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so One Channel Of heat tracIaW say be out of service for 4a bour.  
. One refueling vats storage tank low lv el alam a y be 

inopezable for up to 7 days provided the other low level alare Ls operable* 

3. When = temperature Is loss than or equal to 295,, the requiruenta of Table 3.lA-2 regarding the auber of ae-.y "Jne"oa (S') VmWs allowed to be energized shall be adhered to.  
I. ntaaifent ebaling and ?odlne 1amvul y tem..  

:. .he reactor shall sot be made eritical unless the folloving 
conditwts are sets 

. e. ray additive tak oAtAm not less th&a 4000 gallons of solution wvb 4 sodiau hydroxde concestration of not less than 30' by weight, 

b. Te fLve fan cooler-charczal filter units and the two spray pKpe. with their associated Vaves and piping, are operable 

3. DUrIng Power operation; the riquLreimats of 3.3.3.1 say be ModlL-tL to alow any one of the followiag coen0Aata to be noperable., f the systa Ls not re tored to meat the requIreaents of 3.3.3.1 withIn the time peri*o specified, the reactor shall be plac. I i the bot ehutdon eondIteon u at. Iag moral oe.rata g ProcedrM4, If the WOVArzeents of 3.3.3.1 are not satisfied witXin A additio"nl 48 hor, the reactor ahba be Plaed In the cold shutdown Coadi.io ULLag norel operatLg Proced~res 

a. One fan cooler unit may be inoperable during normal reactor operation for 4 period not to exceed 7 days provided both containaent spray pumpd are operable.  

b. One ContAinment spray pump may be inoperable during norma1 reactor operation, for a Jperiod not to exceed 72 hours, provided the five fan cooler units and the remaining containment spray pump are operable.  

C. Any valve required for the functioning of the Yseam during and following accident conditions may be inoperable provided it ias reatored to operable status within 7 days or 72 hours for the fan cooler or containment spray usyteus respectively, and all valves in the system that provide the duplicate 
function are operable.  

d. The spray additive tank and its associated piping, valves and eductors may be inoperable during normal reactor operation for a period not to exceed 72 hours provided both containment spray pumps and the five fan cooler units are operable.  

Aenen o 1. 3.3-3



B. During power eration, the following compone may be inoperable: 

1. Power operation may continue for seven days if one diesel is inoperable provided the 138kv and the 13.8kv sources of off-site power are available and the remaining diesel generators are tested daily to ensure operability and the engineered safety features associated with these diesel generator buses are operable.  

2. Power operation may continue for 24 hours, if the 138kv or the 13.8kv source of power is lost, provided the three diesel generators are operable. This operation may be extended beyond 24 hours provided the failure is reported to the NRC within the subsequent 24-hour period with an outline of the plans for restoration of off-site power.  

3. If the 138kv power source is lost, in addition to satisfying the requirements of specification 3.7.B.2 above, the-6.9kv bus tie breaker control switches 1-5, 2-5, 3-6, and 4-6 in the CCR shall be placed in the "pull-out" position and tagged to prevent an automatic transfer of 'the 6.9KV buses 1,2,3 and 
4..- 

4. One battery may be inoperable for 24 hours provided the other batteries and four battery chargers remain operable with one battery charger carrying the dc load of the failed battery's 
supply system.  

5. One battery charger may be inoperable for 24 hours provided 
the following conditions are satisfied: 

a. The other three battery chargers and their associated 
batteries are operable; and 

b. The affected battery shall have the Specification 4.6.C.I surveillance initiated within one hour of the time the battery charger is determined to be inoperable and the surveillance shall be repeated every eight hours thereafter to determine battery operability. This surveillance frequency shall be maintained until the battery Is declared inoperable or until the battery 
charger is declared operable.  

C. Gas Turbine Generators: 

1. At least one gas turbine generator (GT-l, GT-2, or GT-3) and associated switchgear and breakers shall be operable at all 
times.  

2. A minimum of 54,200 gallons of fuel for the operable gas turbine generator shall be available at all times.  
3. If the requirements of 3.7.c.1 or 3.7.C.2 cannot be met, then, within the next seven (7) days, either the inoperable condition shall be corrected or an alternate independent 

power system shall be established.  

4. If the requirements of 3.7.C.3 cannot be satisfied, the reactor shall be placed in the hot shutdown condition utilizing normal operating procedures. If the requirements of 3.7.C.3 cannot be met within an additional 48 hours, the reactor shall be placed in the cold shutdown condition utilizing normal operating procedures.

Amendment No.
3.7-2
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TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION 3.3.B.2 

Description of Change 

Two changes are proposed for this Technical Specification. The first 
proposed change is to correct the Limiting Condition for Operation (LCO) 
for Containment Spray Valves from 24 hours to 72 hours. The second 
proposed change provides an LCO for the Spray Additive Tank and its 
associated piping, valves and eductors for up to 72 hours before 
proceeding into hot shutdown.  

Background 

In a Con Edison letter dated June 12, 1987 a proposed Technical 
Specification amendment was submitted to the NRC. Part of this proposed 
amendment was an LCO change on the Containment Fan Coolers and an LCO 
change to the Containment Spray Pumps from 24 to 72 hours and the 
Containment Spray Valves from 24 to 72 hours. Due to ongoing discussions 
a revised Safety Assessment was provided by a Con Edison letter dated 
August 3, 1987. Finally, based on further discussions with the NRC, Con 
Edison withdrew the Containment Fan Cooler portion of the proposed 
Technical Specification amendment in a letter dated May 10, 1988. On 
June 29, 1989 the NRC issued Technical Specification Amendment No. 132 
for the Containment Spray Pump change. The NRC Safety Evaluation for 
this amendment stated: 

"The proposed change to TS Section 3.3.B.2.b would increase the 
allowable time for one containment spray pump being inoperable from 
24 hours to 72 hours. The staff finds that 72 hours is consistent 
with the Westinghouse Standard Technical Specifications (STS) for 
these pumps, and is acceptable. It should be noted that the revised 
pages submitted by letter dated May 10, 1988 deleted the 
containment spray pump change. This was discussed with the licensee 
and found to be an administrative error. Per the May 10 letter, 
only the portions concerning the Fan Cooler units were intended to 
be deleted." 

It is evident that this administrative error also extends to Technical 
Specification 3.3.B.2.c where, for Containment Spray Valves, 72 hours 
should have replaced 24 hours for consistency with respect to the 
Containment Spray Pumps. The Safety Assessment provided in the June 12, 
1987 Con Edison letter as revised by the Safety Assessment provided in 
the August 3, 1987 Con Edison letter and the Safety Evaluation provided 
in the June 24, 1988 NRC letter are applicable to and fully cover this 
proposed change. Therefore, no further Safety Assessment will be 
provided herein.  

As a result of the incident discussed in LER 88-08, a review was 
conducted as to the feasibility of proposing an LCO on the Spray Additive 
Tank. The resulting proposed LCO is based on Standard Technical 
Specification 3.6.2.2 (NUREG-0452, Revision 4, Page 3/4 6-21A).
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The Spray Additive Tank's function is to assure that sufficient NaOH is 
added to the Containment Spray in the event of a LOCA. The NaOH 
concentration and the tank volume assure that the resulting pH value 
recirculated within containment after a LOCA will minimize the evolution 
of iodine and also minimize the effect of chloride and caustic stress 
corrosion on structures, systems and components inside containment.  

Although the effect of establishing an Allowable Out of Service Time on 
the unavailability of the Spray Additive Tank and its associated piping, 
valves and eductors appears to be significant, the subsequent increase in 
public health risk is inconsequential even when conservative 
plant-specific PRA modeling assumptions are used. The principal reason 
is that, for the accident sequences contributing to the offsite doses, 
the probability of not being able to use NaOH at the time of an accident 
is dominated by AC power and Containment Spray System failures and not 
failures associated with the Spray Additive Tank.
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Basis for "No Significant Hazards Considerations" Determination 

In accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 50.92, the proposed 
addition of Technical Specification 3.3.B.2.d is deemed not to involve a 
"Significant Hazards Consideration" because operation of Indian Point 
Unit No. 2 in accordance with this change would not: 

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

Since the Spray Additive Tank and its associated piping, valves 
and eductors are a passive system with the exception of its two 
isolation valves which are air operated, fail open, and 
installed in parallel; since these components deal only with 
accident mitigation; and since these components do not provide 
any sort of automatic initiation; there are no credible 
equipment failures that would initiate an accident. In 
addition, since the entire assembly is located outside 
containment, there are no credible failures attributable to 
this equipment that could directly effect the Reactor Coolant 
System. Thus unavailability of the Spray Additive Tank would 
not significantly increase the probability of an accident 
previously evaluated.  

With respect to a significant increase in the consequences of 
an accident previously evaluated, it is important to note that 
the accident mitigation capabilities of the Spray Additive Tank 
are the removal of iodine from the containment atmosphere and 
the pH balancing of the recirculated water to prevent 
corrosion. In addressing the iodine removal capability of the 
Spray Additive Tank, a plant-specific PRA evaluation was 
conducted to determine the effects of a 72 hour LCO. The 
results of this evaluation determined that a 72 hour LCO showed 
an inconsequential increase in the public health risk. In 
addition, in Section 1.1 of WCAP-11611 ("Methodology for 
Elimination of the Containment Spray Additive", March 1988) it 
states: 

"Analyses performed by Westinghouse, utilizing current NRC 
methodology (SRP 6.5.2, Revision 1) and combined with 
knowledge gained from many studies on the behavior of 
iodine in the post-LOCA environment, have demonstrated the 
relatively minor role of the spray additive in meeting the 
dose guidelines of 1OCFR100. The proposed Revision 2 to 
SRP 6.5.2 goes even further in demonstrating this 
relatively minor role of the spray additive by eliminating 
its consideration." 

As for pH balancing, it is also possible to add NaOH to the 
Boric Acid Batching Tank and then inject the solution via the 
normal Chemical and Volume Control System charging paths into 
the Reactor Coolant System. The solution would flow out the
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break that caused the LOCA, mix with water in the bottom of the 
containment and provide the necessary pH balance. This 
injection pathway methodology is in our Emergency Operating 
Procedures (ES-1.3, "Transfer to Gold Leg Recirculation") as 
the alternate method for assuring long term pH control.  
Finally, the proposed LCO has the same time limit as the 
Standard Technical Specifications' LCO. Thus, there is no 
significant increase in the consequences of an accident 
previously evaluated.  

Therefore, this proposed change to Technical Specification 
3.3.B.2 does not involve a significant increase in the 
probability or consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated.  

2. Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident 
from any accident previously evaluated.  

The proposed change provides an LCO for the Spray Additive Tank 
that has the same time limit as the Standard Technical 
Specifications' LCO. No physical changes to the Spray Additive 
Tank or its associated components are required with respect to 
this proposed LCO. Therefore, the proposed change to Technical 
Specification 3.3.B.2 does not create the possibility of a new 
or different kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated.  

3. Involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.  

The accident mitigation capabilities of the Spray Additive Tank 
is the removal of iodine from the containment atmosphere and 
the pH balancing of the recirculated water to prevent 
corrosion. In addressing the iodine removal capability of the 
Spray Additive Tank, a plant-specific PRA evaluation was 
conducted to determine the effects of a 72 hour LCO. The 
results of this evaluation determined that a 72 hour LCO showed 
an inconsequential increase in the public health risk. In 
addition, in Section 1.1 of WCAP-11611 ("Methodology for 
Elimination of the Containment Spray Additive", March 1988) it 
states: 

"Analyses performed by Westinghouse, utilizing current NRC 
methodology (SRP 6.5.2, Revision 1) and combined with 
knowledge gained from many studies on the behavior of 
iodine in the post-LOCA environment, have demonstrated the 
relatively minor role of the spray additive in meeting the 
dose guidelines of 1OCFR100. The proposed Revision 2 to 
SRP 6.5.2 goes even further in demonstrating this 
relatively minor role of the spray additive by eliminating 
its consideration."
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As for pH balancing, it is also possible to add NaOH to the 
Boric Acid Batching Tank and then inject the solution via the 
normal Chemical and Volume Control System charging paths into 
the Reactor Coolant System. The solution would flow out the 
break that caused the LOCA, mix with water in the bottom of the 
containment and provide the necessary pH balance. This 
injection pathway methodology is in our Emergency Operating 
Procedures (ES-1.3, "Tranfer to Cold Leg Recirculation") as the 
alternate method for assuring long term pH control. Finally, 
the proposed LCO has the same time limit as the Standard 
Technical Specifications' LCO.  

Therefore, the proposed change to Technical Specification 
3.3.B.2 does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of 
safety.  

Therefore, based on the above discussion, Con Edison has determined that 
the proposed change to Technical Specification 3.3.B.2 does not involve a 
"Significant Hazards Consideration" 

The proposed change to Technical Specification 3.3.B.2 has been reviewed 
by the Indian Point Unit No. 2 Station Nuclear Safety Committee and by 
the Con Edison Nuclear Facilities Safety Committee. Both committees 
concur that this proposed change does not represent a "Significant 
Hazards Consideration"
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TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION 3.7.B 

Description of Change 

This proposed change provides a Limiting Condition for Operation (LCO) 
for the Battery Chargers associated with Station Batteries Nos. 21, 22, 
23 and 24, permitting one Battery Charger to be inoperable for up to 24 
hours before proceeding into hot shutdown.  

Background 

The Battery Chargers function is twofold: a) to maintain the Station 
Batteries in a fully charged condition, and b) to provide DC power to its 
associated loads when either offsite or onsite AC power is available.  

As a result of the incident discussed in LER 89-01, a review was 
conducted as to the feasibility of proposing an LCO on the Battery 
Chargers.
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Basis for "No Significant Hazards Considerations" Determination 

In accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 50.92, the proposed change 
to Technical Specification 3.7.B is deemed not to involve a "Significant 
Hazards Consideration"~ because operation of Indian Point Unit No. 2 in 
accordance with this change would not: 

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

Upon loss of the Battery Charger, the associated Station 
Battery would supply power to the affected loads. Thus in the 
short time frame (i.e., the nonoperability permitted by the 
proposed change) there would be no effect on plant operation.  
Upon entering the proposed LCO the operators would be aware 
what loads are carried by the affected battery via information 
contained in procedures SOP-27.1.6 ("Instrument Bus and DC 
Distribution System") and AOI-27.1.11 ("Loss of 125V DC 
Power"). This information would preclude inappropriate 
operator action due to degraded voltage on the affected loads.  
Thus unavailability of the Battery Charger would not 
significantly increase the probability of an accident 
previously evaluated.  

With respect to a significant increase in the consequences of 
an accident previously evaluated, the proposed LCO requires the 
other three batteries to be operable and that the affected 
Station Battery surveillance under Technical Specification 
4.6.C.1 be implemented frequently to assure continued battery 
operability. Under Technical Specification 3.7.B there is an 
existing LCO which allows one Station Battery to be inoperable 
for 24 hours providing all four Battery Chargers and the other 
three Station Batteries are operable. Under both the existing 
LCO for the Station Batteries and the proposed LCO for the 
Battery Chargers, the most limiting single failure would be a 
single failure coincident with a Loss-Of-Offsite-Power (LOOP).  
The difference is that, under the proposed LCO for the Battery 
Chargers, the DC loads (and possibly the AC loads) are 
available during the LOOP prior to the energizing of the busses 
via the Diesel Generators, while under the existing LCO for the 
Station Batteries these AC and DC loads would not be available 
until after the Diesel Generators energize the busses. Thus, 
the existing LCO on the batteries bounds the proposed LCO on 
the Battery Chargers. Therefore, any increase in the 
consequences of an accident previously evaluated has already 
been determined not to be significant.  

Therefore, this proposed change to Technical Specification 
3.7.B does not involve a significant increase in the 
probability or consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated.
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2. Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident 
from any accident previously evaluated.  

The proposed LCO requires the other three batteries to be 
operable and that the affected Station Battery surveillance 
under Technical Specification 4.6.C.1 be implemented frequently 
to assure continued battery operability. Under Technical 
Specification 3.7.B there is an existing LCO which allows one 
Station Battery to be inoperable for 24 hours providing all 
four Battery Chargers and the other three Station Batteries are 
operable. Under both the existing LCO for the Station 
Batteries and the proposed LCO for the Battery Chargers, the 
most limiting single failure would be a single failure 
coincident with a Loss-Of-Offsite-Power (LOOP). The difference 
is that, under the proposed LCO for the Battery Chargers, the 
DC loads (and possibly the AC loads) are available during the 
LOOP prior to the energizing of the busses via the Diesel 
Generators, while under the existing LCO for the Station 
Batteries these AC and DC loads would not be available until 
after the Diesel Generators energize the busses. Thus, the 
existing LCO on the batteries bounds the proposed LCO on the 
Battery Chargers.  

Therefore, the proposed change to Technical Specification 3.7.B 
does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of 
accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

3. Involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.  

The proposed LCO requires the other three batteries to be 
operable and that the affected Station Battery surveillance 
under Technical Specification 4.6.C.1 be implemented frequently 
to assure continued battery operability. Under Technical 
Specification 3.73B there is an existing LCO which allows one 
Station Battery to be inoperable for 24 hours providing all 
four Battery Chargers and the other three Station Batteries are 
operable. Under both the existing LCO for the Station 
Batteries and the proposed LCO for the Battery Chargers, the 
most limiting single failure would be a single failure 
coincident with a Loss-Of-Offsite-Power (LOOP). The difference 
is that, under the proposed LCO for the Battery Chargers, the 
DC loads (and possibly the AC loads) are available during the 
LOOP prior to the energizing of the busses via the Diesel 
Generators, while under the existing LCO for the Station 
Batteries these AC and DC loads would not be available until 
after the Diesel Generators energize the busses. Thus, the 
existing LCO on the batteries bounds the proposed LCO on the 
Battery Chargers.  

Therefore, the proposed change to Technical Specification 3.7.B 
does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.

I
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Therefore, based on the above discussion Con Edison has determined that 
the proposed change to Technical Specification 3.7.B does not involve a 
"Significant Hazards Consideration" 

The proposed change to Technical Specification 3.7.B has been reviewed by 
the Indian Point Unit No. 2 Station Nuclear Safety Committee and by the 
Con Edison Nuclear Facilities Safety Committee. Both committees concur 
that this proposed change does not represent a "Significant Hazards 
Consideration"


