
Mr. John H. Mueller
Chief Nuclear Officer
Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation
Nine Mile Point Nuclear Station
Operations Building, Second Floor
P.O. Box 63
Lycoming, NY 13093

0, 1999

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR ADDITIONALINFORMATION REGARDING SECTIONS 1, 3.6,
3.7, 3.8, AND,3.10 OF IMPROVED TECHNICALSPECIFICATIONS, NINE MILE
POINT NUCLEAR STATION, UNIT NO. 2 (TAC NO. MA3822)

Dear Mr. Mueller.

The NRC staff is reviewing your application for license amendment, dated October 16, 1998,
to change the format and content of the current Technical Specifications (TSs) for Nine Mile
Point Nuclear Station, Unit 2 (NMP2) to be generally consistent with NUREG'-1434, Revision 1,
"Standard Technical Specifications for General Electric Plants, BWR 6," and extend
surveillance requirements from 18 to 24 months.

On the basis of our review of the changes proposed for TS Sections 1, 3.6, 3.7, 3.8, and 3.10,
we find that additional information, identified in Enclosure 1, is needed. Enclosure 2 is the
Review Schedule for NMP2.

In accordance with Enclosure 2, jointly established by Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation and
NRC, the mutually agreeable response date is June 15, 1999.

Ifyou have questions regarding this'letter or are unable to meet this response schedule,
please contact me by phone on (301) 415-3049 or by electronic mail at dsh@nrc.gov.

Sincerely,

origiaa1 signed by:
'arl

S. Hood, Sr. Project Manager, Section 1

Project Directorate I

Division of Licensing Project Management
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
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Mr. John H. Mueller
Chief Nuclear Officer
Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation
Nine Mile Point Nuclear Station
Operations Building, Second Floor
P.O; Box 63
Lycoming, NY 13093

UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20~001

Nay 10,1999

Dear Mr. Mueller.

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR ADDITIONALINFORMATION REGARDING SECTIONS 1, 3.6,
3.7, 3.8, AND 3.10 OF IMPROVED TECHNICALSPECIFICATIONS, NINE MILE
POINT NUCLEAR STATION, UNIT NO. 2 (TAC NO. MA3822)

The NRC staff is reviewing your application for license amendment, dated October 16, 1998,
to change the format and content of the current Technical Specifications (TSs) for Nine Mile
Point Nuclear Station, Unit 2 (NMP2) to be geneiaily consistent with NUREG-1434, Revision 1,
"Standard Technical Specifications for General Electric Plants, BWR 6," and extend
surveillance requirements from 18 to 24 months.

On the basis of our review of the changes proposed for TS Sections 1, 3.6, 3.7, 3.8, and 3.10,
we find that additional information, identified in Enclosure 1, is needed. Enclosure 2 is the
Review Schedule for NMP2.

In accordance with Enclosure 2, jointly established by Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation and
NRC, the mutually agreeable response date is June 15, 1999.

Ifyou have questions regarding this letter or are unable to meet this response schedule,
please contact me by phone on (301) 415-3049 or by electronic mail at dsh@nrc.gov.

'I

Sincerely,

Darl S. Hood, Sr. Project Manager, Section 1

Project Directorate I

Division of Licensing Project Management
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Docket No. 5(4410
1
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NMP2 IMPROVED TS REVIEW COMMENTS
SECTION 1.0, USE AND APPLICATION

1. CTS 1.13, End-of-Cycle Recirculation Pump Trip System Response Time
ITS 1.1, Definitions, End of Cycle Recirculation Pump Trip (EQC-RPT) System
Response Time

The licensee deleted "and" and placed "or" between the listings of turbine stop valves and
turbine control valves in CTS. The same may be observed in ITS where it states, "movement
of the turbine stop valves or turbine control valves." The utilization of "or" instead of "and" is a
deviation from CTS and STS. Furthermore, no DOC is provided to address this change, nor is
there any JFD justifying this difference.
Comment: Provide DOC and JFD to justify this change. Otherwise, use "and" instead of "or"

as it appears in STS.

Licensee Response:

I
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NINE MILEPOINT UNIT 2
IMPROVED TS REVIEW COMMENTS

ITS SECTION 3.6, CONTAINMENTSYSTEMS

3.6.1.1-1 Containment
3.6.1.1-1 DOC A.17 (CTS 1.0)

DOC A.2
CTS 1.31
CTS 3/4.6.1.1
ITS B3.6.1.1 Bases - BACKGROUND

CTS 1.31 defines CONTAINMENTINTEGRITY. A markup of CTS 1.31 is provided in
the CTS markup of CTS 1.0, but not in the markup of CTS 3.6. DOC A.17 (CTS 1.0)
and DOC A.2 in CTS 3.6 states that the definition of CONTAINMENTINTEGRITY is
deleted from the CTS/ITS. In addition, DOC A.17 (CTS 1.0) and DOC A.2 in CTS 3.6
state that the definition requirements have been relocated or are addressed by the
LCOs in ITS 3.6. Both of these justifications are not entirely correct. Both DOCs are
incorrect in that the definition is not deleted but relocated to various Bases in ITS 3.6,
which is a Less Restrictive (LA) change. DOC A.2 changes CTS 3/4.6.1.1 from
maintaining CONTAINMENTINTEGRITYto the containment shall be OPERABLE. This
is an Administrative change which is acceptable. See Comment Numbers 3.6.1.1-2,
and 3.6.1.3-1.

Comment: Revise the CTS markup of CTS 1.31 to reflect the above discussion.
Provide additional discussions and justifications for relocating the details of the
definition to ITS B3.6.1. Bases - BACKGROUND. See Comment Numbers 3.6.1.1-2,
and 3.6.1.3-1.

Licensee Response:

~ 3.6.1.1-2 DOC A.17 (CTS 1.0)
Bases JFD1
CTS 1.31.f
STS B3.6.1.1 Bases - BACKGROUND
ITS B3.6.1.1 Bases - BACKGROUND

'

CTS 1.31 defines CONTAINMENTINTEGRITY. A markup of CTS 1.31 is provided in
the CTS markup of CTS 1.0. DOC A.17 (CTS 1.0) states that the definition of
CONTAINMENTINTEGRITYis deleted from the CTS/ITS. DOC A.17 is incorrect. CTS
1.31.f states that "The sealing mechanism associated with each primary containment
penetration (e.g., welds, bellows, or 0-rings) is OPERABLE." STS B3.6.1.1 Bases-
BACKGROUND has a similar statement defining the leak tight barrier. ITS B3.6.1.1
Bases - BACKGROUND deletes this statement based on plant specific design details
(Bases JFD 1) that is not applicable to NMP-2. Since CTS 1.31.f is contained in the
CTS, it needs to be included in ITS B3.6.1.1 Bases - BACKGROUND.





Comment: Revise ITS B3.6.1.1 Bases - BACKGROUND to include CTS 1.31.f or
provide additional discussion and justification for its deletion based on system design,
operational constraints, or current licensing basis.

Licensee Response:

3.6.1.1-3 DOC A.8
JFD 1

Bases JFD2
CTS 4.6.2.1.d
ITS SR 3.6.1.1 and Associated Bases

CTS 4.6.2.1.d specifies that a visual inspection of the exposed accessible interior and
exterior surfaces of the suppression chamber including each vacuum relief valve and
associated piping shall be conducted at least once per 18 months. This CTS
requirement is incorporated into ITS SR 3.6.1.1.1; however, the frequency of the ITS
SR is in accordance with the 10 CFR 50 Appendix J Testing Program Plan, which is a
performance based frequency. The visual inspections of containment are performed
on the same frequency as the 10 CFR 50 Appendix J Type A Tests. The frequency of
the Type A Tests according to 10 CFR 50 Appendix J Option A is approximately every
40 months (Option B starts at 40 months, but can be increased based on previous
tests). Thus the change is not an Administrative change, but a Less Restrictive (L)
change (frequency goes from 18 months to a minimum of 40 months).

Comment: Revise the CTS markup and provide a discussion and justification for this
Less Restrictive (L) change.

Licensee Response:

3.6.1.1-4 DOC A.10
CTS 4.6.2.1.e.1

CTS 4.6.2.1.e.1 requires a Commission review and approval following any drywell-to-
suppression chamber bypass leakage test failure. This requirement is not retained in
ITS. DOC A.10 provides an interpretation which does not match the written text of CTS
4.6.2.1.e.1. DOC A.10 implies that test frequency is only required to be changed if two
consecutive tests have failed per CTS 4.6.2.1.e.2, and since this is in the CTS/ITS and
is approved by the staff, CTS 4.6.2.1.e.1 can be deleted. This is incorrect. CTS
4.6.2.1.e is performed at the same time as the 10 CFR 50 Appendix J Type A tests
whose frequency is a minimum of once every 40 months. Thus, after reviewing the
results of the failed test, the Commission has reserved implicitlythe right to require this
test at more frequent intervals such as each refueling outage (after the first test failure),
rather than waiting for two consecutive test failures which could be 40 months apart.
The removal of this CTS requirement is a Less Restrictive (L) change that will require a
more detailed technical justification for review by the staff, and may be considered as a
beyond scope of review item for this conversion.

Comment: This is a Less Restrictive (L) change. Provide additional justification,
NSHE and revise CTS as applicable.
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Licensee Response:

3.6.1.1-5 DOC A.11
JFD 3
Bases JFD 2
CTS 4.6.2.1.e
ITS SR 3.6.1.1.2 and Associated Bases

CTS 4.6.2.1.e.3 states that the provisions of CTS 4.0.2 do not apply when conducting
the drywell-to-suppression chamber bypass leakage test. This requirement according
to DOC A.11 is not retained in ITS SR 3.6.1.1.2. The bases for this deletion is that the
test is performed in accordance with the 10 CFR 50 Appendix J Testing Program.
Even though the 10 CFR 50 Appendix J Testing Program Plan specified in CTS
6.8.4.f/ITS 5.5.12 states that CTS 4.0.2/ITS SR 3.0.2 does not apply, there is a second
frequency associated with CTS 4.6.2.1.e to which CTS 4.6.1.2.1.e.3 applies that is the
frequency of every refueling outage specified in CTS 4.6.2.1.e.2. This frequency
changed to 24 months in the CTS markup is the second frequency associated with ITS
SR 3.6.1.1.2. See Comment Numbers 3.6.0-1 and 3.6.1.1-6. Because this second
frequency is specified in ITS SR 3.6.1.1.2 with no CTS 4.0.2 restriction associated with
it, the 24 month frequency may be extended by 25% as permitted by ITS SR 3.0.2.
This is unacceptable. ITS SR 3.6.1.1.2 needs to retain the requirements of CTS
4.6.2.1.e.3 for the second frequency.
Comment: Revise the CTS/ITS markup to show the retention of CTS 4.6.2.1.e.3 and
provide the appropriate discussion and justification for this Administrative change. See
Comment Numbers 3.6.0-1 and 3.6.1.1-6.

Licensee Response:

3.6.1.1-6 Not used

3.6.1.1-7 'DOC L.2
CTS 3.0.3
CTS 3.6.1.1 ACTIONS
CTS 3.6.2.1 ACTIONS
ITS 3.6.1.1 ACTIONS

CTS 3.6.2.1 ACTIONS restrict reactor coolant heat up beyond 200'F if the drywell-to-
suppression chamber bypass leakage rates are outside established limits. The CTS
markup of CTS 3.6.2.1 changes this requirement to ITS 3.6.1.1 ACTIONS A and B.
This change is characterized as a Less Restrictive (L) change since the CTS ACTIONS
are non-specific as to the appropriate required actions and ITS 3.6.1.1 ACTION A'
Completion Time of 1 hour is less restrictive than CTS requirements. This change is
incorrect. As currently written in the CTS markup, no remedial actions are provided if
the reactor coolant temperature is >200'Mode 3) and the drywell-to-suppression-
chamber bypass leakage rates are outside established limits. In this case, CTS 3.0.3
or CTS 3.6.1.1 ACTIONS are to be entered since they are equivalent. Because ITS
3.6.1.1 ACTIONS are the same as both CTS 3.6.1.1 ACTIONS and CTS 3.0.3, the
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replacement of these CTS ACTION requirements by the ACTIONS of ITS 3.6.1 is an
Administrative Change not a Less Restrictive (L) change.

Comment: This is an Administrative Change. Revise the DOC and CTS appropriately.

Licensee Response:

3.6.1.1-8 JFD 1

Bases JFD 2
Bases JFD 5
CTS 4.6.1.1.a
CTS 4.6.1.1.c
CTS 3/4.6.1.2
CTS 4.6.2.1.e
STS SR 3.6.1.1.1
ITS SR 3.6.1.1.1, SR 3.6.1.1.2 and Associated Bases

CTS 4.6.1.1a and c, 3/4.6.1.2 and 4.6.2.1.e require leak rate testing in accordance with
the 10 CFR 50 Appendix J Testing Program Plan which is based on the requirements
of 10 CFR 50 Appendix J, Option B. STS SR 3.6.1.1.1 requires the visual examination
and leakage rate testing be performed in accordance with 10 CFR 50 Appendix J as
modified by approved exemptions. ITS SR 3.6.1.1.1 modifies STS SR 3.6.1.1.1 to
conform to CTS 4.6.1.1a and c and 3/4.6.1.2 as modified in the CTS markup. The STS
is based on Appendix J, Option A while the CTS and ITS are based on Appendix J,
Option B. Changes to the STS with'regards to Option A versus Option B are covered
by a letter from Mr. Christopher I. Grimes to Mr. David J. Modeen, NEI, dated 11/2/95
and TSTF - 52, as modified by staff comments 10/96 and 12/98. While the changes to
ITS 3.6.1.1 and ITS 3.6.1.2 are in conformance with the above documents, the
changes to ITS 3.6.1.3 and the Bases associated with ITS 3.6.1.1, ITS 3.6.1.2 and ITS
3.6.1.3 are not in conformance with the letter and TSTF-52 as modified by staff
comments. See Comment Numbers 3.6.1.2-4 and 3.6.1.3-14.

Comment: Licensee should r'evise its submittal to conform to the 11/2/95 letter and
TSTF-52 modified by the staff. See Comment Numbers 3.6.1.2-4 and 3.6.1.3-14.

Licensee Response:

3.6.1.2 Prima Containment AirLocks
3.6.1.2-1 DOC L.3

CTS 3.6.1.3 ACTIONs a.1 and c
ITS 3.6.1.2 Required Actions A.1 and C.2

CTS 3.6.1.3 ACTION a.1 and c requires that with an airlock door or airlock inoperable
that at least one airlock door be maintained closed. The CTS markup indicates through
DOC L.3 that the word "maintain" is changed to "verify"and one hour is allowed to
complete this verification. The change is characterized as a Less Restrictive (L)
change". The justification (DOC L.3) does not provide sufficient information to conclude
that the change is a Less Restrictive (L) change. However, because no time limit is

specified in the CTS other than the 'Within 24 hours" to lock the OPERABLE airlock
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door dosed or restore the inoperable airlock to OPERABLE status, the staff concludes
that th'e change is a More Restrictive change.

Comment: Revise the CTS markup and provide a discussion and justification for this
More Restrictive change.

Licensee Response:

3.6.1.2-2 DOC L.5
CTS 4.6.1.3.a.1
ITS 5.5.12

CTS 4.6.1.3.a.1 requires verifying the air lock door. seal leakage rate is within limitonce
per 7 days when the air lock is opened for multiple entries. The CTS markup and DOC
L.5 state that the "once per 7 days" is changed to "once per 30 days". This change is
applicable to the conversion of CTS 3/4.6.1.2 to ITS 5.5.12.

Comment: DOC L.5 is being evaluated.

Licensee Response: No response required

3.6.1.2-3 Not used

3.6.1.2-4 Bases JFD.1
Bases JFD 5
ITS B3.6.1.2 Bases - LCO and SR 3.6.1.2.1

See Comment Number 3.6.1.1-8

Comment: See Comment Number 3.6.1.1-8

Licensee Response:

3.6.1.2-5 Bases JFD 3
STS B3.6.1.2 Bases - ACTIONS
ITS 3.6.1.2 ACTIONS Note 1 and Associated Bases

ITS 3.6.1.2 ACTIONS Note'1 states that entry and exit is permissible to perform repairs
of the affected air lock components. The first paragraph in ITS B3.6.1.2 Bases-
ACTIONS provides a discussion on the intent of this Note. The ITS modifies this
discussion based on editorial changes made for enhanced clarity (Bases JFD 3). The
staff does not agree that the changes are editorial nor do they enhance clarity, but
change the meaning of the discussion. The first change is to the second sentence.
The STS words "may be easily accessed for most repairs" has been changed in the

ITS'o

"may be accessed to repair." The STS wording states that if the other air lock door is
inoperable, most but not all repairs can be made from outside the airlock. The ITS
change implies that all repairs can be made from outside the airlock. The second ITS





change is to the fourth sentence. The STS words "(during access through the
OPERABLE door)" has been changed in the ITS to "(during access through the
OPERABLE outer door). " The STS words do not imply which door (inner or outer) is
inoperable or OPERABLE, while the ITS words specifically limits the OPERABLE door
to the outer door, thus the inner.may never be repaired.

Comment: Delete these changes.

Licensee Response:

3.6.1.2-6 CTS 4.6.1.3.c
STS SR 3.6.1.2.3 and Associated Bases
ITS SR 3.6.1.2.2 and Associated Bases

STS SR 3.6.1.2.3 requires verifying only one door in the airlock will open at a time at
six month intervals. The interval is modified in ITS SR 3.6.1.2.2 from 6 months to 24
months. This modification is in accordance with TSTF-17; however, the Bases changes
are not in accordance with TSTF-17.

Comment: Revise the ITS Bases to be in accordance with TSTF-17 or justify the
deviations.

Licensee Response:

3.6.1.3 Prima Containment Isolation Valves PCIVs
3.6.1.3-1 DOC A.17 (CTS 1.0)

DOC A.2 (ITS 3.6.1.1)
CTS 1.31
CTS 3/4.6.1.1
ITS 3.6.1.3 and Associated Bases

See Comment Number 3.6.1.1-1.

Comment: See Comment Number 3.6.1.1-1.

Licensee Response:
N

3.6.1.3-2 DOC A.2
DOC A.3
DOC L.5
JFD 1

Bases JFD 6
Bases JFD 7
CTS 3.4.7 ACTIONS
CTS 3.6.1.7 ACTIONS
CTS 3.6.3 ACTIONS
ITS 3.6.1.3 ACTION Notes and Associated Bases
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The CTS markup of CTS 3/4.6.3 adds four Notes to CTS 3.6.3 Actions. The markup
justifies the addition of these Notes. The CTS markup of CTS 3/4.6.1.7 and 3.4.7 do
not show the addition of the four Notes to the Actions of CTS 3.6.1.7 and 3.4.7. Based
on the structure and format of the CTS markup these Notes need to be added to the
markups of CTS 3/4.6.1.7 and 3/4.4.7 because they also apply to these CTS. The
justifications used to add these Notes to CTS 3.6.3 were based on CTS 3.6.3 and
therefore they may not be applicable to CTS 3.6.1.7 and 3/4.4.7. See Comment
Number 3.6.1.3-5.

Comment: Revise the CTS markup of CTS 3/4.6.1.7 and 3.4.7 to add the four ITS
ACTION Notes and provide the appropriate discussion and justification for these
changes. See'Comment Number 3.6.1.3-5.

Licensee Response:

3.6.1.3-3 DOC A.7
DOC LD.1
JFD 5
JFD 8
Bases JFD 1

Bases JFD 7
CTS 4.3.7.7.c, 4.6.3.2, 4.6.3.4, and 4.6.3.5.b
ITS SR 3:6.1.3.8, SR 3.6.1.3.9, SR 3.6.1.3.10 and Associated Bases

See Comment Number 3.6.0-1.

Comment: See Comment Number 3.6.0-1.

Licensee Response: No response required.

3.6.1.3-4 DOC M.3
DOC L.15
JFD 5
JFD 8
Bases JFD 3
Bases JFD 7
CTS 3.6.1.7 ACTION a and Associated Footnote
CTS 4.6.1.7
STS SR 3.6.1.3.2 and Associated Bases
ITS SR 3.6.1.3.1 and Associated Bases

CTS 4.6.1.7. has been modified by the addition of ITS SR 3.6.1.3.1. ITS SR 3.6.1.3.1
Note 2 modifies STS SR 3.6.1.3.2 Note 2 to reflect the requirements specified in the
Footnote associated with CTS 3.6.1.7 ACTION a. The proposed modification does not
reflect the requirements specified in the Footnote associated with CTS 3.6.1.7 ACTION
a. The staff believes that the "or" between conditions "a" and "b" should be an "and"

and that the phrase "and one SGT subsystem is OPERABLE" should be deleted since
the CTS requires suspension of venting/purging if one SGT is inoperable. The
proposed Note would not require this. In addition, the deletion of the STS phrase "The
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drywell [purge supply and exhaust] lines are isolated" is not properly justified. The
justification used for this deletion (JFD 5) has nothing to do with the purge valves.

Comment: Revise the ITS markup to correctly reflect the CTS requirements and
provide the appropriate discussions and justifications for this change.

Licensee Response:

3.6.1.3-5 DOC L.5
CTS 3.6.3 and Associated * Footnote
CTS 3.6.3 ACTIONS and Associated Footnote
ITS 3.6.3 ACTION Note 1, SR 3.6.1.3.2, SR 3.6.1.3.3 and Associated Bases

The footnote associated with CTS 3.6.3 and 3.6.3 ACTIONS allow closed or locked, or
sealed dosed PCIVs to be opened intermittently under administrative controls. The
requirements become Note 1 to ITS 3.6.1.3 ACTIONS and Note 2 to ITS SR 3.6.1.3.2
and SR 3.6.1.3.3. The change is characterized as a Less Restrictive (L) change. This
is incorrect. This change for CTS 3.6.3 ACTIONS is an Administrative change, since
there is no chan'ge in requirements only in location.

Comment: Revise the CTS markup and provide a discussion and justification for this
Administrative change.

Licensee Response:

3.6.1.3-6 DOC L.7
CTS 4.6.3.2
ITS SR 3.6.1.3.8 and Associated Bases

CTS 4.6.3.2 requires an automatic valve test at least once per 18 months during cold
shutdown or refueling. ITS SR 3.6.1.3.8 requires the same test on a frequency of 24
months. See Comment Number 3.6.0-1 and 3.6.1.3-3. The CTS markup shows that
the test frequency detail of "during COLD SHUTDOWN or REFUELING" as being
relocated to a licensee-controlled document that is not under regulatory program
controls. The justification is incorrect. The details on when the test is to be performed
are found in the Bases for ITS SR 3.6.1.3.8. The description in the Bases would
require the test be performed during cold shutdown or refueling, thus the change is a
Less Restrictive (LA) change rather than a Less Restrictive (L) change.

Comment: This information is relocated to ITS B3.6.1.3 Bases - SR 3.6.1.3.8, and the
change is a Less Restrictive (LA) change. Revise DOC L.7 appropriately.

License Response:

3.6.1.3.7 DOC L.9
JFD 5
Bases JFD 7
CTS 4.6.3.4
ITS SR 3.6.1.3.9 and Associated Bases





CTS 4.6.3.4 verifies that each EFCV is OPERABLE by "verifying that the valve, checks
flow." The corresponding ITS SR 3.6.1.3.9 verifies that each EFCV activates to its
isolation position. The "checks flow" in CTS 4.6.3.4 implies that the flow is stopped with
no leakage. The "activates to its isolation position" in ITS SR 3.6.1.3.9 only verifies that
the EFCV closes, it does not imply that there is no leakage. A closed valve can leak.
The justification provided for this Less Restrictive change. (DOC L.9) does not provide
sufficient information to evaluate this change, and based on the information provided, it
can be considered as a change in the current licensing basis. Thus it would be
considered ys a beyond scope of review item for this conversion. It should be noted
that the corresponding STS SR in NUREG 1433 does allow some leakage.

Comment: Delete this change.

Licensee Response:

3.6.1.3-8 DOC L.10
JFD 4
Bases JFD 7
CTS 4.6.1.1.b and Associated* Footnote
ITS SR 3.6.1.3.3 and Associated Bases

CTS 4.6.1.1.b verifies that all primary containment penetrations not capable of being
closed by OPERABLE automatic isolation valves and required to be closed during
accident conditions are closed by valves, blind flanges, or deactivated automatic valves
secured in their closed position on a 31 day frequency except valves that are locked,
sealed or otherwise secured in the closed position and are inside containment. These
valves are verified during COLD SHUTDOWN except such verification need not be
performed when the primary containment has not been de-inerted since the last
verification or more often than once every 92 days. The corresponding ITS SR for this
CTS surveillance (valves inside containment) is ITS SR 3.6.1.3.3. DOC L.10 justifies
changing "locked, sealed..." requirement to "not locked, sealed...," but it does not
address the change in frequency from 31 days for valves inside containment that are
not locked, sealed or otherwise secured in the closed position to the CTS/ITS
frequency of "prior to entering MODE 2...previous 92 days." This change is a Less
Restrictive (L) change. See Comment Numbers 3.6.1.3-9 and 3.6.1.3-13.

Comment: Provide additional discussion and justification for this Less Restrictive (L)
change. See Comment Numbers 3.6.1.3-9 and 3.6.1.3-13.

Licensee Response:

3.6.1.3-9 DOC L.10
Bases JFD 7
CTS 4.6.1.1.b and Associated** Footnote
ITS SR 3.6.1.3.2, SR 3.6.1.3.3 and Associated Bases

CTS 4.6.1.1.b, 'its Associated** Footnote, ITS SR 3.6.1.3.2 and ITS SR 3.6.1.3.3 have
been modified to exclude those valves which are locked, sealed or otherwise secured
from the closure verification. This change implements TSTF-45. While the change to





the ITS SRs is in accordance with the TSTF, the Bases changes are not in accordance
with TSTF-45.

Comment: Licensee should revise its submittal to conform to TSTF-45.

Licensee Response:

3.6.1.3-10 DOC L.12
JFD 3
JFD7
Bases JFD 1

Bases JFD 4
Bases JFD 7
Bases JFD 13
CTS 3.6.1.2 ACTIONS
STS 3.6.1.1 ACTIONS
STS 3.6;1.3 ACTIONS A, B, C, and D
ITS 3.6.1.1 ACTIONS
ITS 3.6.:I.3 ACTIONS A, 8, C, D, and Associated Bases

a. STS 3.6.1.3 ACTION D has been modified in ITS 3.6.1.3 ACTION D to reflect what
the licensee states is potential inconsistencies between valve leakage and inoperability.
Three changes have been made to STS 3.6.1.3 ACTION D; they are changes
associated with (1) secondary containment bypass leakage, (2) main steam isolation
valve (MSIV) leakage, and (3) hydrostatic tested valve leakage. The changes
associated with changes 1 and 2 are encompassed by TSTF-207 Rev O. See
Comment Number 3.6.1.3-11 for concerns on TSTF-207 Rev 0 changes. With regards
to the changes associated with the hydrostatically tested valve leakage, the hydrostatic
test leakage is considered as part of the 10 CFR 50 Appendix J Type 8 and C leakage
and thus is covered by STS 3.6.1.1 ACTIONS and 3.6.1.3 ACTION A, B, and C for
PCIVs. This change has been proposed as TSTF-207 Rev 1. In TSTF-207 Rev 1 the
72 hour Completion Time pre-supposed that the hydrostatically tested valves are in
penetrations with single valves and a closed system, thus the Completion Time is
based on STS ACTION C as revised by TSTF 30. 10 CFR 50 Appendix J Option A and
B do not limit the Type B and C hydrostatic tests that are done to just those
penetrations in a closed system with a single valve. Thus this change would allow
additional time (72 hours versus 4 hours) for penetrations with two valves that are
hydrostatically tested. DOC L.10 states that some of the hydrostatically tested valves
are in penetrations with two valves. TSTF-207 Rev 1 and DOC L.10 do not justify this
change (4 hours to 72 hours). For this and other reasons, the staff has rejected this
portion of TSTF-207 Rev.l. These changes and the changes made to ITS B3.6.1.3
Bases -D.1 are not in accordance with TSTF-207 Rev O.

Comment: Delete these generic changes discussed in paragraph a. above. Licensee
should revise its submittal to conform to TSTF-207 Rev O.

Licensee Resp'onse:

3.6.1.3-11 Not used.~ ~ ~
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3.6.1.3-12 DOC L.12
JFD 16
Bases JFD 7
CTS 3.6.1.7.a
CTS 3.6.1.7 ACTION b
ITS 3.6.1.8 ACTION E and Associated Bases

CTS 3.6.1.7.a and ACTION b requires excessive leaking purge supply and exhaust
valves to be restored to OPERABLE status within 24 hours. ITS 3.6.1.3 ACTION E
only applies to the purge exhaust valves. No ACTIONS are provided for the purge
supply valves. DOD L.12 implies but does not state explicitly that the ITS 3.6.1.3
ACTION D applies because the valves are considered secondary containment bypass
leakage paths. This is, however, is stated in JFD 16. If this is the case then the
change would be a More Restrictive change not a Less Restrictive (L) change (24
hours to 4 hours) and either ITS 3.6.1.3 ACTION D or its Associated Bases needs to be
changed to reflect this. However, the staff cannot determine based on the Bases
discussions, the DOCs and the JFDs how the supply purge valve system differs from
any other BWR supply purge system such that it would be considered as a secondary
containment bypass leakage path. Furthermore, if the supply purge system is a
secondary bypass leakage path why isn't the exhaust also a potential bypass leakage
path.

Comment: Revise the CTS/ITS markup and provide additional discussion and
justification for the changes.

Licensee Response:

3.6.1.3-13 JFD 6
Bases JFD 7
CTS 4.6.1 ~ 1.b and Associated **Footnote
STS 3.6.1.3 ACTION C
ITS 3.6.1.3 ACTION C and Associated Bases

CTS 4.6.1.1.b and its Associated** Footnote are being incorporated into ITS 3.6.1.3
ACTION C. STS 3.6.1.3 Required Action C.2 and its associated Completion Times has
been modified in ITS 3.6.1.3 Required Action C.2, and its associated Completion
Times to account for penetrations in closed systems with a single valve either inside
containment or outside containment. No justification is provided for the change
associated with valves inside containment. Based on CTS 4.6.1.1.b and the discussion
in Comrrfent Number 3.6.1.3-8 this change would be a Less Restrictive (L) change. In
addition, the change may be generic and may already be covered by ITS 3.6.1.3
Required ACTION C.2 Note 1. See Comment Number 3.6.1.3-20 for additional
concerns which may impact this change.

Comment: Revise the CTS/ITS markup and provide additional discussion and
justification on this Less Restrictive (L) change to show that it is plant specific and that
there are penetrations with single valves inside containment. See Comment Numbers
3.6.1.3-8 and 3.6.1.3-20.
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Licensee Response:

3.6.1.3-14 JFD 8
Bases JFD2
STS SR 3.6.1.3.9, SR 3.6.1.3.11, and Associated Bases
ITS SR 3.6.1.3.11, SR 3.6.1.3.13 and Associated Bases

See Comment Number 3.6.1 ~ 1-8.

Comment: See Comment Number 3.6.1.1-8.

Licensee Response:

3.6.1.3-15 Bases JFD 3
ITS B3.6.1.3 Bases - BACKGROUND

The second paragraph of ITS B3.6.1.3 Bases - BACKGROUND is modified by the
phrase "(which includes plugs, caps, and other suitable closure devices)." The
justification provided for this change (Bases JFD 3) does not provide sufficient
information with regards to the acceptability of these items as isolation devices. A
similar type change was proposed in TSTF-196 which was rejected by the staff. See
Comment Numbers 3.6.1.3-22, 3.6.4.2-4 and 3.6.4.2-8.
Comment: Delete this change. See Comment Numbers 3.6.1.3-22, 3.6.4.2-4 and
3.6.4.2-8.

Licensee Response:

3.6.1.3-16 Not used

3.6.1.3-17 Bases JFD 3
ITS B3.6.1.3 Bases - SR 3.6.1.3.11

ITS B3.6.1.3 Bases - SR 3.6.1.3.11 is modified by "Insert SR 3.6.1.3.11." Insert - SR
3.6.1.3.11 states in part "...actions are required to be taken in accordance with ACTION
C." ITS 3.6.1.3 ACTION C has nothing to do with MSIV leakage. ITS 3.6.1.3 ACTION
D would be the appropriate ACTION reference.

Comment: Correct this discrepancy.

Licensee Response:

3.6.1.3-18 Bases JFD 7
STS B3.6.1.3 Bases - SR 3.6.1.3.2
ITS B3.6.1.3 Bases - SR 3.6.1.3.1

STS B3.6.1.3 Bases - SR 3.6.1.3.2 states the following: "Ifa purge valve is
open...inoperable. If the inoperable valve...limits." ITS B3.6.1.3 Bases -'SR 3.6.1.3.1
deletes these sentences. The justification used (Bases JFD 7) states the deletion
reflects changes made to the specification. No such changes have been made to the
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specification which would allow the deletion of these sentences. In addition, the
sentences are valid for NMP-2.

Comment: Delete this change.

Licensee Response:

3.6.1.3-19 JFD 2
Bases JFD7
STS SR 3.6.1.3.10 and Associated Bases
ITS SR 3.6.1.3.12 and Associated Bases

STS B3.6.1.3 Bases-SR 3.6.1.3.10 describes a Note 1 that is added to STS SR
3.6.1.3.10. STS SR 3.6.1.3.10 does not contain such a Note, however, BWR 16
justification C.5, approved by the staff, added this Note to STS SR 3.6.1.3.10. It was
inadvertently omitted in Revision 1 to the NUREGs. TSB 13 has been generated to
correct this problem. ITS B3.6.1.3 Bases SR 3.6.1.3.12 deletes this Note description
based on Bases JFD 7. This is incorrect. Bases JFD 7 has nothing to do with this
Note. A justification similar to JFD 2 would be a more appropriate justification for
deleting the Note description.

Comment: Provide additional discussion and justification for the deletion of this Note
description.

Licensee Response:

3.6.1.3-20 Bases JFD 11
STS 3.6.1.3 ACTION C and Associated Bases
ITS 3.6.1.3 ACTIONS and Associated Bases

ITS 3.6.1.3 ACTION C and its Associated Bases modifies STS 3.6.1.3 ACTION C and
its Associated Bases to incorporate TSTF-30. The changes to ITS 3.6.1.3 ACTION C is
not in accordance with TSTF-30, in particular the Note Associated with Condition C
should read "Only applicable to penetration flow paths with only one PCIV and a closed
system."

Comment: Licensee to update submittal to conform to TSTF-30.

Licensee Response:

3.6.1.3-21 Bases JFD 12
STS B3.6.1.3 Bases - LCO
ITS B3.6.1.3 Bases - LCO

STS 83.6.1.3 Bases - LCO in the third paragraph first sentence states the following:
"The normally closed PCIVs are considered OPERABLE when...automatic valves are
de-activated and secured in their closed position,..." ITS 83.6.1.3 Bases - LCO deletes
the words "automatic valves are deactivated and secured in their closed position." The
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justification used for this deletion (Bases JFD 12) states that it is for consistency with
similar phrases or with the Specification. This is unacceptable. The sentence deals
with those PCIVs manual or otherwise that during normal operation are closed. This
defines for these valves their OPERABILITY. Based on the discussion in ITS 83.6.1.3-
Bases BACKGROUND, NMP-2 does contain in their design de-activated automatic
valves secured in their closed position. Thus the phrase cannot be deleted.

J

Comment: Delete this change.

Licensee Response:

3.6.1.3-22 Bases JFD 12
STS B3.6.1.3 Bases - C.1 and C.2, SR 3.6.1.3.3 and SR 3.6.1.3.4
ITS B3.6.1.3 Bases - C.1 and C.2, SR 3.6.1.3.2 and SR 3.6.1.3.3

In a number of places, ITS 83.6.1.3 Bases changes the STS words "valves and blind
flanges", "these valves," and "PCIVs" to the generic term "isolation devices". The
change is incorrect. The term "isolation device" is not defined in the Bases and based
on its intended use encompasses more than just valves, it would include blind flanges,
plugs, caps, and other suitable closure devices (See Comment Numbers 3.6.1.3-15
and 3.6.4.2-4). In all cases where the change was made the discussion concerned the
applicability of the Note and/or the verification of valve misposition. Blind flanges,
plugs, caps and other suitable closure devices cannot be mispositioned. They are fixed
isolation devices. Thus the STS words are the correct words. See Comment Numbers
3.6.1.3-24 and 3.6.4.2-8.

Comment: Delete this change. See Comment Numbers 3.6.1.3-15, 3.6.1.3-24,
3.6.4.2-4 and 3.6.4.2-8.

Licensee Response:

3.6.1.3-23 Bases JFD 12
STS 3.6.1.3 Required Actions A.2 Notes, C.2 Notes, E.2 Notes, and Associated
Bases
ITS 3.6.1.3 Required Actions A.2 Notes, C.2 Notes, E.2 Notes and Associated
Bases

STS 3.6.1.3 Required Actions A.2 Notes, C.2 Notes, E.2 Notes and their Associated
Bases have been modified by TSTF-269. ITS 3.6.1.3 Required ACTIONS A.2 Notes,
C.2 Notes, E.2 No'tes and their Associated Bases incorporates the changes made by
TSTF-269. The changes made to ITS 3.6.1.3 and the Associated Bases are in
accordance with TSTF-269 except for the changes made to ITS B3.6.1.3 Bases - E.1,
E.2 and E.3.'he change is improperly located and "Insert E.2" differs from TSTF-269
"Insert 3". Insufficient justification (Bases JFD 12) is provided for a potentially generic
change.

Comment: Licensee to update the submittal to conform to TSTF-269.

Licensee Response:
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3.6.1.3-24 Bases JFD 12
STS B3.6.1.3 Bases - SR 3.6.1.3.3
ITS B3.6.1.3 Bases - SR 3.6.1.3.2

The last sentence in the first paragraph of STS 83.6.1.3 Bases - SR 3.6.1.3.3 states
the following: "Since verification of valve position for PCIVs..." ITS B3.6.1.3 Bases - SR
3.6.1.3.2 deletes the word "valve" from the sentence. The justification used for this
deletion (Bases JFD 12) bases the deletion on consistency. This is incorrect. Based
on the discussion associated with Comment Number 3.6.1.3-22, the word "valve"
cannot be deleted.

Comment: Delete this change.

Licensee Response:

3.6.1.3-25 CTS 3.6.1.1 ACTIONS
CTS 4.6.1.1.b
ITS 3.6.1.3 ACTIONS
ITS SR 3.6.1.3.2, SR 3.6.1.3.3 and Associated Bases

CTS 4.6.1.1.b verifies that all penetrations not capable of being closed by OPERABLE
automatic isolation valves and required to be closed during accident conditions are
closed by valves, blind flanges, or deactivated automatic valves secured in their
positions. The corresponding ITS SRs for this CTS surveillance are ITS SR 3.6.1.3.2
for valves outside containment and ITS SR 3.6.1.3.3 for valves inside containment. If
CTS 4.6.1.1.b cannot be met, the ACTIONS of CTS 3.6.1.1 are entered which require
restoration of valve OPERABILITYwithin 1 hour or shutdown within the following 36
hours. If ITS SR 3.6.1.3.2 or ITS SR 3.6.1.3.3 cannot be met, the ACTIONS of ITS
3.6.1.3 are entered which allows for one valve inoperable between 4 hours and 72
hours depending on the'type of penetration to restore valve OPERABILITYbefore
shutdown commences. This Less Restrictive (L) change to the CTS is not justified.

Comment: Revise the CTS markup to show this Less Restrictive change and provide
the appropriate discussions and justifications.

Licensee Response:

3.6.1.4 D ell and Su ression Chamber Pressure
3.6.1.4-1 Bases JFD 2

STS 83.6.1.4 Bases - BACKGROUND
ITS B3.6.1.4 Bases - BACKGROUND

The last sentence in the third paragraph of STS B3.6.1.4 Bases - BACKGROUND
states the following: "Therefore the Specification Pressure limits of [-0.1 and 1.0 psid]
were established (Ref.2)." ITS B3.6.1.4 Bases - BACKGROUND deletes this sentence
based on changes made to reflect plant specific nomenclature, system description or
analysis description (Bases JFD 2). This is insufficient justification for this deletion.
The pressures specified in ITS B3.6.1.4 Bases - BACKGROUND and APPLICABLE
SAFETY ANALYSES specify the containment design pressure. The STS statement



I
y4

h

41

I'



establishes where the LCO pressure limits were determined. The statement needs to
be retained so that the Bases discussion is complete.

Comment: Correct this discrepancy.

Licensee Response:

3.6.1.5 D ell AirTem erature
3.6.1.5-1 Not used

3.6.1.5-2 Bases JFD 2
ITS B3.6.1.5 Bases - LCO

ITS B3.6.1.5 Bases - LCO states the following: "...the peak accident temperature is
maintained below the design temperature and less than the design negative differential
pressure across the primary containment boundary." This sentence does not make
sense and is incomplete in that there is no correlation stated between the accident
temperature and design negative differential pressure.

Comment: Correct this discrepancy.

Licensee Response:

3.6.1.6ResidualHeat Removal RHR D ellS ra S stem
3.6.,1.6-1 DOC A.1

DOC A.2
DOC A.3
DOC LA. 1

DOC LA. 2
DOC L.1
DOC L.2
JFD 1

JFD 2
, JFD3

JFD4
JFD 5
Bases JFD 1

Bases JFD 2
Bases JFD 3
Bases JFD 4
CTS 3/4.6.2.2
ITS 3.6.1.6 and Associated Bases
ITS 3.6.2.4 and Associated Bases

The structure and wording of CTS 3/4.6.6.2 implies that the RHR Suppression Pool and
Drywell Spray System is one system not two independent systems as presented in ITS
3.6.1.6 and ITS 3.6.2.4. Insufficient information is provided in the DOCs, JFDs, Bases
JFDs and Bases for ITS 3.6.1.6 and 3.6.2.4 for the staff to conclude that these are two
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independent systems and that CTS 3/4.6.6.2 should be split into two systems
specifications.

Comment: Provide additional discussion and justification to show that the design of
the RHR Suppression Pool and Drywell Spray System warrants two specifications. The
licensee, as a fninimum, needs to provide a description of system/subsystem operation
and alignment and appropriate PIDs.

Licensee Response:

3.6.1.6-2 DOC A.2
CTS 3.6.2.2 ACTION b and Associated'ootnote
ITS 3.6.1.6 ACTION C

With both suppression chamber and/or drywell spray loops inoperable, CTS 3.6.2.2
ACTION b requires the restoration of at least one loop to OPERABLE status within 8
hours or be in COLD SHUTDOWN (MODE 4) within 36 hours. The ACTION statement
is modified by a footnote which states that "ifunable to attain COLD SHUTDOWN as
required by this ACTION, maintain reactor coolant temperature as low as practical by
use of alternate heat removal methods." The footnote allows the plant to remain in
HOT SHUTDOWN (MODE 3) indefinitely. The CTS markup shows this footnote as
being deleted, and justifies the deletion as an Administrative change (DOC A.2). This
is incorrect. ITS 3.6.1.6 ACTION.C requires being in MODE 4 within 36 hours with no
allowance to remain in MODE 3 beyond the 36 hours as allowed by the CTS.
Remaining in MODE 3 beyond the 36 hours in the ITS would constitute a violation of

TS which is not the case in the CTS.: Thus the change is a More Restrictive change.
This discussion is also applicable to similar changes made in the CTS markups for ITS
3.6.2.3 and 3.6.2.4. See Comment Numbers 3.6.2.3-1 and 3.6.2.4-3.

Comment: Revise the CTS markup and provide additional discussion and justification
for this More Restrictive change. See Comment Numbers 3.6.2.3-1 and 3.6.2.4-3.

Licensee Response:

3.6.1.6-3 DOC LA.1
DOC L.1
Bases JFD 2
CTS 3.6.2.2.b
CTS 4.6.2.2.b
ITS B3.6.1.6 Bases - BACKGROUND, LCO and ACTIONS B.1

CTS 3.6.2.2.b requires an OPERABLE flow path capable of recirculating water from the
suppression pool through an RHR heat exchanger and the suppression chamber and
drywell spray spargers. CTS 4.6.2.2.b verifies the minimum required flow rate through
this OPERABLE flow path. The CTS markup and ITS B3.6.1.6 Bases-
BACKGROUND and LCO do not adopt the OPERABILITYrequirement for the RHR
heat exchanger. The deletion justified in DOC L.1 and implied by Base JFD 2 is based
on the premise that the RHR heat exchangers are not credited in the accident analysis.
The staff finds this change unacceptable. Based on the wording of the CTS, the





discussion in DOC L.1 with regards to inadvertent operation of the spray system and
the Bases discussions, the staff finds that the system is not different and is operated no
differently than any other BWR Suppression Pool and Drywell Spray System, which
requires the RHR heat exchangers to be OPERABLE in the RHR spray mode of
operation. Thus the staff finds that this change to be a beyond scope of review item for
conversion. This discussion is also applicable to similar changes made in the CTS
markup for ITS 3.6.2.4. See Comment Number 3.6.2.4-4.

Comment: Delete this change. See Comment Number 3.6.2.4-4.

Licensee Response: No response required.

3.6.1.6-4 JFD 3
Bases JFD 1

CTS 3.6.2.2.b
CTS 4.6.2.2.b .

STS 3.6.1.7.2 and Associated Bases

CTS 3.6.2.2.b requires an OPERABLE flow path capable of recirculating water from the
suppression pool through an RHR heat exchanger and the suppression chamber and
drywell spray spargers. CTS 4.6.2.2.b verifies the minimum required flow rate through
a portion of this OPERABLE flow path. STS SR 3.6.1.7.2 which is the corresponding
SR for this CTS surveillance is not adopted. However, ITS 3.6.2.4 includes this
surveillance as SR 3.6.2.4.2 and JFD 3 states STS 3.6.1.7.2 which is the same as this
CTS 4.6.2.2.b is met in ITS SR 3.6.2.3.2. Therefore, rather than delete the STS SR
requirement, the ITS SR should retain; or, at least modify it to refer to ITS SR 3.6.2.3.2
and/or SR 3.6.2.4.2.

Comment: Revise the CTS/ITS markups to show that CTS 4.6.2.2.b is covered in ITS
3.6.1.6. Provide additional discussion and justification for this change.

Licensee Response:

3.6.1.6-5 Not used

3.6.1.6-6 Bases JFD 4
STS B3.6.1.7 Bases - A.1 and B.1
ITS B3.6.1.6 Bases - A.1 and B.1

STS B3.6.1.7 Bases - A.1 and B.1 use the phrase "In this Condition..." ITS B3.6.1.6
Bases - A.1 and 8.1 decapitalizes the "C" in "Condition" and justifies it as a change
made for consistency with other similar phrases in the ITS Bases. This is incorrect.
The condition referred to in the sentence is Condition A or Condition B and not the
system operating or physical condition. Therefore, it should be "Condition" rather than
"condition".

Comment: Correct this discrepancy.
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Licensee Response:

3.6.1.7 Su ression Chamber-to-D ell Vacuum Breakers
3.6.1.7-1 DOC A.1

CTS 3/4.6.4
ITS 3.6.1.7

CTS 3/4.6.4 has been converted into the Improved Technical Specifications
requirements using the guidance of NUREG-1433 for STS 3.6.1.8, Suppression
Chamber-to-Drywell Vacuum Breakers. DOC A.1 states that this ITS is based upon
the guidance provided in NUREG-1434 which contradicts with the presentation of the
ITS markup.

Comment: Revise DOC A.1 to be consistent.

Licensee Response:

3.6.1.7-2 DOC A.2
JFD4
Bases JFD 5
CTS 3.6.4 ACTION b
ITS 3.6.1.7 Conditions B and C and Associated Bases.

The CTS markup of CTS 3.6.4 ACTION b is modified by the addition of a Note to allow
separate condition entry for.each suppression chamber-to-drywell vacuum breaker.
The effect of adding this Note to ITS 3.6.1.7 Conditions B and C would permit vacuum
breaker inoperabilities to co-exist in all four vacuum breaker lines. Contrary to DOC
A.2, this is not the intention of CTS 3.6.4 and the associated ACTIONS which only
allows one vacuum breaker pair to be inoperable. The staff finds that the suppression
chamber-to-drywell vacuum breaker design is no different than any other BWR that has
suppression chamber-to-drywell vacuum breakers. Thus, the staff finds this change to
be a beyond scope of review item for this conversion, as well as a generic change.
See Comment'Number 3.6.1.7-3 for additional concerns with regards to this Note.

Comment: Delete this generic change. See Comment Number 3.6.1.7-3.

Licensee Response:

3.6.1.7-3 DOC A.3
JFD 4
Bases JFD 5
CTS 3.6.4 ACTION b
STS 3.6.1.8 Condition B and Associated Bases
ITS 3.6:1.7 Conditions B and C and Associated Bases

CTS 3.6.4 ACTION b specifies that with one suppression chamber-to-drywell vacuum
breaker open, "verify the other vacuum breaker in the pair to be closed within 2 hours
and restore the open vacuum breaker to the closed position within 72 hours..." The ITS
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markup breaks this ACTION up into two ACTIONS. ITS 3.6.1.7 ACTION B addresses
the closing of the open vacuum breaker within 72 hours while ITS 3.6.1.7 ACTION C
addresses the verification/closing of the other vacuum breaker in the line within 2
hours. However, both ITS 3.6.1.7 Conditions B and C have been modified such that
they do not reflect the intent of CTS 3.6.4 ACTION b. The modification is the addition
of the words "One or more lines with". The effect of adding these words would permit
vacuum breaker inoperabilities to co-exist in all four lines concurrently and in

- conjunction with the proposed Note of separate condition entry would result in a loss of
function which is not allowed per current licensing basis. The staff finds that the
suppression chamber-to-drywell vacuum breaker design is no different than any other
BWR that has suppression chamb'er-to-drywell vacuum breakers. While the staff can
accept, in part, the addition of ITS 3.6.1.7 ACTION C, the staff finds that the proposed
modiTication (One or more lines with) is a beyond scope of review item for this
conversion and is considered a generic change to ITS 3.6.1.7 Condition B (STS 3.6.1.8

" Condition B).

Comment: Delete this change.

Licensee Response:

3.6.1.7P DOC A.4
, JFD3

Bases JFD 5
CTS 4.6.4.a
ITS SR 3.6.1.7.1 and Associated Bases

CTS 4.6.4.a is modified in the CTS markup by two Notes. Note 1 states that ITS SR
3.6.1.7.1 is not required to be met when the vacuum breakers are opened to perform
other surveillances and thus prevents entry into the ACTION statements. Note 2 does
the same for when the vacuum breakers open due to performance of their intended
function, that is vacuum relief. The addition of these Notes is justified as an
Administrative change (DOC A.2). While the addition of Note 2 is clearly an
Administrative change, the addition of Note 1 is a Less Restrictive (L) change. The
CTS would require entry into the ACTIONS of CTS 3.6.4 whenever performing CTS
4.6.4.b.1, 4.6.4.b.2 and 4.6.4.b.3.a), since performing the surveillance would result in
CTS 4.6.4.a not being met.

Comment: Revise the CTS markup and provide additional discussion and justification
for this Less Restrictive (L) change.

Licensee Response:

3.6.1.7-5 Not used

3.6.1.7-6 DOC L.1
CTS 3.6.3 ACTION c
CTS 4.6.4.b.2 and 4.6.4.b.3.b
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CTS 3.6.3 ACTION c, 4.6.4.b.2, and 4.6.4.b.3.b establish ACTIONS and surveillance
requirements for the instrumentation used to monitor suppression chamber-to-drywell
vacuum breaker position. Since this instrumentation performs an indication - only
function, it can be relocated out of the technical specification. However, because it is
the primary means used to verify the vacuum breaker position, it has a direct relation in
verifying the suppression chamber-to-drywell vacuum breaker OPERABILITY.
Therefore, this information needs to be relocated to a licensee-controlled documents
controlled by 10 CFR 50.59, and the change should be a Less Restrictive (LA) change
rather than a Less Restrictive (L) change.
Comment: Revise the CTS markup and provide the appropriate discussions and
justifications to indicate that this information is being relocated to a 10 CFR 50.59
licensee-controlled document.

Licensee Response:

3.6.1.7-7 Bases JFD 3
ITS B3.6.1.7 Bases - APPLICABLESAFETY ANALYSES and REFERENCES

See Comment Number 3.6.0-2.

Comment: See Comment Number 3.6.0-2

Licensee Response:

3.6.1.7-8 Bases JFD 6
STS B3.6.1.8 Bases - APPLICABILITY
ITS B3.6.1.7 Bases - APPLICABILITY

STS B3.6.1.8 Bases - APPLICABILITYjustifies the OPERABILITYof the suppression
chamber-to-drywell vacuum breakers in MODES 1, 2, and 3. Two conditions related to
excessive negative pressure necessitate this MODE applicability, an inadvertent
actuation of the Suppression Pool Spray System and depressurization of the drywell.
ITS B3.6.1.7 Bases APPLICABILITYstates that depressurization of the drywell could
occur due to inadvertent actuation of the Drywell Spray System. All mention of
inadvertent actuation of the Suppression Pool Spray System has been deleted. Bases
JFD 6 states that inadvertent actuation of the Suppression Pool Spray System is not
the main concern. The justification does not adequately address this deletion since it .

implies that it is a concern in drywell depressurization, just not the main concern. In
addition, the change could be considered a potential generic change.

Comment: Provide additional justification and discussion for this deletion based on
current licensing bases, system design or operational constraints.

Licensee Response:

3.6.2.1 Su ression Pool Avera e Tem erature
3.6.2.1-1 DOC A.2

CTS 4.6.2.1.b
ITS SR 3.6.2.1.1
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CTS 4.6.2.1.b requires at least once every 24 hours in "Operational Conditions 1 or 2"

that the suppression pool average temperature is less that 90'F. ITS SR 3.6.2.1.1
retains this same requirement; however the surveillance is required prior to the unit
entering MODE 3 and during MODES 1, 2, or 3. DOC A.2 does not explain this change
which is not an Administrative change but a More Restrictive change.

Comment: Revise the CTS markup and provide additional discussion and justification
for this More Restrictive change.

Licensee Response:

3.6.2.1-2 DOC A.2
JFD 1

Bases JFD 3
CTS 3.6.2.1.a.2
CTS 3.6.2.1 ACTION b

CTS 3.6.2.1.a.2 provides LCO requirements during "Operation Conditions 1 or 2"; and
CTS 3.6.2.1.a.2.b provides LCO requirements with the Thermal Power ~ 1%. ITS
3.6.2.1 provides LCO requirements with the Thermal Power based on 1% RTP. DOC
A.2 does not describe or, specifically explain the CTS technical change which equates
the CTS requirement of "Operational Conditions 1 or 2" to the ITS requirement" with the
Thermal Power based on 1% RTP". Since it is not stated in NUREG-1434,Table 1.1-1,
a technical justification is needed that explains that the allowed range of Thermal
Power permitted while in the CTS Operational Conditions or in ITS MODES 1, 2, or 3
for this LCO is an Administrative change.

Comment: Provide additional discussion and justification to show that this is an
Administrative change for both the LCO and the ACTIONS.

Licensee Response:

3.6.2.1-3 DOC L.2
CTS 3.6.2.1 ACTIONS c and d
CTS 4.6.2.1.c

CTS 3.6.2.1 ACTIONS c and d and 4.6.2.1.c establish ACTIONS and surveillance
requirements for the instrumentation used to monitor suppression pool temperature.
Since this instrumentation performs an alarmfindication - only function, it can be
relocated out of the technical specification. However, because it is the primary means
used to verify the temperature limit, it has a direct relation in verifying the suppression
pool temperature limit. Therefore, this information needs to be relocated to a licensee-
controlled documents controlled by 10 CFR 50.59, and the change should be a Less
Restrictive (LA) change rather than a Less Restrictive (L) change.

Comment: Revise the CTS markup and provide the appropriate discussions and
justifications to indicate that this information is being relocated to a 10 CFR 50.59
licensee-controlled document.
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Licensee Response:

3.6.2.1-4 DOC L.3
JFD 1

Bases JFD 3
'CTS 4.6.2.1.b.2.b
ITS 3.6.2.1 Required ACTION B.1 and Associated Bases

CTS 4.6.2.1.b.2.b veriTies the Thermal Power is ~1% after the suppression pool water
temperature has exceeded the 90'F limit for more than 24 hours. DOC L.3 states that
CTS 4.6.2.1.b.2.b is not retained in the ITS. This is not totally correct. It is true that
CTS 4.6.2.1.b.2.b is not retained as a separate ITS SR, however, it is a part of the
compensatory actions (Required Action B.1) whenever the suppression pool water
temperature has exceeded the limitfor more than 24 hours. As stated in DOC L.3, the
operator must always know the reactor power level and the suppression pool
temperature which is necessary to evaluate and meet the LCO OPERABILITYand
Required Actions. Therefore, a separate ITS SR is not required because it is inherently
present as a part of the reformatting of the CTS requirements. The staff believes this
hourly check is still retained in the plant operational procedures used to bring the
reactor down to the ~ 1% RTP required by Required Action B.1. Thus the chang'e is a
combination of an Administrative change (Retention of the verification of reactor power)
and a Less Restrictive (L) change (Relocation of the 1 hour verification to licensee
controlled documents). The staff would still consider this total change as Less
Restrictive (L).

Comment: Provide additional discussion and justification for this Less Restrictive (L)
change.

Licensee Response:

3.6.2.1-5 DOC L.3
JFD 1 ~

Bases JFD 3
CTS 4.6.2.1.b.3
ITS 3.6.2.1 ACTION D and Associated Bases

CTS 4.6.2.1.b.3 verifies the suppression pool temperature is z 120'F at least once per.
30 minutes following a scram with the suppression pool temperature ~ 90 F. CTS
4.6.2.1.b.3 is only applicable following a scram when the suppression pool temperature
is between z 90'F and s 120'F. ITS 3.6.2.1 ACTION D eliminates reference to a
scram (which is more restrictive) and provides Required Action D.2 whenever the
suppression pool temperature is between > 110'F and ~ 120' instead of the
previous CTS range of > 90'F and s 120'F. Therefore, the verification every 30
minutes is retained but occurs later after the suppression pool reaches the limit of .

110'F instead of 90'F. Thus, the staff considers this change to be More Restrictive.
Also, the CTS markup shows the "90'F" limit in CTS 4.6.2.1.b.3 as the same rather
than changed to "110'F". ~
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Comment: Revise the CTS markup and provide additional discussion and justification
for this More Restrictive change.

Licensee Response:

3.6.2.1-6 Bases JFD 1

ITS B3.6.2.1 Bases- BACKGROUND

"Insert B3.6.2.1 Background" is added to the ITS 3.6.2.1 Bases- BACKGROUND
discussion. In ITS 3.6.1.1, the maximum pressure for a DBA LOCA is stated as 39.75
psig. In ITS 3.6.1.4, the primary containment design limit is stated as 45 psig. This
insert states the maximum allowable pressure for DBAs is 45 psig. There appears to
be terminology differences here which are confusing.

Comment: Provide an explanation and a revision to the ITS Bases as appropriate.

Licensee Response:

3.6.2.1-7 Not used

3.6.2.1-8 B'ases JFD 4
ITS LCO 3.6.2.1 and Associated Bases
ITS 3.6.2.1 ACTIONS and Associated Bases

ITS LCO 3.6.2.1, 3.6.2.1 ACTIONS and their Associated Bases are modified by TSTF-
206. The changes made to ITS B3.6.2.1 Bases - LCO in particular to the last
paragraph are not in accordance with TSTF-206, and insufficient justification is
provided (Bases JFD 4) to justify this deviation from the TSTF.

Comment: Licensee to update submittal to conform to TSTF-206.

Licensee Response:

3.6.2.1-9 Base JFD 5
STS B3.6.2.1 Bases - D.1 and D.2
ITS B3.6.2.1 Bases - D.1 and D.2

See Comment Number 3.6.1.6-6.

'omment: See Comment Number 3.6.1.6-6..

Licensee Response:

3.6.2.2 Su ression Pool Water Level

3.6.2.3 Residual Heat Removal RHR Su ression Pool Coolin
3.6.2.3-1 DOC A.2

CTS 3.6.2.3 ACTION b and Associated'ootnote
ITS 3.6.2.3 ACTION C
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See Comment Number 3.6.1.6-2.

Comment: See Comment Number 3.6.1.6-2.
n

Licensee Res onse:
3.6.2.3-2 DOC L.1

CTS 3.6.2.3 ACTION b
STS 3.6.2.3 ACTION B and Associated Bases
ITS 3.6.2.3 ACTIONS B and C and Associated Bases

CTS 3.6.2.3 ACTION b and STS 3.6.2.3 ACTION B and its Associated Bases have
been modified to address the changes made by TSTF -230. The ITS markup of ITS
3.6.2.3 ACTIONS B and C and their Associated Bases indicate that the changes made
to these ITS ACTIONS are in conformance with TSTF-230. The staff's review shows
that they are not in conformance with TSTF-230.

Comment: Licensee is to update submittal to bring it into conformance with TSTF-
230.

Licensee Response:

3.6.2.3-3 Not used

3.6.2.3-4 Bases JFD5
ITS B3.6.2.3 Bases - A.1

See Comment Number 3.6.1.6-6.

Comment: See Comment Number 3.6.1.6-6.

Licensee Response:

3.6.2.4 Residual Heat Removal RHR Su ression Pool S ra
3.6.2.4-1 DOC A.1

DOC A.2
DOC A.3
DOC L.1

. DOC LA.1
JFD 1

JFD 2
JFD 3
JFD4
JFD 5
JFD 6
Bases JFD 1

Bases JFD 2
Bases JFD 3
Bases JFD 4
Bases JFD 5





Bases JFD 6
Bases JFD 7
Bases JFD 8
CTS.3/4.6.2.2
ITS 3.6.2.4 and Associated Bases

See Comment Number 3.6.1.6-1.

Comment: See Comment Number 3.6.1.6-1.

Licensee Response:

3.6.2.4-2 DOC A.1
CTS 3/4.6.2.2
STS 3.6.2.4 and Associated Bases
ITS 3.6.2.4 and Associated Bases

CTS 3/4.6.2.2,has been converted into the Improved Technical Specifications
requirements using the guidance of NUREG-1433 for STS 3.6.2.4, Residual Heat
Removal (RHR) Suppression Pool Spray. DOC A.1 states that this ITS is based upon
the guidance provided in NUREG-1434 which contradicts with the presentation of the
ITS markup.

Comment: Revise the DOC A.1 to be consistent.

Licensee Response:

3.6.2.4-3 DOC A.2
CTS 3.6.2.2 ACTION b and Associated* Footnote
ITS 3.6.2.4 ACTION C

See Comment Number 3.6.1.6-2

Comment: See Comment Number 3.6.1.6-2.

Licensee Response:

3.6.2.4-4 DOC LA.1
DOC L.1
JFD6
Bases JFD2
Bases JFD 3
CTS 3.6.2.2.b
CTS 4.6.2.2.b
ITS SR 3.6.2.4.2 and Associated Bases.

See Comment Number 3.6.1.6-3.

Comment: See Comment Number 3.6.1.6-3.
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Licensee Response: No response required.

3.6.2.4-5 Not used

3.6.2.4-6 Bases JFD 6
ITS B3.6.2.4 Bases A.1 and B.1

See Comment Number 3.6.1.6-6.

Comment: See Comment Number 3.6.1.6-6.

Licensee Response:

3.6.3.1 Prima Containment H dro en Recombiners
3.6.3.1-1 DOC LA.2

Bases JFD 5
CTS 4.6.6.1;b.2
ITS SR 3.6.3.1.2 and Associated Bases

CTS 4.6.6.1.b.2 veriTies the integrity of all heater electrical circuits by performing a
resistance to ground test. The corresponding ITS SR is ITS SR 3.6.3.1.2. The details
of when to perfor'm this surveillance with regards to the other SRs in this specification
and the acceptance criteria are to be relocated to the Bases. This is acceptable.
However, ITS B3.6.3.1 Bases SR 3.6.3.1.2 contains an additional requirement on when
to perform this surveillance which is not contained in the CTS. This requirement is
"within 30 minutes following heatup of the system to normal operating temperature."
The justification for this change (Bases JFD 5) characterizes the change as editorial.
This is incorrect. The staff finds that this change is not part of-the current licensing
basis and is a generic change.

Comment: Delete this generic change.

Licensee Response:

3.6.3.1-2 Not used

3.6.3.1-3 'OC L.2
JFD 2
JFD 3
Bases JFD 1

Bases JFD2
Bases JFD4
CTS 3.6.6.1 ACTION
STS 3.6.3.1 ACTION B and Associated Bases
ITS 3.6.3.1 ACTION B and Associated Bases

CTS 3.6.6.1 ACTION only permits one hydrogen recombiner to be inoperable. If two
hydrogen recombiners are inoperable CTS 3.0.3 is entered. CTS 3.6.6.1 ACTION has
bee'n modified to incorporate STS 3.6.3.1 ACTION B which allows two hydrogen



~ sV

V VI

i$

I

l



recombiners to be inoperable for up to 7 days. The use of STS 3.6.3.1 ACT(ON 8 is
allowed, as specified in a Bases Reviewer's Note, provided that the alternate hydrogen
control system is found to be acceptable to the staff. DOC L.2 does not contain any
evidence that the staff has approved an alternate hydrogen control system(s). There is

no other LCO controlled hydrogen control system(s) in the ITS such as specified in the
NUREGs. DOC L.2 refers to the "nitrogen inerting and purge system" and there is in
ITS 83.6.3.1 Bases 8.1 and 8.2 a reference to "the primary containment vent, purge,
and nitrogen system, both of which are not LCO controlled systems. Furthermore,
there seems to be an interrelationship between the hydrogen control function and the
RHR Drywell Spray System. The insert to ITS 83.6.1.6 Bases - BACKGROUND titled
"Insert-BKGD" claims credit is taken for the turbulence induced by the sprays to ensure
a welt-mixed primary containment atmosphere during accident conditions which
reduces potential for non-uniform hydrogen and oxygen concentrations. In addition
some of the changes made to ITS 83.6.3.1 Bases - 8.1 and 8.2 do not make sense or
conflict with each other in light of the above discussion.

Comment: Provide additional discussion and justification to show that the staff has
found these alternate hydrogen control systems acceptable and how the RHR Drywell
Spray System is part of the collective hydrogen control mitigation systems as NMP 2.

Licensee Response:

3.6.3.1-4 DOC L.2
JFD 3
Bases JFD 1

Bases JFD 2
Bases JFD 4
CTS 3.6.6.1 ACTION
ITS 3.6.3.1 ACTION 8 and Associated Bases

CTS 3.6.6.1 ACTIONS only permit one hydrogen recombiner to be inoperable. ITS
3.6.3.1 ACTION 8 permits both hydrogen recombines to be inoperable provided there
is an alternate hydrogen control system available. ITS 3.6.3.1 ACTION 8 has been
modified for two inoperable recombiner provided the alternate hydrogen control
function is maintained. This verification is supposed to be performed within one hour
and "once" per 12 hours thereafter per the ITS Bases for ACTION B. The proposed
ITS states this verification is performed within one hour and "one" per 12 hours
thereafter. See Comment Number 3.6.3.1-3.

Comment: Correct this discrepancy. Resolution related to Comment Number 3.6.3.1-3.

Licensee Response:

3.6.3.1-5 DOC L.2
JFD 2
Bases JFD 1

CTS 3.6.6.1 ACTION
ITS 3.6.3.1 ACTION 8 and Associated Bases
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CTS 3.6.6.1 ACTIONS only permit one hydrogen recombiner to be inope'rable. ITS
3.6.3.1 ACTION B permits both hydrogen recombiners to be inoperable provided there
is an alternate hydrogen control system available. ITS 3.6.3.1 ACTION B has been
modified to expand the purpose of the hydrogen recombiners role to perform a
"hydrogen control function to the "hydrogen and oxygen" control function. JFD 2 and
'ases JFD 1, do not explain this STS change which appears to be an incorrect
statement. Hydrogen recombiners directly remove free hydrogen and indirectly affect
the relative percentage of hydrogen/oxygen concentration. There are many similar
references in the proposed Bases that must be similarly corrected. The staff considers
this change to be a generic change. See Comment Number 3.6.3.1-3.

Comment: Revise ITS markup(s) and Bases(s) to remove this generic change. See
Comment Number 3.6.3.1-3.

Licensee Response:

3.6.3.1-6 Not used

3.6.3.1-7 Bases JFD 3
ITS B3.6.3.1 Bases - A.1

See Comment Number 3.6.1.6-6.

Comment: See Comment Number 3.6.1.6-6.

Licensee Response:

3.6.3.2 Prima Containment Ox en Concentration
3.6.3.2-1 DOC A.1

JFD 1

Bases JFD 1

CTS 3/4.6.6.2
ITS 3.6.3.2 and Associated Bases

CTS 3/4.6.6.2 has been converted into the Improved Technical Specification
requirements using the guidance of NUREG-1433 for STS 3.6.3.3, Primary
Containment Oxygen Concentration. DOC A.1 states that this ITS is based upon the
guidance provided in NUREG-1434 which contradicts with the presentation of the ITS
markup.

Comment: Revise the DOC A.1 to be consistent.

Licensee Response:

3.6.3.2-2 Bases JFD 3
STS B3.6.3.2 Bases - BACKGROUND
ITS B3.6.3.2 Bases - BACKGROUND
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STS B3.6.3.3, Bases BACKGROUND, indicates that the hydrogen control function is
met collectively by the hydrogen recombiners and the containment atmosphere mixing
system or equivalent such as exists in a BWR/4 for a Drywell Cooling System Fan.
There seems to be a similar type of function based on the interrelationship between the
hydrogen control function and the RHR Drywell Spray System. The insert to ITS
B3.6.1.6 Bases - BACKGROUND titled "Insert-BKGD" claims credit is taken for the
turbulence induced by the sprays to ensure a well-mixed primary containment
atmosphere during accident conditions which reduces potential for non-uniform
hydrogen and oxygen concentrations.

Comment: Provide additional discussion and justification as to why the discussion in
"Insert BKGD: should not be included here.

Licensee Response:

3.6.3.2-3 Not used

3.6.4.1 Seconda Containment
3.6.4.1-1 DOC A.17 (CTS 1.0)

CTS 1.38.e

CTS 1.38 defines SECONDARY CONTAINMENTINTEGRITY. A markup of CTS 1.38
is provided in the CTS markup of CTS 1.0. DOC A.17 (CTS 1.0) states that the
definition of SECONDARY CONTAINMENTINTEGRITYhas been deleted from the
CTS/ITS since the requirements are specifically addressed in the LCOs for Secondary
Containment and Containment Systems Section of the ITS. This justification is not
entirely correct. CTS 1.38.e states that "The sealing mechanism associated with each
reactor building and auxiliary bay penetration (e.g., welds, bellows, or 0-rings) is
OPERABLE." The staff cannot find this requirement in any of the Containment System
LCOs nor in their Associated Bases. If the requirement has been incorporated into a
separate LCO or SR, then the change is Administrative. However, if the requirement
has been deleted, then the change is a Less Restrictive (L) change. If the requirement
has been relocated to the Bases or other 10 CFR 50.59 controlled document, then the
change is a Less Restrictive (LA) change.

Comment: Revise the CTS markup to correctly show the disposition of CTS 1.38.e
and provide additional discussion and justification for this change.

Licensee Response:

3.6.4.1-2 DOC A.3
DOC,M.1
JFD 2
Bases JFD 4
CTS 4.6.5.1.b.2
ITS SR 3.6.4.1.3 and Associated Bases

CTS 4.6.5.1.b.2 verifies at least one door in each access to the secondary containment
is closed, except for normal entry and exit. ITS SR 3.6.4.1.3 modifies this requirement



P Clg

W
lf

I t

(~

05



to require each inner door or outer door in each access opening to be closed. While
the changes associated with DOC M.1 are acceptable, the changes associated with
DOC A.3, JFD 2 and Bases JFD 4 are not in conformance with TSTF-18.

Comment: Licensee should update the submittal to conform to TSTF-18.

Licensee Response:

3.6.4.1-3 DOC M.2
DOC L.1
JFD 3
Bases JFD 2
Bases JFD 5
CTS 4.6.5.1.c
ITS SR 3.6.4.1.4, SR 3.6.4.1.5 and Associated Bases

A number of changes have been made to CTS 4.6.5.1.c, ITS SR 3.6.4.1.4, ITS SR
3.6.4.1.5 and the Associated ITS Bases for these Srs. These changes are based on
TSTF-322. While the staff agrees that the TSTF-322 changes have merit, the staff has
recommended modifications to the proposed changes. In addition, one sentence in
DOC L.1 and in ITS B3.6.4.1 Bases - SR 3.6.4.1.4 and SR 3.6.4.1.5 is not entirely
correct and is confusing. The sentence is the one that states that; since this SR is a
secondary containment integrity test, the inoperability of the Standby Gas Treatment
System (SGTS) train does not constitute a failure of this SR. This SR serves two
purposes. It verifies the secondary containment integrity and along with other SRs it
verifies the capability of the SGTS to limit radioactive releases. The sentence only
implies one purpose. In addition, the sentence implies that a system failure does not
constitute a failure of the SR. This is not entirely true. There are three failure modes
for this SR and the failure mode will determine which ACTIONS are to be taken. The
failure modes are: a system inoperability, a building integrity inoperability and both a
system and building integrity inoperability. The staff cannot approve incorporation of
unapproved TSTFs, therefore the changes associated with TSTF-322 are
unacceptable at this time.

Comment: Delete these changes.

Licensee Response:

3.6.4.1-4 Not used

3.6.4.1-5 Not used

3.6.4.1 Bases JFD 3
STS B3.6.4.1 Bases - C.1, C.2 and C.3
ITS B3.6.4.1 Bases - C.1, C.2 and C.3

The third paragraph last sentence in STS B3.6.4.1 Bases - C.1, C.2 and C.3 states the
following: "Therefore, in either case, inability to suspend movement... a reactor
shutdown." ITS B3.6.4.1 Bases - C.1, C.2 and C.3 deletes this sentence and replaces
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it with "Insert C.1, C.2, and C.3." The insert does not seem to make sense, is
confusing.and the justification (Bases JFD 3) describes the change as a consistency
change with other specifications. The staff finds that this change is not consistent with
other STS Bases and that the STS wording is correct.

Comment: Delete this change.

Licensee Response:

3.6.4.2 Seconda Containment Isolation Valves SCIVs
3.6.4.2-1 DOC A.17 (CTS 1.0)

CTS 1.38.e

See Comment Number 3.6.4.1-1.

Comment: See Comment Number 3.6.4.1-1.

Licensee Response:

3.6.4.2-2 Not used

3.6.4.2-3 DOC L.1
CTS 4.6.5.1.b.3
CTS 3.6.5.2 ACTIONS
ITS 3.6.4.2 ACTIONS
ITS SR 3.6.4.2 and Associated Bases

CTS 3.6.5.2 ACTIONS and CTS 4.6.5.1.b.3 have been modified, as proposed in ITS
3.6.4.2 ACTION Note 1 and ITS SR 3.4.6.2.1, Note 2, to intermittently permit opening
closed secondary containment isolation valves under administrative controls. DOC L.1
bases this change predominately upon the fact it is acceptable for ITS 3.6.1.3. This is
insufficient justification for this change.

Comment: Provide additional discussion and justification for this change based upon
the features of the Secondary Containment that will be directly affected by the CTS
change.

Licensee Response:

3.6.4.2-4 Bases JFD 1

ITS B3.6.4.2 Bases - BACKGROUND

The fourth paragraph of ITS B3.6.4.2 Bases - BACKGROUND is modified by the
phrase "(which includes plugs, caps, and other suitable closure devices). " The
justification provided for this change (Bases JFD 1) does not provide sufficient
information with regards to the acceptability of these items as isolation devices. A
similar type change was proposed in TSTF-196 which was rejected by the staff. See
Comment Numbers 3.6.1.3-15, 3.6.1.3-22 and 3.6.4.2-8.
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Comment: Delete this change. See Comment Numbers 3.6.1.3-15, 3.6.1.3-22 and
3.6.4.2-8.

Licensee Response:

3.6.4.2-5 Not used

3.6.4.2-6 Bases JFD 1

STS B3.6.4.2 Bases - APPLICABILITY
ITS B3.6 4.2 Bases - APPLICABILITY

The last sentence in the second paragraph of STS B3.6.4.2 Bases - APPLICABILITY
states the following: "Moving irradiated fuel assemblies in the [primary or secondary
containment] may also occur in MODES 1, 2, 3." ITS B3.6.4.2 Bases - APPLICABILITY
deletes this sentence. Based on descriptions in STS/ITS B 3.6 Bases the staff
concludes that this is a true statement for secondary containment at NMP-2 and
clarifies the paragraph discussion. Thus it should not have been deleted. In addition,
the justification used for the deletion (Bases JFD 1) is inadequate.

Comment: Delete this change.

Licensee Response:

3.6.4.2-7 Bas'es JFD 4
ITS B3.6.4.2 Bases - D.1, D.2 and D.3

See Comment Number 3.6.4.1-6.

Comment: See Comment Number 3.6.4.1-6.

Licensee Response:

3.6.4.2-8 Bases JFD 4
ITS B3.6.4.2 Bases - SR 3.6.4.2.1

See Comment Numbers 3.6.1.3-22 and 3.6.4.2-4.

Comment: See Comment Numbers 3.6.1.3-22, and 3.6.4.2-4 and apply to secondary
containment.

Licensee Response:

3.6.4.2-9 CTS 3.6.5.1 ACTIONS
CTS 4.6.5.1.b.3
ITS 3.6.4.2 ACTIONS
ITS SR 3.6.4.2.1 and Associated Bases
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CTS 4.6.5.1.b.3 verifies that ail penetrations not capable of being closed by
OPERABLE automatic isolation valves and required to be closed during accident
conditions are closed by valves, blind flanges, or deactivated automatic valves secured
in their positions. The corresponding ITS SR for this CTS surveillance is ITS SR
3.6.4.2.1. If CTS 4.6.5.1.b.3 cannot be met, the ACTIONS of CTS 3.6.5.1 are entered
which require restoration of valve OPERABILITYwithin 4 hours or shutdown with the
following 36 hours when in MODES 1, 2, or 3 or immediate suspension of fuel
handling, CORE ALTERATIONSand OPDRVs when in OPERATIONALCONDITION .

If ITS SR 3.6.4.2.1 cannot be met, the ACTIONS of ITS 3.6.4.2 are entered which
allows for one valve to be inoperable for up to 8 hours before shutdown commences or
suspension of fuel handling, CORE ALTERATIONor OPDRVS. This Less Restrictive
change to the CTS is not justified.

Comment: Revise the CTS markup to show this Less Restrictive change and provide
the appropriate discussions and justifications.

Licensee Response:

3.6.4.3 Stand Gas Treatment SG S stem
3.6.4.3-1 Not used

3.6.4.3-2 Not used

3.6.4.3-3 Bases JFD 3
Bases JFD 4
ITS 83.6.4.3 Bases - A.1
ITS B3.6.4.3 Bases - C.1, C.2.1, C.2.2 and C.2.3

See Comment Number 3.6.1.6.-6

Comment: See Comment Number 3.6.1.6-6.

Licensee Response:

3.6.4.3P Bases JFD4
ITS B3.6.4.3 Bases C.1, C.2.1, C.2.2 and C.2.3
ITS 83.6.4.3 Bases E.1, E.2 and E.3

See Comment Number 3.6.4.1W.

Comment: See Comment Number 3.6.4.1-6

Licensee Response:
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NINE MILEPOINT 2 IMPROVED TS REVIEW COMMENTS
SECTION 3.7 - PLANT SYSTEMS

(By ITS Section)

3.7.1-1 ITS SR 3.7.1.2, Service Water System and Ultimate Heat Sink (UHS)

Comment: The 233.1 ft of the SR does not have a reference for the level. The Applicable
Safety Analysis on Bases page B 3.7-3 also fails to specify the reference for the level.
However, the LCQ discussion on Bases page B 3.7-4 indicates the reference as mean sea
level; that should be included in the SR.

Licensee Response:

3.7.2-2 ITS 3.7.2 LCO Bases, Control Room Envelope Filtration (CREF)

Comment: The Bases section has been modified to correlate the operability of the outside air
vents to main steam valve leakage rates. This is not part of the CTS. Further, the leakage
rate specified in the Bases is inconsistent with the leakage rate of ITS SR 3.6.13.12. If two
vents are required at 15 scfh of leakage, that should be specified in a specification.
Additionally, if two vents are required under certain circumstances, how is that consistent with
FSAR Section 9.4.1.2 which describes each vent as having 100% capacity'? Finally, the Bases
discusses "effective" MSIV leakage, a term which is not defined in the ITS and does not exist
in the CTS.

Licensee Response:

3.7.2-3 ITS 3.7.2 Bases Background

Comment: The Background section of the ITS 3.7.2 Bases states that each CREF subsystem
now consists of a CROASFT train and two air handling units (fan portions only), one for the
control room and one for the relay room. Previously, a CROASFT train included the control
room chiller subsystems as indicated by CTS footnote . The chillers are now considered as
part of ITS 3.7.3 which is described in the ITS 3.7.3 LCO Bases (page B 3.7-22) and also
includes the air handling units.

a. Was it intended that air handling units be covered by both ITS LCOs'?

b. Why is placing the testing in the Bases of SR 3.7.2.1 and .3 sufficient'

c. Is similar testing needed under ITS 3.7.3 to assure the air handling units maintain design
temperatures'?
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Nine Mile Point Unit 2 Improved TS Review Comments
ITS Section 3.8, Electrical Power Systems

d. The CROASFT is in the CTS and is specifically discussed in FSAR section 9.4.1.2.2. The
CREF which is in the ITS and is somewhat more than the CROASFT is not discussed in the
FSAR or CTS. Similarly, while the Main Control Room Elevation HVAC is discussed in FSAR
section 9.4.1.2.1 and the Relay Room Elevation HVAC is discussed in FSAR section 9.4.1.2.3,
the Control Room Envelope AC system of ITS 3.7.3 is not discussed in the FSAR. Is

everything accounted for in the ITS'? Are there overlaps besides the air handling units'
Shouldn't systems found in the TS be discussed in the FSAR'?

Licensee Response:

3.7.2-4 ITS 3.7.2 Bases Background and Applicable Safety Analyses

Comment: In the Bases discussions on ITS page B 3.7-12-, the STS language is modified to
indicate that it is not a design requirement to provide for 30 days continuous occupancy of the
control room post-accident. Note however, on page B 3.7-21 in discussion of the Applicable
Safety Analysis for ITS 3.7.3, continuous occupancy is apparently a design requirement for
that system. Similarly, on ITS pages B 3.7-13 and B 3.7-21 the STS language was modified
to indicate that it is not a design requirement for the systems to be able to sustain a single
passive failure. What are the technical/licensing bases for these changes?

Licensee Response:

3.8.1 AC Sources-0 eratin
3.8.1-01 CTS LCO 3.8.1 ~ 1 Applicability proposed Note

DOC A.4

A Note is proposed to be added to the LCO Applicabilitywhich would exclude the Division III

AC Sources from the Applicabilitywhen the HPCS system is inoperable. The proposed
changes are designated as Administrative.

Comment: The staff does not agree with this designation. The CTS includes a special
allowance ass'ociated with the Division III DG. The proposed Note, however, provides an
exception for all Division III AC sources. Therefore, this proposed change is Less Restrictive
and should be addressed accordingly.

Licensee Response:

3.8.1-02 CTS 4.8.1.1.2.a
DOC LA.2

The DOC addresses deleting accelerated DG testing requirements from the CTS. In the DOC
there is a statement as follows: "The allowances of GL 94-01 will be addressed separately,
post ITS implementation."
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Comment: What is the purposefintent of the statement? What allowances are referenced
here'? How will they be addressed'?

Licensee Response:

3.8.1-03 CTS 4.8.1.1.2.a.3
ITS SR 3.8.1.6
Bases for STS SR 3.8.1.6

CTS 4.8.1.1.2.a.3 requires verifying each fuel transfer pump starts and transfers fuel from the
storage system to the day fuel tank in accordance with the frequency specified in Table
4.8.1.1.2-1. The Frequency for corresponding ITS SR 3.8.1.6 is 92 days.

Comment: The intent of the Reviewer's Note in the Bases for STS SR 3.8.1.6 is to establish
the Surveillance Frequency based on the storage capacity of the day tank. Confirm that it is
not necessary for the fuel transfer pumps to start in order to transfer fuel to support the
monthly diesel Surveillance Requirements, or revise the Frequency to 31 days.

Licensee Response:

3.8.1-04 Not used

3.8.1-05 CTS SR 4.8.1.1.2.e.1
DOC LA.4

The CTS requirement to perform an inspection of DGs in accordance with manufacturer's
recommendations is proposed to be removed from TS and relocated to the FSAR.

Comment: Removal of the requirement form the- TS is acceptable. However, the staff
questions whether relocating this requirement to the FSAR is the appropriate thing to do.
Should consideration not be given to including this requirement as part of the DG maintenance
plan, or other documents besides the FSAR'?

Licensee Response:
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3.8.1-06 CTS SR 4.8.1.1.2.e.4.a) 2) 4.8.1.1.2.e.6.a) 2) & SR 4.8.1.1.2.e.6.b) 2)
DOC LA.7

The DOC proposed relocation of the CTS requirement that the auto -connected loads be
energized" through the load timers" to the Bases in a discussion of the DG loading logic.

Comment: The staff does not agree with the proposal to relocate the SR requirement
"through the load times to the Bases. The load times are an integral part of the DG
OPERABILITYwhich sh'ould be stated in the TS.

DOC LA.7 also includes a discussion regarding the Div. III response time which is proposed to
be deleted from CTS SR 4.8.1.1.2.e.6.b) 2). The DOC states that the HPCS response time is
stated in ITS LCO 3.5.1 and need not be repeated in LCO 3.8.1. The staff does not entirely
agree with this discussion. While LCO 3.5.1 may be the controlling factor for HPCS response
time, some value of time must be included in ITS SR 3.8.1.17 in order to establish an
acceptance criteria. This value may be identical to the value in LCO 3.5.1, or one that reflects
actual DG capability, but a value needs to be included in the SR.

Licensee Response:

3.8.1-07 CTS SR 4.8.1.1.2.e.5.a)
DOC M.11

The DOC states that some of the Div. I and II emergency loads are auto connected to the
offsite circuit through the load timers. The DOC further states that failure of a proper load
timer to operate could result in a loss of offsite power.

Comment: The licencee is required to provide a discussion on how the load timers are
designed to work, the failure modes the timers may experience, the impact of load timer failure
on both offsite and onsite AC power sources, and why the load timers are not included as part
of LCO 3.8.1 (what, if any difference is there between load timers and a sequencer with
respect to impact on offsite circuits and DGs).

Licensee Response:

3.8.1-08 DOC L.17
CTS 4.8.1.1.2.e.13

CTS 4.8.1.1.2.e.13 requires, "Veiifyingthat the following diesel generator lockout features
prevent diesel generator starting only when required: a) For Divisions I and II, turning gear
engaged and emergency stop, and b) For Division III, engine in the maintenance mode and
diesel generator lockout." This requirement has not been retained in corresponding ITS 3.8.1
in accordance with the STS. It has been proposed to delete this requirement.
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Comment: It is more appropriate that this requirement be moved to some other licensee
controlled document. Revise the submittal to specify the new location for this requirement.

Licensee Response:

3.8.1-09 NUREG LCO 3.8.1.c & Condition F, NUREG SR 3.8.1.11, ITS SR 3.8.1.9
JFD1 and JFD3

a. The JFDs do not address the deletion of load sequencers.

b. In part C.2 of the SR, the term "load timers" should be substituted for "automatic load
sequencer." In DOC M. 11, it is stated that the failure of a load timer to operate could result in
a loss of offsite power. It is assumed that the same load timer failure would cause a loss of the
associated DG. Based on DOC M.11, the load timers are an integral part of DG
OPERABILITYand should be included in the SR.

In part b, part C.2 and part C.5 of this SR, wording is added regarding load shedding and
energizing of auto-connected loads only being applicable to the Division 1 and 2 DGs. JFD 3,
however, does not provide an adequate justification for this change.

Comment: The staff questions whether load sequencer (or load timers) should be retained in
the LCO. See above question 3.8.1-07; The licensee is required to revise JFD 3, or provide
another JFD to adequately explain why this change is acceptable; i.e., Div. 3 does not have
any auto-connected loads for a loss of offsite power event, but does have permanently
connected loads.

Licensee Response:

3.8.1-10 NUREG/ITS SR 3.8.1.2, Bases page B3.8-17
JFD 7

Note to this ITS SR was modified to add "AllDG starts, except once per 184 days, may be
followed by..." Terms added "In addition, to minimize wear and tear..." to SR 3.8.1.2

. Comment: The exception for DG warmup prior to loading every 184 days is not necessary.
Allstarts for the purpose of this SR may be followed by a warmup period prior to loading.

Licensee Response:
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3.8.1-11 NUREG SR 3.8.'j.9, ITS SR 3.8.1.7, NUREG SR 3.8.1.10, ITS SR 3.8.1.8,
~ NUREG SR 3.8.1.14, ITS SR 3.8.1.12

JFD 13

Per JFD 13, a Note is added to this SR which states that, under certain grid condition, the
power factor limit is not required to be met.

Comment: The staff understands the concern and accepts the proposed solution with one
'xception. As proposed, the power factor limit is stated in the Bases, not in the TS. The staff

understands the concern and accepts the proposed solution with one exception. As proposed,
the power factor limit is stated in the Bases, not in the TS. The proposed Note, therefore, has
the effect of making the Bases a part of the TS. This is not acceptable and needs to be
changed. The power factor limits can be included in the SR without concern because the
proposed Note allows the limit to be not met if grid condition do not permit it. The licencee
should include the power factor limits in the SR so as to eliminate the potential problem with
the Bases as discussed above.

Licensee Response:

~ ~3.8.1-12 Not used

3.8.1-13 JFD1, JFD 3, JFD7
ITS SR 3.8.1.10 item e
STS SR 3.8.1.12 item e
Bases pages B 3.8-25 and B 3.8-26, SR 3.8.1:10

a. Item e for STS SR 3.8.1.12 requires that emergency loads are auto-connected to the offsite
power system. This requirement has been adopted as item e for corresponding ITS SR
3.8.1.10, for Divisions 1 and 2 only.

b. In the first paragraph of this Bases discussion, the phrase "for Div. 1 and 2, only" is added.
In the second paragraph a comment is added to the effect the requirement extends only to Div.
1 and 2 because the logic is different based on the power source.

Comment: JFD 3 does not explain why this requirement does not also apply to Division 3.
Revise the submittal to explain why this requirement does not apply to Division 3. The
licensee is required to explain why the loading of permanently connected and emergency
loads is not required for Div. 3, and how the power source affects this SR.

Licensee Response:
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3.8.1-14 Not used

3.8.1-15 NUREG SR 3.8.1.12 ITS SR 3.8.1.10
JFD 3

In parts d. and e of this SR, wording is added which indicates that permanently connected and
auto-connected emergency loads are only associated with Divisions 1 and 2.

Comment: Is the added wording correct? Are there no permanently connected loads
associated with Div. 3'? Does the HPCS not start on an ECCS initiation signal'? JFD 3 does
not provide adequate answers to these questions.

Licensee Response:

3.8.1-16 Not used

3.8.1-17 NUREG SR 3.8.1.18 ITS SR 3.8.1.16
JFD3

This SR involves a loss of offsite power in conjunction with a ECCS initiation signal. The SR
requires energizing permanently connected loads (read energize ESF bus) in 10 seconds. In
previous SRs involving loss of offsite power, the response time is stated as 13.12 seconds
(allows 3.12 seconds for voltage relays to respond).

Comment: For consistency, should this response time not also be 13.12 seconds'? If not,
please explain why this is different from other SRs'? Also, the term "load timers" should be
substituted for "load sequencer" (proposed to be deleted). Additionally, Part b. of this SR is
modified to be applicable only to Div. 1 and 2. JFD 3 does not explain why this change is
acceptable. The licencee should revise JFD 3 to provide the appropriate justification.

Licensee Response:

3.8.1-18 Bases Page B 3.8-1 Insert B.3.8.1 BKGD-A

Is AuxiliaryBoiler Transformer 2ABS-X1 a fullyqualified offsite source'? Is it part of the
licensing basis for NMPII'? Can this source be substituted for either of the Reserve Station
Transformers'? Can this source handle the accident loads associated with Div. 1 or Div. 2'?

Does this source satisfy the LCO'?

Licensee Response:
1
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3.8.1-19 Bases Page B 3.8-2
JFD 1

Deleted words in'the first paragraph.

Comment: Why is the, phrase "are returned to service via the load sequencer" deleted? To
properiy reflect plant design, should this not be retained with "sequencer" replaced with "load
timers"?

'icensee Response:

3.8.1-20 Bases Pages B'3.8-3, B 3.8-4, B 3.8-14, and B 3.8-15
JF6 and JFD 7

a. LCO's deleted paragraph: Based on licensee statements, it appears that the load timers are
an integral part of offsite power OPERABILITY.

b. The term "sequencers" in the APPLICABILITYsection of Bases page B 3.8-4.

c. Deleted paragraph after E.1on page B 3.8-14 and page -15.

Comment: It seems that the load timers should be included in TS and have a Bases
discussion which would substitute for the sequencer discussion which is proposed to be
deleted. The term "sequencers" should be replaced with "load timers".

Licensee Response:

3.8.1-21 Not used

3.8.1-22 Not used

3.8.1-23 Not used

3.8.1-24 Bases JFD 6
Bases for ITS SR 3.8.1.9, STS Bases markup page B 3.8-25, last paragraph
Bases for STS SR 3.8.1.11



t,



Nine Mile Point Unit 2 Improved TS Review Comments
ITS Section 3.8, Electrical Power Systems

The Bases for STS SR 3.8.1.11 describes the conditions for starting up the Division 3 DG.
This material has not been adopted in the Bases for corresponding ITS SR 3.8.1.9. Bases
JFD 6 states that this material is not applicable.

Comment: Confirm that the ITS Bases description is correct for the Division 3 DG.

Licensee Response:

3.8.2 AC Sources - Shutdown

3.8.2-01 Not used

3.8.2-02 CTS LCO 3.8.1.2 Action a.
DOC LA.2

DOC LA2 proposes to relocate the CTS requirement regarding crane operations over the
spent fuel storage pool ~

Comment: This is generally acceptable provided movement of heavy loads at NMP2 is
consistent with the provisions of GL 80-113 and NUREG-0612. DOC LA.2 should be revised
to indicate consistency with the above GL 8 NUREG.

Licensee Response:

3.8.2-03 Bases JFD 2
Bases for ITS LCO 3.8.2, STS Bases markup page B 3.8-37,

last paragraph
Bases for STS LCO 3.8.2

The Bases for ITS LCO 3.8.2 states, "The start time includes the 3.12 second Loss of Voltage
. - Time Delay Function Allowable Value specified in LCO 3.3.8.1, Loss of Power (LOP)

Instrumentation." This is a proposed difference relative to the Bases for corresponding STS
LCO 3.8.2, which does not provide this information.

Comment: Bases JFD 2 does not provide an explanation or reference to support this
proposed difference. Revise the submittal to provide an explanation or reference that justifies
the proposed difference.

Licensee Response:

3.8.2-04 Bases Page B 3.8-38 LCO
JFD 7
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Systems'eleted

term in the first paragraph on page B 3.8-38- As discussed in several places in
comments on LCO 3.8.1, the staff is of the opinion that the load timers are an integral part of
offsite circuit and DG OPERABILITY.

Comment: That portion of the Bases paragraph proposed for deletion should be retained and
revised to reflect the load timers. Alternatively, the licensee can demonstrate that load timers
are not required in Modes 4 and 5.

Licensee Response:

3.8.2-05 Bases Page B 3.8-39 Action A.1
JFD 5

In the first paragraph, a discussion is added to the Bases regarding required features being
powered from an offsite source that is considered inoperable because it is not powering other
required features.

Comment: The staff does not understand what this added discussion means. The licensee is
required to provide clarification regarding under what conditions an offsite circuit is considered
inoperable even though it is powering required features.

Licensee Response:

3.8.3 Diesel Fuel Oil L'ube Oil and Startin Air
3.8.3-01 CTS 4.8.1.1.2.h, Bases page B 3.8-50, and SR 3.8.3.6

DOC L.4
I

It is acceptable to relocate this requirement to a licensee controlled document. However, total
deletion, as stated in DOC L.4, is not acceptable.

Comment: The Iicencee should revise the submittal to indicate where the CTS requirement
will be relocated to and what controls will be associated with the licensee controlled document..

Licensee Response:

3.8.3-02 DOC L.4
CTS 4.8.1.1.2.h.2
ITS 3.8.3

CTS 4.8.1.1.2.h.2 requires, "Performing a pressure test of those portions of the diesel fuel oil
system designed to Section III, subsection ND of the ASME Code in accordance with ASME
Code Section II Article IWD-5000," at least once per 10 years. This requirement has not been
retained in corresponding ITS 3.8.3 in accordance with the STS.
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1

~mme: DOC L.4 states that this requirement is already covered by ASME Code Section XI
Article IWD-5000. Revise the submittal to identify the plant program that implements this
requirement.

Licensee Response:

3.8.3-03 Bases Page B 3.8-47 SR 3.8.3.2
JFD5 and JFD6

The SR requires verifying that the lube oil quantify is equal to or greater than 99 gallons for the
Div. 1 and Div. 2 DGs and 168 gallons for the Div. 3 DG. The Bases is modified to explain that
these are values in excess of the level in the DGs recommended by the DG manufacturers,
and, at these levels, there is adequate lube oil for 7 days of operation. However, there is a
proposed addition to the Bases that states that the 7 day inventory can be in the engine sump,
or combiriation of the engine sump and a remote storage location. These two parts of the
Bases for this SR appear to be contradictory.

Comment: The licensee should correct the Bases or provide an explanation of what the
proposed Bases changes mean and how they relate to each other.

Licensee Response:

3.8.3-04 Bases JFD 8
Bases for ITS SR 3.8.3.3, STS Bases markup page B 3.8-47
Bases for STS SR 3.8.3.3

The Bases for STS SR 3.8.3.3 states, "..
~ but in no case is the time between receipt of new

fuel and conducting the tests to exceed 31 days." This has not been adopted in the Bases for
corresponding ITS SR 3.8.3.3. Bases JFD 8 states, "Changes have been made to be
consistent with the Specification."

Comment: Bases JFD 8 does not explain why this proposed difference is acceptable. Revise
the submittal to explain why the proposed difference is acceptable, or conform to the STS.

Licensee Response:

3.8.3-05 Bases Page B 3.8-48 SR 3.8.3.3
JFD 8

The JFD does not provide an adequate justification for deleting 'With proper color" from the
Bases.
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Comment: The licensee should provide an adequate justification, or retain the NUREG
language.

Licensee Response:

3.8.3-06 Not used

3.8.3-07 Bases page B 3.8-47
JFD 1

The licensee has proposed to add a statement to the SR 3.8.3.3 Bases which would allow the
fuel oil API gravity or specific gravity to be acceptable if it is within stated values when
compared to a suppliers certificate. This proposed change to the Bases is extracted from the
CTS Bases.

Comment: The purpose of the Bases is to explain what is contained in TS. The Bases are
not to be used to establish requirements or state criteria. In light of this, the staff considers the
proposed Bases addition to be Not Acceptable because it addresses an issue that is not part
of the ITS. This proposed Bases addition establishes acceptance criteria for API gravity or
specific gravity that belong in TS.

If the licensee wishes to use the allowance covered by the proposed Bases addition, the ITS
TS submittal should be revised to include the allowance. The appropriate place for inclusion of
the allowance is ITS 5.5.9.

As a practical matter, the staff questions why the allowance is desired. The staff view of the
allowance involves conducting the test (API gravity or specific gravity)-and then comparing the
results with the suppliers certificate. The allowance does not reduce any requirements, so
what is the purpose of having it'

3.8.4 DC Sources- Q eratin

3.8.4-01 DQC L.6
ITS SR 3.8.4.8 Frequency
STS SR 3.8.6.8 Frequency
CTS SR,.4.8.2.1.f

DQC L.6 discusses allowing ITS SR 3.8.4.8 to be performed every 24 months when a battery
shows de radation QR has reached 85% of expected life with battery capacity equal to or
greater than 100% of manufacturer's rating. ITS SR 3.8.4.8, however, only allows the 24
month frequency when the battery has reached 85% of expected life and capacity is equal to
or greater than 100%. When a battery shows degradation, ITS SR 3.8.4.8 requires testing
every 12 months, regardless of capacity.
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Comment: There is a difference between what is stated in DOC L.6 and what is contained in
ITS SR 3.8.4.8. This difference needs to be resolved.

Licensee Response:

3.8.4-02 Not used

3.8.4-03 DOC LA.1
ITS LCO 3.8.4
STS LCO 3.8.4
CTS 3.8.2.1 items a.1, b.1, and c.1

Items a.1, b.1, and c.1 for CTS 3.8.2.1 specify the DC electrical power source 125 volt
batteries for Divisions I, II, and III as 2BYS*BAT2A, 2BYS*BAT2B, and 2BYS*BAT2C,
respectively. This material has not been retained in corresponding ITS LCO 3.8.4, in
conformance with the STS. DOC LA.1 states that this material will be moved to the Bases

Comment: This material could not be found in the proposed Bases for ITS 3.8.4. Revise the
Bases to include this material.

Licensee Response:

3.8.4-04 Bases Page B 3.8-58,
SR 3.8.4.8

The Bases discussion of the modified performance discharge test could be improved by
adding some words from DOC L.6 in the CTS markup for LCO 3.8.4.

Comment: Specifically, words to the effect that "the second test rate for the modified
performance discharge test is greater than both the steady state and cycling loads"would add
clarity to the Bases. Absent this clarification, it is possible that the Bases could be
misinterpreted.

Licensee Response:

3.8.4-05 Bases Page B 3.8-59
SR 3.8.4.8
JFD 7

What is the justification for stating that degradation is a drop of more than 10% of rated
capacity in the previous 72 months'
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Comment: JFD 7 does not provide an adequate justification for this change.

Licensee Response:
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3.8.5 DC Sources - Shutdown

3.8.5-01 DOC LA.1
ITS LCO 3.8.5
STS LCO 3.8.5
CTS 3.8.2.2 items a.1, b.1, and c.1

Items a.1, b.1, and c.1 for CTS 3.8.2.1 specify the DC electrical power source 125 volt
batteries for Divisions I, II, and III as 2BYS*BAT2A, 2BYS*BAT2B, and 2BYS*BAT2C,
respectively. This material has not been retained in corresponding ITS LCO 3.8.5, in
conformance with the STS. DOC LA.1 states that this material will be moved to the Bases

Comment: This material could not be found in the Bases. Revise the Bases to include this
material.

Licensee Response:.
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3.8.6 Batte Cell Parameters

3.8.6-01 Not used

3.8.6-02 ITS 3.8.6 Table 3.8.6-1 Footnote b
STS 3.8.6 Table 3.8.6-1 Footnote b
CTS 4.8.2.1 Table 4.8.2.1-1 Table Notation e

Footnote b for Table 3.8.6-1 for ITS 3.8.6 states, "Corrected for electrolyte temperature and
level. Level correction is not required, however, when battery charging is < 2 amps when on
float charge," in conformance with the STS. Table Notation e for Table 4.8.2.1-1 for
corresponding CTS 4.8.2.1 states, "Corrected for electrolyte temperature and level."

Comment: This proposed change is not shown on the CTS markup and no justification has
been provided to support this proposed change. Revise the submittal to show the proposed
change on the CTS markup and provide the appropriate justification for the proposed change.

Licensee Response:
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3.8.7 Inverters -0 eratin

3.8.7-01 DOC L.1
CTS 3/4.8.3.1 Action a.1
ITS 3.8.7 Completion Time for Required Action A.1
STS 3.8.7 Completion Time for Required Action A.1

In the event that an inverter is inoperable, Required Action A.1 for ITS 3.8.7 requires to restore
the inverter to Operable status with a Completion Time of 24 hours, in conformance with the
STS. Action a.1 for corresponding CTS 3/4.8.3.1 requires to reenergize the division within 8
hours.

~Cmmen: DOC L.1 does not explain why changing from 8 hours to 24 hours is acceptable.
Revise the submittal to provide the appropriate justification for the proposed change.

Licensee Response:

3.8.7-02 Bases JFD 5
Bases for ITS 3.8.7 Applicability, STS Bases markup pages 3.8-73 and 3.8-74,

last paragraph
Bases for STS 3.8.7 Applicability

The Bases for the Applicabilityfor STS 3.8.7 states, "Inverter requirements for Modes 4 and 5
are covered in the Bases for LCO 3.8.8, Inverters - Shutdown." This has not been adopted in
the Bases for the Applicability for ITS 3.8.7. An insert has been proposed that states, "In

Modes 4 and 5, the emergency UPS inverters are not required to be Operable since, during
" these Modes, if a loss of offsite power occurred (which could result in loss of power to the

uninterruptible panels until the DG starts and energizes the associated emergency buses)
coincident with an accident requiring the ECCS instrumentation to perform their required
function, the response time of the ECCS subsystems (which will be delayed due to the loss of
power to the uninterruptible panels) is not critical."

Comment: Neither the Bases nor Bases JFD 5 explain why the response time of the ECCS
subsystems is not critical. Revise the submittal to provide this explanation.

Is the purpose of the Insert on Bases page 3.8-73 to explain that the inverters (with battery
backup) are not required in Modes 4 and 5'? Is the basis for this explanation that the UPS
panels can be powered from a regulating transformer, only, because the delay in ECCS
subsystem response to an accident (coincident with a LOOP) waiting for the DG to come on
will not result in unacceptable consequences'? Does the insert need to be reworded to more
explicitly state this'?

Licensee Response:
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Nine Mile Point Unit 2 Improved TS Review Comments
ITS Section 3.8, Electrical Power Systems

3.8.7-03 DOC LA;1
ITS LCO 3.8.7
CTS 3.8.3.1

CTS 3.8.3.1 specifies Division I inverter 2VBA'UPS2A and Division II inverter 2VBA*UPS2B.
This material has not been retained in corresponding ITS LCO 3.8.7 in accordance with the
STS. DOC LA.1 states that this material has been moved to the Bases.

Comment: This material could not be found in the Bases. Revise the Bases to include this
material.

Licensee Response:

3.8.7-04 LCO 3.8.7,
Bases Page B 3.8-73

The proposed LCO requires the UPS inverters to be OPERABLE. In the Bases,
OPERABILITYis established as the inverter aligned to the UPS pariels at proper voltage and
frequency with input power from a divisional 125 vdc battery. Alternativel, the inverter can be
powered form an internal AC source/rectifier as long as the battery is available as the
uninterruptible power source. Based on this, the staff concludes that the inverter design
includes some form of static switch that will transfer the inverter to the battery at some
predetermined voltage level.

Comment: The licensee is requested to verify that the staff's conclusion is correct or establish
that it is not. Assuming the staff correctly understands the system design, the licensee is
requested to show how the static switch function is adequately demonstrated.

Licensee Response:
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Nine Mile Point Unit 2 Improved TS Review Comments
ITS Section 3.8, Electrical Power Systems

3.8.8 Distribution S stems-0 eratin

3.8.8-01 Not used

3.8.8-02 DOC L.1
CTS 3/4.8.3.1 Action a
ITS 3.8.8 Conditions A and B
STS 3.8.9 Conditions A and B

Action a for CTS 3/4.8.3.1 addresses the required AC distribution system for either Division I or
Division II listed in CTS 3.8.3.1. In the event that either division is not energized, Action a
requires to energize the division within 8 hours. This requirement has been divided into two
separate Conditions and Required Actions in accordance with the STS. Conditions A and B
for corresponding ITS 3.8.8 address the AC electrical power distribution subsystem and the
120 volt uninterruptible electrical power distribution subsystem separately, in accordance
with the STS. Associated Required Actions A.1 and B.1 each have Completion Times of 8
hours. In the event that one division of the AC electrical power distribution subsystem was

'noperable,and at some point during restoration, the 120 volt uninterruptible electrical power
distribution subsystem for the same division also became inoperable, Condition B for ITS 3.8.8
would provide a separate 8 hour Completion Time to restore the 120 volt uninterruptible
electrical power distribution subsystem. This is a proposed change relative to Action a for CTS
3/4.8.3.1.

Comment: DQC L.1 does not address this proposed change. Revise the submittal to provide
the appropriate Justification for the proposed change.

Licensee Response:

3.8.8-03 CTS LCO 3.8.3.1, Actions a. and b.
DOC L.1,

CTS and NUREG 1434 each address one AC, DC, or vital AC distribution subsystem
inoperable. There is no discussion of multiple distribution subsystems being inoperable
(except for Condition F of NUREG LCO 3.8.9). Consequently, multiple distribution subsystem
inoperabilities invokes LCO 3.0.3. The licensee has proposed to modify the TS to allow
multiple inoperabilities of AC, DC, and vital AC distribution subsystems without entry into LCO
3.0.3 provided there is no loss of function. This proposed change is discussed in DOC L.1.

Comment: DOC,L.1 primarily discusses what changes are made, but does not provide much
in the way of why the changes are acceptable. In order for the staff to consider the proposed
change, DQC L.1 will have to be revised to adequately describe why the proposed change is
acceptable.

Licensee Response:
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Nine Mile Point Unit 2 Improved TS Review Comments
ITS Section 3.8, Electrical Power Systems

3.8.8-04 CTS SR 4.8.3.1.1, SR 4.8.3.1.2, and ITS SR 3.8.8.1
DOC LA.2, JFD 8

The licensee has proposed to change the CTS terminology "voltage" to "power availability."
DOC LA.2 states that this is necessary because the methods to verify OPERABILITYof
switchgear, load centers, MCCs and distribution panels are different.

Comment: The staff does not understand how determining the voltage of a switchgear can be
any different than determining the voltage of a distribution panel. In addition, the staff is not
certain that "voltage" and "power availability" are identical terms. The licensee is requested to
revise DOC LA.2 to more completely explain why the change is necessary and to show that
the proposed terminology is the same as what is in the CTS.

Licensee Response:

3.8.8-05 Not used

3.8.8-06 NUREG LCO 3.8.9, ITS LCO 3.8.8, Conditions A, B & C
JFD 4

The proposed generic change to the NUREGs to add "or more" to Conditions A, B & C of this
NUREG LCO has NOT been accepted.

Comment: This lack of generic acceptance notwithstanding, the staff will consider the change
for NMP2..However, the proposed wording of "One or both" for Condition A is not acceptable.
This terminology would indicate that there are only 2 AC subsystems that are covered by the
Condition when in fact there are numerous subsystems as detailed in Bases Table B.3.8.8-1.
The terminology for Condition A should be changed to "One or more" Division 12 and Division
2 electrical power distribution subsystems inoperable. For consistency, the terminology for
Conditions B and C should be the same even though there may only be 2 subsystems in each.
case. The same thing applies to Condition E.

Licensee Response:

3.8.8-07 Not used



sl

r,

"I

Af



Nine Mile Point Unit 2 Improved TS Review Comments
ITS Section 3.8, Electrical Power Systems

3.8.8-08 Bases Page B 3.8-83 LCO
JFD 2

The NUREG Bases are proposed to be changed with regard to closed tie breakers and
OPERABILITYof redundant distribution subsystems.

Comment: In the proposed Bases, when tie breakers are closed, only the distribution
subsystems that are'not powered from their normal source are considered inoperable. This
does not appear to be acceptable. With tie breakers closed, a single event could make all
connected distribution systems inoperable. Therefore, all distribution subsystems affected by
the closed tie breaker(s) are considered inoperable. Note also that the proposed Bases do not
appear to be consistent with the CTS. The Bases should be revised.

Licensee Response:

3.8.8-09 Bases Page B 3.8-83, Applicability
JFD 6

A statement is added to the last paragraph of the Applicability discussion to the effect that
"other conditions in which the 120 VAC uninterruptible power distribution subsystems are
required" are covered in the Bases for LCO 3.8.9, "Distribution Systems - Shutdown."

Comment: The Applicabilityfor LCO 3.8.9 is Modes 4 and 5, and during movement of
irradiated fuel in the secondary containment. This Applicability means that the 120 VAC
uninterruptibie power is required to be OPERABLE in Modes 4 and 5. This requirement is
directly contrary to the statement in LCO 3.8.7 that the 120 VAC power is not required in .

Modes 4 and 5. The proposed ITS and associated Bases will have to be revised to make it
clear that the requirement for 120 VAC power is only applicable during movement of irradiated
fuel.

Licensee Response:

3.8.8-10 Bases Pages B 3.8-84, 85, and 87

The Bases discussions for Actions A.2, B.1, and C.1 all include a discussion of the worst case
scenario being one division of AC, 120 VAC uninterruptible, or DC without power. However,
the LCO conditions are proposed to include "one or more" in each of the Conditions.

Comment: Based on the proposed LCO wording, the worst case scenario for all 3 power
sources would be both divisions without power. This, however, would result in entry into LCO
3.0.3. These Bases discussions need to be modified to reflect the proposed LCO wording.
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Nine Mite Point Unit 2 Improved TS Review Comments
ITS Section 3.8, Electrical Power Systems

Licensee Response:

3.8.8-11 Bases Page B 3.8-89- Action F.1
JFD 9

This Bases discussion for item Action F.1 needs to be explained to include specific examples
of how combinations of inoperable electrical power distribution subsystems result in a loss of
function.

Comment: Special emphasis should be placed on how inoperabilities in Div. 3 interact with
inoperabilities in Div. 1 or 2 to cause a loss of function. The Bases discussion should also be
expanded to include a detailed discussion of how the determination is made that a loss of
function has occurred as a consequence of multiple electrical power distribution subsystem
inoperabilities.

Licensee Response:

3.8.8-12 Not used

3.8.8-13 Bases Page B 3.8-89 Insert SR 3.8.8.1
JFD 2

The staff does not agree with the last sentence in the Insert.

Comment: Verification that a load is energized does not ensure the associated bus is

energized to the correct voltage; delete the word "Normally" in the Insert.

Licensee Response:

3.8.9 Distribution S stems - Shutdown

3.8.9-01 Not used

3.8.9-02 ITS LCO 3.8.9, and Bases pages B 8.8-91, 92, and 94
JFD2

This LCO includes a requirement for the 120 VAC uninterruptible power distribution
subsystems to be OPERABLE in Modes 4 and 5. The Bases discussion includes the 120 VAC
uninterruptible power distribution subsystems.
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Nine Mile Point Unit 2 Improved TS Review Comments
ITS Section 3.8, Electrical Power Systems

Comment: This is inconsistent with statements in LCO 3.8.7. See Q 3.8.8-09 above.

Licensee Response:

3.8.9-03 Not used

3.8.9-04 Not used

3.8.9-05 Bases Page B 3.8-94 ITS SR 3.8.9.1
JFD1,2

Wording "voltage" is deleted.

Comment: The staff does not agree with changing "voltage" to "power availability". See Q
3.8.8-02 above. Also, the staff does not agree with the last sentence in Insert SR 3.8.9.1;
detele the word "Normally.".

Licensee Response:





NINE MILEPOINT 2 IMPROVED TS REVIEW COMMENTS
SECTION 3.10 - SPECIAL OPERATIONS

(By ITS Section)

No comments on this section.
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Nine labile Point Unit 2 Improved TS Review Comments
Beyond Scope Items

3.6 General-Be ond Sco e Issues
3.6.0-1 DOC LD.1 (Sections 3.6.1.1, 3.6.1.3, 3.6.1.7, 3.6.3.1, 3.6.4.1, 3.6.4.2, and

3.6.4.3)
DOC A.7 (Section 3.6.1.3)
DOC L.3 (Section 3.6.3.1)
JFD 1 (Sections 3.6.4.1, 3.6.4.2 and 3.6.4.3)
JFD 2 (Section 3.6.1.7)
JFD 3 (Sections 3.6.1.1, and 3.6.3.1)
JFD 5 (Section 3.6.1.3)
JFD 8 (Section 3.6.1.3)
Bases JFD 1 (Section 3.6.1.3)
Bases JFD 2 (Sections 3.6.1.1, 3.6.1.7, 3.6.3.1, 3.6.4.1, 3.6.4.2, and 3.6.4.3)
Bases JFD 5 (Section 3.6.4.1)
Bases JFD 7 (Section 3.6.1.3)
CTS 4.3.7.7, 4.6.2.1.e, 4.6.2.1.f, 4.6.3, 4.6.4.b.2, 4.6.4.b.3.b, 4.6.5.1.c, 4.6.5.2.b,
4.6.5.3.d.2, 4.6.5.3.d.3 and 4.6.6.1.a, 4.6.6.1.b
ITS 3.6.1.1, 3.6.1.3, 3.6.1.7, 3.6.3.1, 3.6.4.1, 3.6.4;2, 3.6.4.3 and Associated
Bases

The frequencies for performing various CTS surveillances is specified as 6 months, 18
months or refueling outages. The CTS and ITS markup changes these frequencies to
24 months to accommodate a 24 month fuel cycle. The changes are justified by the
DOCs and JFDs specified above. This change is considered as a beyond scope of
review item for this conversion which is being independently reviewed by the staff.

Comment: None

Licensee Response - No response required.

3.7.2-1 ITS 3.7.2, SR 3.7.2.4, and ITS 3.7.3

Comment: Both LCOs contain Actions in which both trains are inoperable but "safety function
maintained." Doc L.1 for ITS 3.7.2 and L.4 for ITS 3.7.3 justify this concept, in part, based
upon the ECCS specifications of NUREGs 1430-2. This change is not consistent with the CTS
or the applicable STS (in this case NUREG 1434) and, therefore, is a beyond scope change.
The testing of only the worst combination of air handling units with each filter train in SR
3.7.2.4 is also based upon the concept of "safety combination maintained." Under Technical
Branch review.

Licensee Response: No response required.
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3.8.1-BSC-01 CTS SR 4.8.1.1.2,e.2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11 8 12, 8 4.8.1.1.2.f
DOC LD.1

The change from 18 months to 24 months is beyond the scope of this conversion effort. The
acceptability of the 24 month frequency will be evaluated outside the scope of this review with
the results of that review factored into this review, as appropriate. (See BSC items list)

Licensee Response: No response required.

3.8.1-BSC-01 CTS SR 4.8.1.1.2,e.2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11 8 12, 8 4.8.1.1.2.f
DOC LD.1

The change from 18 months to 24 months is beyond the scope of this conversion effort. The
acceptability of the 24 month frequency will be evaluated outside the scope of this review with
the results of that review factored into this review, as appropriate.

Licensee Response: No response required.



lj

l

~l, 1



NMP2 ITS wSchedule

1.0
Use/Applhatton

20
Safety Umlts

3.0
LCO/SR Appl

3.1
ReacNty Cntt

3.2
Power Dhtr

3.3
Instrumentatton

3.4
RCS

3.5
ECCS

3.6
Containment

37
Phnt Sys

3.8
Electttcal

3.9
Refuenng

3.10
Spechl Operations

4.0
Design Features

5.0
Admln. Controh

UU

TJADER

CHU

TJADER

TJADER

SCHULTEN

WESTON

GILLES

GIARDINA

LUEHMAN

TOMUNSON
/LE

WESTON

LUEHMAN

CHU

FOSTER

TSB RAI Issued

4/1589

Ucensee
RAI Response

60 days hter
6/15/99

60 days hter
5/12/99

60 days hter
5/12/99

75 days hter
7/15/99

60 days hter
6/30$ 9

75 days hter
$30/99

60 days hter
6/15/99

75 days hter
6I30I99

60 days hter
$15/99

60 days hter
6/15$ 9

ResoNe Open
Items

120 days hter
$13$ 9

120 days hter
8/13/99

120 days hter
7/12/99

120 days hter
7/12$ 9

120 days hter
$31 $9

120 days hter
$31/99

120 days hter
8I31/99

120 days hter
8/13$ 9

120 days hter
8/13$ 9

120 days hter
8/13$ 9

120 days hter
8I31/99

120 days hter
8/13/99

120 days hter
$13$ 9

120 days hter
8/13$ 9

127 days hter
8/20/99

127 days hter
7/19/99

127 days hter
7/19/99

127 days hter
9/3/99

127 days hter
8/20$ 9

127 days hter
8/20$ 9

127 days hter
8/20/99

127 days hter
9/3$9

127 days hter
8/20$ 9

127 days hter
$20I99

127 days hter

Ucensee
SE Tables

Dralt SE Issued Ucensee Draft
SE Comments

30 days hter
10I29$9

30 days hter
10/29$ 9

30 days hter
10/2989

30 days hter
10/29$ 9

30 days later
10/29$ 9

30 days hter
10/29I99

30 days hter
10I29$ 9

30 days hter
10/29$ 9

30 days hter
10/29/99

30 days hter
10/29$ 9

Final SE
to OGC

11/30$ 9

11/30M

11/30$ 9

11/30$ 9

11/30$ 9

11/30$ 9

11/30/99

11/30/99

11/30$ 9

11/30$ 9

11/30$ 9

11/30$ 9

11/30$ 9

11/30$ 9

11/30$ 9

Anttctpated date of Ucense Amendment 12I30$ 9 Enclosure 2
AprN 1999


