in TSTF Traveler-446, Revision 3. However,
significant devlations from the approach recommended in this notice or the inclusion of
additional changes to the license require additional NRC staff review. This may increase the
time and resources needed for the review or result in NRC staff rejection of the LAR, Licensees
desiring significant deviations or additional changes should Instead submit an LAR that does not
claim to adopt TSTF Traveler-4468, Revision 3.

Dated at Rockvlile, Maryland, this 2™ day of September 2009.'

\
{ Defeted:
-{ Deleted: The NRC s1aff appraved J

'&eleted: accepted

4 Deleted: Appllcants proposing to

PAGE 12

. { Deleted: snd (b) addresa or mect

the requiremanta atated In Nuclear
Enorgy Inatiute (NET) 98-04, Ravision
0, “Guldelines Far Managing NRC
Commhmam Changes,” (ADAMS
Accasalon No. ML003640038),

)

NE| 99-04, by letter dated March 31
2000 (ADAMS Accassion
| No. MLO0SE79759).

)

use PRA modala for which NRC-
ondoraad slgndards do nol exist must
submit documentation that identiflea
the characlariatics of thosa modals
canzlatent with Sections 1.2 and 1.3

of RG 1.200 &f identify and Justity the
mathads ta be spplied for asaessing
the risk sontribution for those seurees
of risk not 3ddrossad by PRA medels, |
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For the Nuclear Regulatary Commission,
IRA/

Stacey L. Rosenberg, Chief

Special Projects Branch

Division of Policy and Rulemaking
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
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PROPOSED MODEL APPLICATION FOR PLANT-SPECIFIC ADOPTION OF TSTF
TRAVELER-446, REVISION 2, "RISK INFORMED EVALUATION OF EXTENSIONS TO
CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVE COMPLETION TIMES (WCAP-15791)"

U. 8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Document Cantrol Desk
Washington, DC 20555

SUBJECT: PLANT NAME
DOCKET NO. 50-

APPLICATION FOR TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION CHANGE REGARDING
RISK-INFORMED JUSTIFICATION FOR CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVE

. { Deleted: ALLOWED OUTAGE

Dear Sir or Madam:

In accordance with the provisions of Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations
(10 CFR) Saction 50.90, “Application for Amendment of License, Construction Permit, or Early
Site Permit,” [LICENSEE] is submitting a request for an amendment to the technical

specifications (TS) for [PLANT NAME, UNIT NOS,].

The proposed amendment would modify [LICENSEE] technical specifications (TS) _
¥ -LDeleted: allowed outage ¢ __]

requirements for completion, time éhanges for containment isolation valves associated with the _ _}-

implementation of Technical Specification Task Force (TSTF) Traveler TSTF-446, Revision 3,

"Risk Informed Evaluation of Extensions to Containrnent Isolation Valve Completion Times
_ - Deleted: Taplcal Rapen WCAP-
- 15781-NP-A, Revisian 2, "Risk-

(WCAP~15791 )"' ---------------------------------------- R Informad Evalualion of Extenslona to
Caoniginment [alxion Valva
Altachment 1 provides a dsscription of the proposed change, the raquested confirmation Compietion Times." )
. ~{_Delet1d: glves
of applicability, and plant-specific verifications. Attachment 2 provides the current TS pages _ = |- ( Dateted: exiaing )

marked up to show the proposed changes. Attachment 3 provides ravised (clean) TS pages
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that Incorporate the proposed changes. Attachment 4 summarizes the regulatory commitments

.. 1 Deleted: Anachment 8 provides the

made In this submittal. Attachment 5 provides the proposed changes to the TS Bases. .*" | statement of proposed No Significant
e Hazards Consldaration,

[LICENSEE] requests approval of the proposed license amendment by [DATE], with the
amendment being implemented (BY DATE OR WITHIN X DAYS],

in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91, "Nolice for Public Comment; State Consultation,” a
copy of this application, with attachments, is being provided to the designated [STATE] Official,

) declare [or certify, verify, state] under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is correct and

true.
Executed on [date] [Signature)
If you should have any questions about this submittal, please contact [NAME,
TELEPHONE NUMBER].
Sincergly,
[Name, Titls]
Attachments: 1. Description and Assessment

1

2. Proposed Technical Specification Changes
3. Revised Technical Specification Pages

4, Regulatory Commitments
5
6

. Proposed Technical Specification Bases Changes

. Plant—Specific Information . | Deleted: . . 6. Propozed No
J#7 | Sipnificant Mazards Considarallon

ceC: U.S. Nudlear Regulatory Commission
Regional Office
NRC Resldent Inspector
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ATTACHMENT 1

DESCRIPTION AND ASSESSMENT

1.0 DESCRIPTION

The proposed amendment would modify technical specifications (TS) requirements for

X {E'eted: allowed outags _]

4 Deletad: ssaoclated with the

sistent wi S. isSion" ' H .7 | implementstion of Topical Rapon (TR)
£onsistent wi th the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's (NRC's) approved industry/Technlcal R ET0 T NPt Rocolon .

“Risk-Informad Evaluation of

Specification Task Force (TSTF) Standard TS (STS) change, TSTF Traveler<446, Revision 3 Extensians to Conlalnment lsofation
Valve Complation TImes for
(Agencywide Documents Access and Management System (ADAMS) Accession No. w::i"f:::::x:‘m

ML080510164). The Federal Register notice published on [DATE] announced tha availabliity of

this TS improvement.

20 ASSESSMENT

2.1 Applicability of Published Safety Evaluation
[LICENSEE] has reviewed the model safety evaluation (SE) dated [DATE]. The

[LICENSEE] has also reviewed the NRC staff SE (ADAMS Accession No. ML080170680)

/| Deleted: , and the requiraments
specifiod in Nuclaar Energy Institute
(NEI) 5904, "Guidelines for Managing
NRC Commitment Changes,”
(ADAMS Accesslon

No, Ml.003680068)

justifications presented in the TSTF and the SE are applicable to [PLANT, UNIT NOS.] and

justify this amendment for the incorporation of the changes to the [PLANT] TS. ’ ‘[Deleted: proposal 4)

22  Optional Changes and Variations
[LICENSEE] is not proposing any variations or deviations from the STS changes

described in TSTF Traveler-446, Revision 3, and the NRC staff's model safety evaluation, dated
[DATE].

(if the licensee proposes variations or deviations, then the licensee needs to describe
and justify these variations/deviations and include a statement, such as, the proposed
amendment is consistent with the STS changes described in TSTF Traveler-446, Revision 3, but

[LICENSEE] proposes variations or deviations from TSTF Traveler-448, as identified and

9
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Justified below.] Deleted: and Is provided 35 }
| Attachment [5] 1o this amendment
3.0 REGULATORY ANALYSIS : requast
! [ Daleted: , which ]
31 No Significant Hazards Consideration 1] Deloted: demonstrate )
' '{ Deleted: applicable

[
-

[LICENSEE] has reviewed the proposed no significant hazards consideration (NSHC) i X

published in the Fedearal Register [DATE] ({1 FR []). [LICENSEE] has concluded that the "o

proposed NSHC presented in the Federal Register noticé is applicable to [PLANT NAME, UNIT

(10 CFR) Section 50.91(a). [LICENSEE] has forwarded the NSHC to the appropriate State y

officlals.
1

3.2  Verifications, Commitments, and Additional Information Needed |,

[LICENSEE] has demonstrated the applicability gf TSTF Traveler-446, Revision 3, to )
[PLANT NAME, UNIT NOS] by addressing requirements specified In TR WCAP-15791-NP-A, N
Revision 2, in this llcense amendment request (LAR). This LAR provides the plant-specific (
information on limitations and conditions specified in Section 4.0 and thé additional information .'|'
specified in Section 5.0 of the SE approving TR WCAP-15791-NP-A, Revision 2. In addition, "

consistent with TSTF Traveler-446, [LICENSEE] must provide information for Items 3.2.1 i
§

documartation/avaluation for ftems
3.2.1 through 3.2.12 as noted balow
- 1

 Deleted: 3.2.1 . Demenstration.

;| Ontlon Ay
'} Condltlen O In TS [LCO 8.6.3

- Deleted: 1

ullan o 3

Cansiderationy

. JLICENSEE] has Incorporated now

*Cantainmon [solation Valves
(Atmospharlc, Subatmospherlc, lce
Condenaer, and Duai,] as spacifled
in TSTF Traveler448, Revision 9.7

, [If the licensea dld net incorporate
Candition D, than It muat demonstrate
hat the potential for any cumutative
tisk Impact of falled CIvs and multiple
CIV LCO entries was evaluated by the
licensee. In additlon, the liconsee
must dermonstrate that the lisgnsee's
Tier 3 risk managemeant program
adarosses he pasalbliity of
simultaneous LCO enties for
inoperable CIVs in soparate
panatratians. The ficenses muat
pravide sufficient information such
that defenso-in-depth for safaty
syatema will bo maintalned. ]
Discusaion:!

. TR WCAP-15791-NP-A,
Revislon 2, |8 based on only one CIV
balng In mainkenance at any given
time. Tha TR states that mulliple
systama are not axpocted to be out of
service simultancously during
extended completion imes (cm

3.22 Demonstration (Penatration.
confiauration).r |
Option &Y (.12

»'._———--m-uwulmm—uu-—w—- 2

*| Deleted: T

Dlagusgiony
. Thae exiating and proposed TS LCO

.
N

NOS].

<

NRC ReviewersNote, .

g —_—— - [,

\

\
N N
N

“
~

2.6.3 must not allow myltiple )

"+ { Formatted: Bullets and Numbering_)

VN

LDeletzd: w
{ Deteted: Option AT

{ Deleted: risk-

-| Deleted: Optlon B

. [\fthe licansas's does not confirm
the above, It must provide Justificatio
for tha dnviation, )

" Deleted: Dlacussion

S

S

L
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Not all penetrations have the same impact on COF, LERF, ICCDP, or ICLERP: therefore,

the licensee needs to address the applicabllity of TR WCAP-15791-NP-A, Revision 2, to the

. { Deleted: analysis )

specific plant. Thig Penelration and CIV configuration assessment,must include verification that |-

. { Deletea: risk- )
1 - | Delated: Anyadditional CIV
configurations and axiended CTs, not

-| specifically evaluated by the TR, or
nonbounding risk-parameter values
oulside the scopa of tha TR, will

require Bn NRC stafT review of the
specific penetratlons and relatad
Justificationa for the proposed CTS,

3.2.2, Demonstration (Tier 2 Evaluationy:  _____ L

EE e iy S s ommee- s mmmmmm s e L "{oelated: 5 )
[LICENSEE] has confirmed,that the, conclusion in the TR that no Tier 2 requirements are | |2zleten Ogllon g
. # <" 1 Deleted: demonstratsd
needed other than a Tier 2 requirement to ensure that before maintenance or corrective " Deleted: Its j )

maintenance (repair) is performad on a CiV, any other CIVs in the penetration flow path have

(_DelatEd: evaluation hes identiflad
i i iti i i : = potentlally high-risk plant
been checked to ensure that they are in their proper pasition, is applicable to the specific plant, _ _, o oLiralons sesotiated with the
. . . Lo ) proposad CIV CTs that should not be
Inoperable CIVs will not result in a risk-significant configuration that requires a Tier 2 entered while a CV Is In
: maintenance, and how thesa ¢ontrols
have been Implamentad by the

requirement to be implemanted. licensae ]
o .. Deleted: Olon g |
PUSCUSSION: L e et e m—o=F7 | prineticonsee's evaluatian

Identifles no riskesignificant plant

i i ifi i¢ Ti configurations assoclaled with the
ATler2 conclusnon of the TR as applicable to the spagific plant, or tha plant speclfic Tier o’ pgsed R oo st
: . provide justification/evaluallon and
2 requirements must be provided by the licensee. state applicablo compensatory
measures or commitmentaff
. . " Diseussion:
3.2.3_ Demopstration {Tier 3 Evaluation) __ . el | " A Tiar 2 concluslon of the TR a5
\ applicable {o the specific plant, or the
[LICENSEE] has addressed a Tier 3 evaluation for [PLANT NAME, UNIT NOS.] by *_ | plant-specific Tler 2 raquirments
| must be provided by the licensee.§

demonstrating conformance to the requirements of the maintenance rule as the requirements \fDﬂTetedm )
relate to the proposed CIV CTs and the guidance contained in the Nuclear Management and '

Resoureea Council (NUMARC) document, NUMARC 92-01, “Industry Guideline for Monitoring

the Effectiveness of Maintanance at Nuelear Power Plants,” Revision 2, Section 11, issued

April 1996, as endorsed by RG 1.182, “Assessing and Managing Risk Before Maintenance

Activities at Nuclear Power Plants,” |n Attachment 6, [LICENSEE] has provided documentation

1"
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on the [LICENSEE'S] maintenance rule pragram, with respect to CIVs, which includes a

p {aehed c __)

LERF/CLERP (... |LERP as defined in NUMARC 93-01) assessmentas partofthe |-
maintenance rule process, and that the PRA quality is adequate for this application, i.e.. that the
model is capable of supporting a CRMP assessment when a CIV is inoperable, as part of the

basis of a risk-informed licensing action.

. { Deleted: Discussion ) )

NRC Raviewer's Note:

The licensee needs to describe In Attachment 6 its eanfiguratlon risk management

program (CRMP) or maintenance rule (10 CFR 50.65(a)(4)) program (as appropriate), including
how it reflects the current PRA model, any simplifications or deviations in the CRMP model from
the current plant mode], and methods 10 update the CRMP to refiect the current plant-specific
madel associated with implementing the CIV completion time changes.

The licensee needs to address the Tier 3 aspects of RG 1,177, including a description of
the CRMP, and confirm that the licensee’s Maintenance Rule Program (10 CFR 50.65(a)(4))
meets all aspscts of Section 2.3.7.2 of RG 1.177, including the referenced four key components,
associated with implementing the CIV completion time changes.

Also. the licensee needs to confirm that the plant (units) conforms to the requirements of

the maintenance rule, as they relate to the proposed CIV CTs and the guidance contained in

NUMARC 93-01, Section 11, as endorsed by RG 1.182, including verification that the

. Deletedi ¢ )

maintenance rule program, with respect to CIVs, includes a LERF and \LERP assessment, as_ |-
part of the maintenance rule process, and that the CRMP is adequate, as part of the basis for
evaluating the risk impact of CIV maintenance configurations. The licensee needs to confirm

that its CRMP model calculates ICCDP (or ICDP) and ICLERF (or ILERP) and that the

licensee's model is capable of modeling CIVs or has been modifled to Include CIVs.

12



16/28/2009 15:25 4123746144 PWROG

3.2.4_ Demonstration (Plant-Specific PRA Quality): . . . ;

[LICENSEE] has demonstrated in Attachment 6 that the plant-specific PRA quality is
acceplable for Tier 3 assessments associated with implementing the CIV completion time

changes in this application, In accordance with the guidelines given in RG 1.174 and RG 1.177.

NRC Reviewer's Note:

Justify its technical adequacy for this application, in accordance with the guidance provided in
RG 1.174 and RG 1.177. Specifically, the supporting documentation needs to address each
area in sufficient detail to satisfy the following:

. Assurance that the plant-specific PRA reasonably reflects the as-built, as-operated plant.

. Assurance that plant-specific PRA updates, including any plant improvements or
commitments cited and credited in the analysis, have been implemented from the
individual plant evaluation (IPE) and the IPE for extemal events (IPEEE) and subsequent
peer reviews and salf-gssessments. Reference to past submittals discussing this
information is acceptable.

a  Assurance that conclusions from the peer review, in¢cluding facts and observations (A
and B), that are applicable to proposed extended CTs for CIVs were considered and
resolved consistent with RG 1.200, Revision 2, assoclated with the input parameters
used in the generic Tier 1 analysis. If not resolved, the licensee must provide the
justification for the acceptability of the conclusions (e.g., sensitivity studies showing
negligible impact). The licensee should indicate the PRA revisions that underwent the
peer review and were used in the plant-specific application.

. Assurance that there is PRA configuration control and updating, including PRA quality

assurance programs, associated procedures, and PRA revision schedules.

13
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Assaurance that there is PRA adequacy. completeness, and applicability with respect to

PAGE 21

e

Deleted: ¢ )

evaluating the risk associated with thé proposed CIV CT extensions, i.e., that the model “
is capable of supporting a CRMP assessment when a CIV is inoperable. :
Assurance that plant design or o-perational modifications that are related to or could E
affect the proposed CT extensions are reflected in the PRA revision used in the '
plant-specific application or that a justification is provided for not including these "'
madifications in the PRA. .
h
As clarified in Regulatory lssue Summary 2007-06, “Regulatory Guide 1.200 Implementation,” |
dated March 22, 2007, the NRC staff will use RG 1.200 to assess the technical adequacy of all ll‘l
risk-informad applications received after December 2007, RG 1.200, “An Approach for !
Determining the Tachnical Adequacy of Probabilistic Risk Assessment Results for Risk-Informed
Activities,” describea an acceptable approach for defining the technical adequacy of an
acceplable base PRA. This assessment can be performed by directly comparing the base PRA ‘ll,
to the supporting requirements in the endorsed American Society of Mechanlical Engineers ":
(ASME) Standard RA-Sb-2005 and addressing the NRC staff position on each requirement |
discussed in Appendix A to RG 1.200. Altarnatively, a licensee can perform the assessment :II
starting with the results of a previous peer review, performed in accordance with the process '

documented In NEI 00-02 and addressing the NRC staff position on each requirement discussed

in Appendix B to RG 1.200.

3.2.5, Demonstration (ext bevents FlskY: s _

[LICENSEE] has demonstrated in Attachment 6 that external events risk is bounded by

TR WCAP-15791-NP-A, Revision 2, assumptions and will not have an adverse impact on the

conclusions of the [PLANT NAME, UNIT NOS.] analysis for extending the CIV CTs3.28 _____ . !

T

Deleted: 1 T
Distysslon'q
. External events may incliide
selsmic, high winds, fires, floods, or
other relatad events applicabie 10
gach llcanses, Tha llcensee needs to
demanatrate, by alther guantiative ar
qualitative means, that external event
rlak wlll not have an advaras impact
on the ¢oncluslons of the
plam-specific anelysas with regpect 1o
the TR evaluation. For some
panticipating plants, Internal firse and
other axiemal avent risks may
contributg gipnificantly 16 the averall
plant bassline risk, which may affect
TR WCAP-15791, 50 that 8 plamt-
specific applieaion of the TR
methadalagy may not be found
acceptabls in all cases. Specifically,
the rigk fram oxternal events rhould
not make the lotal baseilne riek
exceed 1E=4/yr COF or 1E-Styr LERF
withaut Justification §
. The licansee’s submittal must
discusa the plant risk assoclaled whh
external evente and specifically
idantify (quanthativaly o¢ qualitatively)
that the Impact of the proposad CIV
CTs on tha rik 23%acialed whh
extornal avents is small. The licenses
naeds 8 ¢onfirm that any Increaso in
axtamal event risk eaanclatad with the
proposod CIV CTa should be minimal,
Tho licensee must addrass 1his
impact and discusa why the szk of
exiemal gvanta (including intarnal
firos) 15 negligible. Insights from
IPEEE screening of quantitative
approaches may ba used 1o suppont
the licansea’s evaluations.
. If Ine licensee has performed an
updatad analysis of an external event
singo the NRC ataff review of the
licensee's IPEEE, and a quantitative
PRA demanatration [s used to support
the subminal, the licensed ngeds to
degerine the significant changes
invalved in its updated analysls and
tha Impact of thesa changes an plant
risk assoclated with the extermal ovent
and the propased CIV CT axlenslons.|
. For axternal events for which the
licensoe has a PRA, the licenzee
noods to provida the change in CDF,
the ¢hange (n LERF. the ICCDP, and
1ho ICLERP pasaciated vith
spocifically analyzed exteral evonts,
The licensas naeds s aiso provide
the tolal plant risk and total change In
rigk from all PRA contribuitora (the
combination of imornal events,
Intarnal Goeding, intemal fires, and

.. ___ Demonstration (CIV Availability Monitoring): __ ____ .. __ . _________. L
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[LJCENSEE] has demonstrated in Attachrment 6 for [PLANT NAME, UNIT NOS.] how
plant-specific CIV availabillty is monitored and assessed at the plant under the maintenance
ruie, and that, performance continuas to be consistent with the analysls assumptions used to

justify extended CIV CTs, including the assumptions in TR WCAP-15791,

NRC Reviewer's Note:

P [ Deleted: Discuaslon: -]

maintenance rule, which includes confirmation that performance continues to be consistent with
the analysis assumptions used to justify extended CIV CTs and needs to describe what actions
are to be taken if a previously approved risk-informed licensing action is found to no longer meet

the acceptance guidelines of RG 1.174 and RG 1.177.

l,-(Deleted: 10
3.2.7, Demonstration (Cumulative Risk Evaluation): . _ .. ___ .. .. ....__....

[LICENSEE] has demonstrated in Attachment 6 that the cumulative risk has been

evaluated for [PLANT NAME, UNIT NOS.] in accordance with guidance in RG 1.174, with
respect to past [PLANT NAME, UNIT NOS ] license amendments or additional [PLANT NAME,
UNIT NOS.] applications for a TS change under NRC review that have not been incorporated

into the baseline PRA used to evaluate the applicability of the generic Tier 1 analysis contained

. (Deleted prapasnd change. ]
in WCAP-15791-NP-A, Rev. 2 to the specific plant, J7 '

NRC Reviewer's Note: g

L

| Deteted: Bispussingl

------------- -1 ¥ (nelemd: in j

0
8
£
=
=g
5
1]
®
o
[w]
®
O
8
2
0
c
a
o
=
@
=
b
<

in Attachment 6 of she plant-specific application, in accordan

RG 1.174, The cumulative risk impact must include both previoug plant license changes and

additional plant appllcations still under review.
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o . { Deleted: 11 )
3.2.8_ Demonstration (PRA Uncertainty): T E
[LICENSEE] has demonstrated in Attachment 6 that uncertainty caused by plant PRA
. Lo | {Detatet )
models, as it relates to this application, js addressed.according to RG 1.174 guidance. . |-~ &m: In the [PLANT NAME, umJ
NOS.] subminal
NRC Reviewer's Note:
_ . { Delated: Discussion:y )
«... Licensee needs to address that uncertainty associated with,plant PRA models does not |- { Detesed dus to )
significantly impact the risk assessment results and decislons regarding acceptabiity.
. Deleted: 12 )
3.2.9, Demonstration (Requlatory commitmenty: . . L7
. .{ petetad: ¢ ]
[LICENSEE] has incorporated a regulatory commitment addressing how LERF/LERP is |-~
assessed and has provided documentation in the [PLANT NAME, UNIT NOS.] submittal.
NRC Reviewer's Note:
. Deleted: Disaussjony -
v... Licensee needs to address the plant CRMP, Including the maintenance rule program _ ’ _
.| peletea: ¢
implemented under 10 CFR 50.65(a)(4), and explain how the LERFALERP is assessedinthe __J-° '

program.,

40 ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION

[LICENSEE] has reviewed the environmental evaluation included in the proposed safety
evaluation dated [DATE]. [LICENSEE) has concluded that the proposed determination
presented in the notice is applicable to [PLANT NAME, UNIT NOS.] and the determination Is
provided as an attachment 1o this LAR to satisfy the requirements of 10 CFR 50.91(a).
ATTACHMENT 2;.  PROPOSED TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION CHANGES (MARK-UP)
ATTACHMENT 3: PROPQOSED TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION PAGES

18
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ATTACHMENT 4:.  LIST OF REGULATORY COMMITMENTS

The following table identifias those actions committed to by [LICENSEE] in this
document. Any other statements In this submittal are pravided for information purposes and are
not considered to be regulatory commitments. Please direct questions regarding these

-commitments to {CONTACT NAME).

REGULATORY COMMITMENTS DUE DATE
[LICENSEE] commits to implementing the capability tq,ggs_e_s_&_fhe | [Complste, implemented_ (;'m a matnodalony for )
effect on incrementalJarge early release probabllity when using _ _| with amendment, OR _ | “~{ Deletad: ing ] )
the extended completion times for containment isolation valves in | within X days of ‘tdeeed lare early ralease 1
the program for managing risk in accordance with 10 CFR implementation of fraquency and
50.65(a)(4). amendment] " Deleted: candtional )
ATTACHMENT 5:  PROPOSED CHANGES 7O TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION BASES
ATTACHMENT 8:  PLANT-SPECIFC INFORMATION_ .. _______. - -[:nemug PROPOSED NO ]
"""""""""""""" SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS
CONSIDERATION

17
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PROPOSED MODEL NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION DETERMINATION FOR
PLANT-SPECIFIC ADOPTION OF TSTF TRAVELER-446, REVISION 3, "RISK INFORMED
EVALUATION OF EXTENSIONS TO CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVE COMPLETION
TIMES (WCAP-15791)"

Description of Amendment Request: The change requests the adoption of an approved
change to the standard technical specifications (STS) for Westinghouse plants (NUREG-1431),

to sllow modification of containment isolation valve (CIV) completion times associated with the

| Deleted: iImplemantation of topical
{ ificati isi *Ri 1.- 1t (TR) WCAP-15741-NPA,
adoption of Technical Specification Task Force (TSTF) Traveler-446, Revision 3, “Risk Informed |-~ | 18pon (TR WCAP-ASTaLNPA,
. of Extonslons to Containment
Evaluation of Contalnment Isolation Valve Completion Times (Topical Report WCAP-15791-P, . nsolam Var:vaDCom;SBle\!on Timea,”
dated March 10, 2008,

Revision 2)," dated February 19, 2008 (Agencywide Documents Access and Management
System (ADAMS) Accession No. MLOB0510164). The Notice of Avallability published in the
Federal Register on [Date] [xx FR xxxxx] described the proposed change.

The proposed change extends the completion times for containment penetration flow
paths with one CIV inoperable from 4 hours up to 168 hours (7 days) for Westinghouse plants.
This change is applicable to containment penetrations with one or more CIVs, in which ane CIV
is inoperable [for reasons other than shield building bypass or purge valve leakage not within
limif] and where the CIV is either intact or not intact. In addition, this change addresses
conditions where there are two or more penetration flow paths with one QIV inoperable (for
reasons other than that the shield building bypass or purge valve leakage are not within limits),
Basis for proposed no significant hazards consideration:

As required by Title10 of the Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR) Section 50,91(a), the
[LICENSEE] analysis of the Issue of no significant hazards consideration is prasanted below:

1; Does the Proposed Change lnvoh?e a Significant Increase in the Probability or

Consequences of an Accident Previously Evaluated?

18
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Response: No
The proposed changes to the completion timas do not change the response of
the plant to any accidents, have no impact on the reliability of the CIV, and have
an insignificant impact on the availability of the CIVs. The proposed changes will
not result in a significant increase in the risk of plant operation. This is
demonstrated by showing that the impact on plant safety, as measured by core
damage frequency (CDF) and large early release frequency (LERF), is not
significantly increased, and is acceptable. In addition, for the completion time
change, the incremental conditional core damagse probabilities (ICCDFP) and
incremental conditional large early release probabilities (ICLERP) are also
acceptable. These changes are conaistent with the acceptance guidelines in
Regulatory Guide (RG) 1.174, “An Approach for Using Probabilistic Risk
Assessment in Risk-Informed Declsfons on Plant-Specific Changes to the
Licensing Basis,” and RG 1.177, "An Approach for Plant-Specifie, Risk-Informed
Decislonmaking: Technical Specifications.”
The proposed changes do not adversely affect accident initiators ar precursors

" nor do they alter the design assumptions, conditions, or eonfiguration of the

facility or the manner in which the plant is operated and maintained. The
proposed changes do not alter ar prevent the stmcturés. systems, and
components from performing thelr Intended function to mitigate the
consegquences of an initiating event within the assumed acceptances limits. The
proposed changes do not affect the source tem, containment isolation, or
radiological release assumptions used in evaluating the radiological
consequences of an accident previously evaluated. Furthermore, the proposed

changes do not increase the types or amounts of radioactive effluent that may be

19
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released offsite, nor do they significantly increase individual or cumulative
occupational or public radiation exposures. The proposed changes do not
invalidate the safety analysis assumptions and resultant consequences.
Therefore, the proposed changes do not Involve a significant increase in the
probabllity or consequences of an accident praviously evaluated.

2: Does the Proposed Change Create the Possibility of a New or Different Kind of
Accident from any Accident Previously Evaluated?

Response: No |
The proposed changes do not result in a change in the manner in which the CiVs
provide plant protection. No desigh changes are aasociated with the proposed
changes. The changes to completion times do not change any existing accident
scenarios nor do they create any new or different accident seenarios.
The changes do not involve a physical alteration of the plant (i.e.. no new or
different type of equipment will be installed) or a change in the methods
governing normal plant operation. In addition, the changes do not impose any
new or different requirements or eliminate any exlsting requirements. The
proposed changes do not alter assumptions made In the safety analysls and do

not invalidate the safety analysis assumptions and current piant operating

practice.

3: Does the Proposed Change Involve a Significant Reduction in a Margin of
Safety?

Response: No

The proposed changes do not alter the manner in which safety limits, limiting
safely system settings, or limiting conditions for operation are determined. The

safoty analysls acceptance criteria are not affectad by these changes. The

20
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proposed changes will not rasult in plant operation in a eonfiguration outside the
dasign basis. The caiculated impact on risk is consistent with the acceptance
guldelines contained in RG 1,174 and RG 1.177.
Therefore, the proposed changes do not involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety.
Based upon the reasaning presentsd above, the licensee concludes that the requestad
change does not involve a significant hazards consideration, as set forth in 10 CFR 50.92(c),

"ssuance of Amendment.”

21
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PROPOSED MODEL SAFETY EVALUATION FOR PLANT-SPECIFIC ADOPTION OF
TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION TASK FORCE TRAVELER-446, REVISION 3, "RISK
INFORMED EVALUATION OF EXTENSIONS TO CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVE
COMPLETION TIMES (WCAP-15791)"

1.0  INTRODUCTION

By letter dated [DATE], (LICENSEE] (the licensee) proposed éhanges to the technical
specifications (TS) for [PLANT NAME). The requested change is the adoption of NRC-approved
Technical Specification Task Force (TSTF) Traveler-446, Revisian 3, “Risk Informed Evaluation

of Contalnment Isolation Valve Completion Times (Topical Report WCAP-15791-NP-A,

. {Deletad: RITSTF initiative 4b ]
Revision 2)," dated February 19, 2008 (Agencywide Documents Access Management System __ ’
(ADAMS) Accession No. ML0B0510164). TSTF Traveler-446 proposes a generic change to
NUREG-1431, Revislon 3, "Standard Technical Specifications Westinghouse Plants,” Issued in

. { Deleted: associated with the J
June 2004, to implement containment isolation valve (CIV) completion time changes justified in __ |-~ | Implementation

. Deteted: of ]
Jopical Report (TR) WCAP-15791, Revision 2, "Risk-Informed Evaluation of Extensions to __ . _ 4-". { Defeted: 1 )

. . I ) . { Deletad: Apri

Containment [solation Valve Completion Times,” dated June, 2008, When implemented, the = __ -’ %: :'" > j)
pronosed change would extend the CIV complefion times for TS Limiting Congition for Operation _ | - - { Deleted: ravoler _
(LCO) 3.8.3, “Containment Isolation Valves (Atmospheric, Subatmospheric, Ice Condenser, and
Dual),” from 4 hours up to 168 hours (7 days). (For containment Isolation valves where

. -fbieted: that cannet dormn:ume__]
Acceptable results could not be demonstrated for 168 hours, shorter times are considered and__ 4" '

evaluated).
2.0 ‘REGUQTOEY EVALUATION -

in Title 10 of the Cade of Federal Regulations (10 CFR) Section 50.36, "Technical
Specifications,” the NRC establishad its regulatory requirements related ta the content of TS.
Pursuant to 10 CFR 50 .36, TS are required to include items in the following five specific

categories related to station operation: (1) safety limits, limiting safety system settings, and

22
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limiting controf settings, (2) LCOs, (3) surveillance requiremants, (4) design features, and (5)
administrative controls, However, the r_egulation does not specify the particular TS to be
included in a plant's license. TSTF Traveler-446 is proposing changes to the TS LCO that
concem the Category 2 requirements. The LCOs are the lowest functional capability, or
performance levals, of equipment requirad for safe operation of the facility. When an LCO of a
nuclear reaclor is not met, the licensee shall follow any remedial actions permitted by the TS
until the condition can be met or shall shut down the reactor.

Furthermare, the complation times specified In the TS must be based on the reasonable
protection of public health and safety, As set forth in 10 CFR 50.36, a licensee’s TS must
establish the LCOs that are the lowest functional capability, or performance levels, of equipment
required for safe operation of the facility. This requirement includes completion_times for
structures, systems, and components (SSCs), such as ClVs. These completion times allow a
certain amount of time in which to correct a condition that does not meet the LCO befare the
reactor must be brought to a condition that exits the mode of applicabllity, in most cases
resulting in the reactor being shut down.

The Malntenance Rule, 10 CFR 50.65, "Requirements for Monitoring the Effectiveness of
Maintenance at Nuclear Power Plants,” requires licensees {0 monitor the performance, or
condition, of SSCs against licensee-established goals in 2 manner sufficient to pravide
reasonable assurance that SSCs are capable of fulfiling their intended functions. The
implementation and monitoring program guidance in Section 2.3 of Regulatory Guide
(RG) 1.174, "An Approach for Using Probabllistic Rigk Assessment in Risk-Informed Decisions
on Plant-Specific Changes to the Licensing Basis,” and Section 3 of RG 1.177, “An Approach for
Piant-Specific, Risk-Informed Decisionmaking: Technlcal Specifications,” states that monitoring
performed in conformance with the Maintenance Ruls can be used when such monitoring is

sufficient for the SSCs affected by the risk-informed application. In addition,
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10 CFR 50.65(a)(4). as it relates to the proposed extension of CIV completion times, requires
the assessment and managemen! of the increass in risk that may result from the proposed
maintenance activity.

The CNs help ensure that adequate primary containment boundaries are maintained
during and after accidents by minimizing potential pathways to the environment and help ensure
that the primary containment function assumed in the safety analysis is maintained. The
following general design criteria (GDC) apply to this change and establish the necesaary design,
fabrication, construclion, testing, and performance requirements for SSCs important to safety,
which provide reasonable assurance that the facility can be operated without undue risk to the
health and safety of the public. [Pra-GDC (PGDC) facilities not licensed under the GDC in
Appendix A, “General Design Criteria for Nuclear Power Plants,” to 10 CFR Part 50, "Domestic
Licensing of Production and Utilizatlon Facilities,” are licensed under similar plant-specific
design criteria, as described in the facllity's licensing-basis documents (such as updated final
safety analysis reports).]

* GDC 54 (or PGDC), “Piping Systems Penetrating Containment,” requires the
following:
Those piping systems that penetrate primary containment be provided with leak
detection, isolation, and containment capabilities having redundancy. reliability,
and performance capabilities that reflect the importance to safety of isolating
these piping systems. Such plping systems shall be designed with a capability to
test periodically the operability of the isolation valves and associated apparatus
and to determine if valve leakage i8 within acceptable limits.

s GDC 55 (or PGDC), “Reactlor Coolant Pressure Boundary Penetrating

~ Containment,” requires the following:

Each line that is part of the reactor coolant pressure boundary and that

24
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penetrates primary reactor containment shall be pravided with CIVs as follows,

unlass It can be demonstrated that the containment isolation provisions for a

specific class of lines, such as Instrument lines, are aceeptable on scme other

defined basis:

(1)  Onelocked closed isblatlon valve inside and one locked closed igolation
valve outside containment; or

(2) One automatic isolation valve inside and one locked closed igolation valve
outside cantainment; or

(3) One locked closed isolation valve inside and one automatic isolation valve
outside contalnment. A simple check valve may not be used as the
automatle isolation valve outside contalnment; or

(4) One automatic isolation valve inside and one automatic isolation valve
outside containment. A simple check valve may not be used as the
automatic isolation valve outside containment.

Isolation valves outside containment shall be located as close to contalnment as

practical and upon loss of actuating power, automatic isolation valves shall be

designed to take the position that pravides greater safety.

Other appropriate requirements to minimize the probability or consequences of an

accidental rupture of these iines or of lines connected to them shall be provided

as necessary to assure adequate safety. Determination of the appropriateness of

these requirements, such as higher quality in design, fabrfcgtion and testing,

additianal provisions for inservice inspection, protection against more severe

natural phenomena, and additional isolation valves and containment, shall

include consideration of the population density, use characteristics, and physical

characteristics of the site environs.

25
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GDC 56 (or PGDC), "Primary Containment Isolation,” requires the following:

Each line that connects directly to the containment atmosphere and penstrates

primary reactor containment shall be provided with CIVs as follows, unless it can

be demonstrated that the containment isolation provisions for a specifie class of

lines, such as instrument lines, are acceptable on some other defined basis:

(1) One locked closed isolation valves inside and one locked closed isolation
valve outside containment; or

2) One automatic .isolat!on valve inside and one locked closed isolation valve
outside containment; or

3) One locked closed isolation valve inside and one automatic isolation valve
outside containment. A simple check valve may not be used as the
automatic isolatlon valve outside containment: or

4) One automatic Isolation valve inside and one automatic isolation valve
outside containment. A simple check valve may not be used as the
automatic isolation valve outside containment.

|solation valves outside containment shall be located as close to containment as

practical and upon loss of actuating power, automatic isolation valves shall be

designed to take the position that pravides greater safety,

GDC 57 (or PGDC), “Closed System Isolation Valives,” requires the following:

Each lina that penetrates the primary reactor containment and is neither part of

the reactor coolant pressure boundary nor connected directly to the containment

atmosphere shall have at least one CIV which shall be either automatic, or locked

closed, or capable of remote manual operation, This valve shall be outside

containment and located as close to the containment as-practieal. A simple

check valve may not be Used as the automatic isolation valve.
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3.0 TECHNICAL EVALUATION

3.1 Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA) for the Proposed Changes

[LICENSEE] adoption of TSTF Traveler-446, Revision 3, would allow extending CIV

completion times specified in TS [LCO 3.6.3, “Containment Isolation Valves (Atmospheric,
Subatmospheric, ice Condenser, and Dual)'l. TR WCAP-15791-P-A, Revigion 2, referenced in
TSTF Traveler-446, Revision 3, describes a methad to revise the completion time for specific
conditions in TS LCO 3.6.3. The NRC staff raviewed, the risk Impact, using the three-tiered
approach referenced in RG 1.174 and RG 1.177 associated with the proposed TS changes.
The first tier evaluates the probabilistic risk assessment and the impact of the proposed
extension\of completion times for CiVs on plant aperational risk. The second tier addresses the
need to preclude potentially high-risk plant aquipment outage configurations by identifying the
need for additional controls or compensatory actions to be implemented during the time a CIV is
unavailable because of maintenance. The third tier evaluates the licensee's overall
configuration risk management program and confirms that risk insights are incorporated into the
declsionmaking process before equipment is taken out of service before or during CIV
maintenance.

The NRC staff determined that the risk analysis methodology and apbroach used by TR
WCAP-15791-NP-A, Revision 2, to estimate the risk impact was reasonable. The NRC staff
stated that the risk impéct of the proposed extended completion times for ClVs, as estimated by
tha change In CDF, the change in LERF, the ICCDP, and the ICLERP, is consistent with the
acceptance guidelines spacified In RG 1.174 and RG 1.177 and the assoclated NRC guidance
outlined in Sections 16.1, 19.1, and 19.2 of NUREG-0800, “Standard Review Plan for the
Review of Safety Analysis Reports for Nuclear Power Plants.” CIV configurations, completion
times, or nonbounding risk analysis parameters not evaluated by TR WCAP-15791-NP-A,

Revision 2, require additional justification of the specific penetrations for the proposed CIV
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completion times.

The NRC staff also noted that Tier 2, as prasented in TR WCAP-15791-NP-A, Revision
2, did not identify generic Tier 2 risk-significant configurations as a result of the proposed CIV
completion times. Inits review of TR WCAP-15791, the NRC staff identified TS and analysis
bases that allow anly ane CIV to be in maintenance with an extanded completion time at any
given time. In addition, before maintenance or corrective maintenance is performed, other Civs
in the penetration flow path shall be checked for proper position. The NRC staff's safety
evaluation (SE), (ADAMS Accession No ML080170680) also noted that, for licensees adopting |

TR WCAP-15791, a plant-specific Tier 2 evaluation should be performed to confirm the

35
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conclusions of the subject WCAP coneeming that this conclusion of no Tier 2 requirements is,___ [+
applicable to the licensee’s plant, except for the one discussed in Item 3.2.5 above.

TR WCAP-15791-NP-A, Revi#ion 2. did not address Tler 3, and therefore the NRC SE
concluded that licensees adopting the subject TR would need to include an evaluation with
respect to Tler 3 in their plant-specific application in accordance with the principles in RG 1.177.

The NRC-approved TR WCAP-15791-NP-A, Revision 2, for referencing-in license
applications to the extent specified and under the limitations and conditions stated in the TR and
Section 4.0 of the NRC SE. In addition, per the SE. applications referencing TR WCAP-15791
must address Rems specified In Section 3.4, “Regulatory Commitments,” and Section 5.0,
“Additional Information Needed" of the SE.

The licensee’s plant-specific application requesting adoption of TSTF Traveler-446
evaluated the conditions, limitations, and additional information needed that are referenced in
the Sections 3.4, 4.0, and 5.0 of the NRC SE of TR WCAP-15791-NP-A, Revision 2. Inits
application dated [DATE], the licensee provided supporting information for each of the
conditions, limitatians, and additional information needed that are referenced in the NRC SE.

The licensee’s supporting information for each condition and limitation, as well as for the
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additional informatlon needed, met the NRC staff's expactations and acceptance criteria [with

the following exceptions: list any exceptions te the conditions and limitations or additional

information required, as stated in the licensee’s submittal, and intlude the NRC staff's evaluation

and conclusions].

Technical Assessment for the Proposed Changes:
[LICENSEE] adoption of TSTF Traveler-448, Revision 3 would make changes to the TS

[LCO 3.6.3, “Contalnment Isolation Valves (Atmospheric, Subatmospheric, Ice

Condenser, and Dual),”] as follows:

TSTF Traveler-446 revises [LCO 3.6.3], which states “Each contalnment isolation
valve shall be OPERABLE,” to read "Each containment isolation valve (CIV) shail
be OPERABLE." Adding the abbreviation “(CIV)" to the LCO statement is
edltorial in nature and does not change the LCO requirement; therefore, this
change is acceptable.

TSTF Travelar<446 deletes the Condition A NOTE, which states “Only applicable
to penetration flow paths with two [or more] cantainment isolation valves." The
existing Condition C, which Is applicable to penetration flow paths with only one
CIV and a closed system, is being deleted and replaced by a new Condition B,
The new Condition B, along with the revised Condition A, accounts for all of the
CIVs covered under existing Condition C; therefore, tha Condition ANOTE is no
longer required. Revised Condition A and new Condition B apply to all
penetration flow paths with at least one CIV. This is consistent with the NRC SE
of TR WCAP-15791 and is therefore acceptable.

TSTF Traveler-446 ravises Condition A's applicability from “[for reasons other
than Condition(s) D [and E]]" to “[for reasons other than Condition[s] E [and F]}”

This change is required by the addition of new Conditions B and D, which results
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~ pressure boundary notintact,” This new condition, in conjunction with revised

37

in renumbering the conditions that follow Condition D. This change is editorial
and does not result in a technical change; therefore, it is acceptable.

TSTF Traveler-446 adds a new requirement to Condition A, which states
“Containment isolation valve pressure boundary intact.” This is required to meet
the entry condition for Condition A. This requirement is necessary, along with the
addition of new Condition B, which is applicable when the CIV pressure boundary
is notintact, because existing Conditian € is being deleted. Exiating Condition C
s applicable to penetration flow paths with only one CIV and a closed systern. In

addition, revised Condition A and new Condition B are applicable to all conditions

, { Deteted: INOPERABLE

Condition B, encompasses-existing Condition C and is consistent with the NRC's
SE for WCAP-15791; therefore, it is acceptable.

TSTF Traveler-446 revises the existing 4-hour completion time for Condition A to
completion times that range from 4 hours up to 7 days, depending upon the
category of the applicable CiV (Category 1 through 7). This change has been
evaluated and documented in the NRC SE of TR WCAP-15791. This change
proposad by TSTF Traveler-446 is consistent with the NRC SE of TR
WCAP-18791 and is therefore acceptable.

TSTF Traveler-446 adds a new Condition B, which states “One or more
penetration flow paths with one containment isolation valve inoperable [for

reasons other than Condition[s] E [and F]] AND containmenit isolation valve

N {DeIeM: sccounts for

Condition A, addresses, all situations where one LIV, is,inoperable in ong or more _J-".. [ peleted: armore

-------- < { Deletea: s

penetration flow paths. The new Condition B required actions and completion . (Delm_ omeor on e e

)
)
)
)

times are tha same as those in the revised Condition A, with the exception of the
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Condition B category of valves. Condition A completion times apply to Category 1
through 7 valves and Condition B completion times apply to Category 8 through
14 valves. The addition of new Condition B has been evaluated and documented
in the NRC SE of TR WCAP-15791. This change proposed by TSTF
Traveler-446 _is consistent with the NRC SE of TR WCAP-15791 and is therefore
acceptable.

TSTF Traveler-446 renames existing Condition B and Required Action é.1 as
Condition C and Required Action C.1. In addition, existing Condition B wording,
which states “[for reasons other than Condition[s] D [and E]I" is changed to “[for
reasans other than Condition{s] E [ancf FJl.” These changes are editorial in
nature, are caused by adding conditions proposed by TSTF Traveler-446 that
have been evaluated and documented in the NRC SE of TR WCAP-15791, and
are therefore acceptable.

TSTF Traveler-4486 deletes the existing Condition C and Required Actions C.1
and C.2, which are applicable to penetration flow paths with only onie CIV and a
closed system. The existing Condition C entry condition is "One or mora
penetration flow paths with ane containment isolation valve inoperable.” With

revisad Condition A and the addition of Condition B, this covers all CIVs that

PAGE 38

| Deleted: 1

would have been applicable to existing Condition C. The Required Actions for 1" { Defeted: a

e
)

revised Condition A and new Condition B are identical to the ‘existing Condition C.
The completion times for ravised Condition A and new Condition B are changed
from the existing Condition C time of 72 hours and have been evaluated and
documented in the NRC SE of TR WCAP-15791. The daletion of existing
Condition C Is consistent with WCAP-15791, is accounted for by the revision to -

Condltlon A, and the addition of new Condition B, and is therefore acceptable.
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o TSTF Traveler-448 adds a new Condition D, which states “Two or more
penetration flow paths with one contalnment isolation valve inaperable [for
reasons other than Condition[s] E [and F])." This condition requires isolating at
but ons of the affected penetrations within 4 hours (the existing completion time
for Condition A). Oncs this completion time is satisfled, and since revised
Condition A and new Condition B will still be applicable, this essentially limits the
completion times in Condition A and B 10 a gingle penetration. This added
requirement enforces the basis of WCAP-15791 that only one CIV should be in
malntenance at & time. This change addresses Section 4.0, “Limitations and
Conditions,” items 1 and 2, in the NRC SE of TR WCAP-15721 and is therefare
aceeptable.

» TSTF Traveler-446 renames Conditions D, E, and F, along with Required
Actlons D.1, E.1, E.2, E.3, F.1, and F.2, as Conditions E, F, and G, along with
Required Actions E.1, F.1. F.2, F.3, G.1, and G.2. With the addition of new

Conditions B and D, and the deletion of current Condition C, the remaining

Cenditions and Required Actions need to be renumbered. This changeis ___ _ }

editorial, results in no technical change, and is therefare acceptable.

40 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The NRC staff has reviewed the [LICENSEE] proposed adoption of TSTF Traveler-4486,
implementation of TR WCAP-15791-NP-A, Revision 2. The NRC staff has teviewed these
changes for consistency with the current NUREG-1431 and found them to be consistent.

The NRC staff has concluded, on the basis of the conslderations discussed above, that
(1) there is reasonable assurance that the health and safety of the public will not be endangered

by operation in the proposed manner, (2) such activities will be conducted in compliance with the
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Commission’s regulations, and (3) the issuance of the amendments will not be inimical to the
common defense and security or to the health and safety of the public.
50  STATE CONSULTATION

In accordance with the Commission’s regulations, the [ ] State official was notified of the
proposed issuance of the amendment. The State official had [(1) no comments or (2) the
following comments—with subsequent dispositian by the NRC staff].
6.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATION

The amendment changes a requirament with respect to the installation or use of a facility
component located within the restricted area as defined in 10 CFR Part 20, “Standards for
Protection Against Radiation.” The NRC staff has determined that the amendment involves no
significant Increase in the amounts and no significant change in the types of any effiuents that
may ba released offsite and that thera is no significant increase in individual or cumulative
occupational radlation exposure. The Commission has previously issued a proposed finding
that the amendment involves no significant hazards considerations, and there has been no
public comment on the finding [FR], Accordingly, the amendment meets the eliglbility criteria for
categorical exclusion set forth In 10 CFR 51.22(c)(9). Pursuant to 10 CFR 51.22(b), no
environmental impact statement or environmantal assesament need be prepared in connection
with the issuance of the amendments.
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3.21 Demonstration (Simultaneous LCO Entry Consideration)
Option A:

[LICENSEE] has incorporated new Condition D in TS [LCO 3.6.3 “Containment
[solation Valves (Atmospheric, Sﬁbatmospheric. Ice Condenser, and Dual),”] as
specified in TSTF Traveler-446, Revision 3,

Option B:

[if the licensee did not incorporate Condition D, then it must demonstrate that the
potential for any cumulative risk impact of failed CIVs and multiple CIV LCO entries was
evaluated by the licensee. In addition, the licensee must demonstrate that the
licensee's Tier 3 risk management program addresses the possibility of simultaneous
LCO entries for inoperable CiVs in separate penetrations. The |icen7°-ee must provide
sufficient information such that defense-in-depth for safety systems will bé maintained.]
Discussion:

TR WCAP-15791-NP-A, Revision 2, is based on only one CIV being in
maintenance at any given time. The TR states that multiple systems are not expected
to be out of service simultaneously during extended completion times (CTs), but it does
not preclude the practice. Although TS LCO 3.6.3, Note 2, allows a separa"te condition
entry for each penetration flow path, proposed Condition D addresses an inoperable CIV
in more than one penetration flow path and limits the CT to 4 hours.  If the licensee’s
proposed TS change does not include this Condition D, then the ‘Iicensee’s application
must demonstrate that thé potential for any cumulative risk impact of failed CIVs and
multiple CIV LCO entries has been evaluated and is acceptable. The licensee must
demonstrate that its Tier 3 risk management program, in accordance with 10 CFR
50.65(2)(4). will address the possibility of simultaneous LCO entries of inoperable CIVs

in separate penetrations to maintain defense-in-depth for safety systems.
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3.2.2 Demonstration (Penetration configuration):
Option A:

[LICENSEE] has incorporated new Condition D in TS [LCO 3.6.3] as specified in
TSTF Traveler-446, Revision 3. |
Qption B;

[If the licensee did not incorporate Condition D, then it must demonstrate that the
remaining ClIVs in the affected penetration flow path (or another penetration flow path)
are closed before entering the extended CT for the inoperablé CIV and that fhe risk
impacts (i.e., core damage frequency (CDF). large early release frequency (LERF),
incremental conditional core damage probability (ICCDP) and incremental conditional

large early release probability (ICLERP)) were evaluated by the licensee.)

Pdge 10: [3] Deleted andracf{d 10/15/2009 11:36 AM

Discussion

The existing and proposed TS LCO 3.6.3 must not allow muiltiple simultaneous
extended CIV CTs to occur for more than 4 hours, which is the existing CT for an
inoperable ClV in LCO 3.6.5. This is to meet the TR assumption that only one valve
within a single penetration can be in maintenance at a time (i.e., for more than the 4
hours allowed by the current LCO 3.6.3 Condition A). The existing LCO 3.6.3 Condition
B, and the proposed LCO 3.6.3 Conditions A and D, ensure that this assumption is
being met. If the TS do not prevent this case (i.e., Condition D is not adopted), then
this case must be evaluated in the plant-specific applications to demonstrate that the
risk-impact assumptions of COF, LERF, ICCDP and ICLERP remain less than the
acceptance guidelines in Regulatory Guide (RG) 1.174, “An Approach for Using

Probabilistic Risk Assessment in Risk-Informed Decisions on Plant-Specific Changes to
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the Licensing Basis,” and RG 1.177, “An Approach for Plant-Specific, Risk-Informed
Decisionmaking: Technical Specifications.” Also, the plant-specific application must
address whether the position of the remaining CIVs in the affected penetration flow path
(or another penetration flow bath) have been confirmed before entering the extended C'I"
for the inoperable CIV.
3.2.3 Demonstration (Failed CIVs and multiple CIV LCO entries):
Ogtioh A:

[LICENSEE] has incorporated new Condition D in TS [LCO 3.6.3] as specified in

TSTF Traveler-446, Revision 3.
Option B:

[If the licensee did not incorporate Condition D then it must demonstrate that the
cumulative risk impact of failed CIVs and multiple CIV LCO entries was evaluated, and
that remaining CIVs in the affected penetration flow path (or another penetration flow
path) are closed prior to entering the extended CT. In addition, the licensee must
demonstrate that the licensee's Tier 3 risk management program address the possibility
of simultaneous LCO entries for inoperable CIVs in separate penetrations. The
licensee must provide sufficient information such that defense-in-depth for safety
systems will be maintained.)

Discussion:

The licensee needs to address how the following basis and general assumptions
of TR WCAP-15791-NP-A, Revision 2, are incorporated in the specific plant practices,
procedures, TS, and probabilistic risk assessment (PRA):

Only one CIV is in maintenance with an extended CT at any given time. This is a Tier 2

requirement, unless the licensee has proposed the additional STS LCO 3.6.3

Condition D in its plant-specific application.
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Before maintenance or corrective maintenance (repair) is performed on a CIV, the TR
evaluation assumes that any other CIVs in the penetration flow path have been
checked to ensure that they are in their proper position. This is a Tier 2
requirement. |

Multiple systems are not expected to be out of service simultaneously during the

extended CTs.

Page 14: [4] Deleted andracjd 10/20/2009 10:36 AM

Discussion:

External events may include seismic, high winds, fires, floods, or other related
events applicable to each licensee. The licensee needs to demonstrate, by either
quantitative or qualitative means, that external event risk will not have an adverse
impact on the conclusions of the plant-specific analyses with respect to the TR
evaluation. For some participating plants, internal fires and other external event risks
may contribute significantly to the overall plant baseline risk, which may affect TR
WCAP-15791, so that a plant-specific application of the TR méthodology may not be
found acceptable in all cases. Specifically, the risk from extemal events should not
make the total baseline risk exceed 1E-4/yr CDF or 1E-5/yr LERF without justification.

The licensee’s submittal must discuss the plant risk associated with external
events and specifically identify (quantitatively or qualitatively) that the impact of the
proposed CIV CTs on the risk associated with external events is small. The licensee
needs to confirm that any increase in external event risk associated with the proposed
CIV CTs should be minimal. The licensee must address this impact and discuss why
the risk of external events (including internal fires) is negligible. Insights from IPEEE

screening or quantitative approaches may be used to support the licensee’s evaluations.
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If the licensee has performed an updated analysis of an external event since the
NRC staff review of the licensee’s IPEEE, and a quantitative PRA demonstration is used
to support the submittal, the licensee needs to describe the significant changes involved
in its updated analysis and the impact of these changes on plant risk associated with the
external event and the proposed CIV CT extensions.

For external events for which the licensee has a PRA, the licensee needs to
provide the change in CDF, the change in LERF, the ICCDP, and the ICLERP
associated with specifically analyzed external events. The licensee needs to also
provide the total plant risk and total change in risk from all PRA contributors (the
combination of internal events, internal flooding, internal fires, and external events). To
conclude that the quantified risk associated with the proposed CIV CTs is acceptable,
the total CDF and LERF values and the change in CDF, change in LERF, ICCDP, and
ICLERP must meet the acceptance guidelines of RG 1.174 and RG 1.177.

For external events not included in the plant PRA but that rely on a non-PRA
method (e.q., seismic margins analysis or fire-induced vulnerability evaluation) to
confirm that plant risk remains acceptable, the licensee must confirm the following: a)
that there are no vulnerabilities or outliers associated with these external events, b) that
any vulnerabilities or outliers that were identified have been resolved, or ¢) that
appropriate plant modifications have been implemented according to the licensee’'s

analysis.



