Commonwealth Edison
Quad Cities Nuciear Power Station
22710 206 Avenue North

Cordova, Hllinois 61242

Telephone 300/654-2241

AMS~94-017
June 8, 1994

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
ATTN: Document Control Desk
Washington, D.C. 20555

SUBJECT: Quad Cities Nuclear Station Units 1 and 2
Changes, Tests, and Experiments Completed

Enclosed plcase find a listing of those facility and procedure changes,
tests, and experiments reguiring safety evaluations completed during the
month of May, 1994, for Quad-Cities Station Units 1 and 2, DPR~-29 and
DPR-30. A summary of the safety evaluations are being reported in
conpliance with 10CFR50.59 and 10CFR50.71(e).

Respectfully,

ComEd
Quad-~Cities Nuclear Power Station

/%W
Anthony M. Scott
System Engineering Supervisor

AMS /dak
Enclosure

cc: J. Martin, Regional Administrator
C. Miller, Senior Resident Inspector
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SE-%4~37
Software Activity Reguest #991

DESCRIPTION:

The Rod Worth Minimizer (RWM) software was upgraded to
include two new features. First, a select block was added
to the previous rod blocks. This causes a rod block upon
selection of an out-of sequence control rod. This select
block function included an on/off ‘toggle’ on the RWM touch
screen. The other change is the provision of an insert
block signal in Rod Exercise mode as soon as a control rod
is moved in one notch. 1In addition, a rod block was applied
to all other rods at this time. The blocks are removed when
the current rod is withdrawn to its original position.
Previously the RWM applied a rod block only after a rod had
traveled more thar one notch past its target position.

SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY:

1.

The change described above has been analyzed to determine
each accident or anticipated transient described in the
UFSAR where any of the following is true:

- The change alters the initial conditions used in the
UFSAR analysis.

- The changed structure, system or component is
explicitly or implicitly assurmed to function during or
after the accident.

- Operation or failure of the changed structure, systen,
or component could lead to the accident.

The accidents which meet these criteria are listed below:
Rod Drop Accident UFSAR SI'CTION 15.4.10

For each of these accidents, it has been determined that the
change described above will not increase the probability of
an occurrence or the consequence of the accident, or
malfunction of equipment impertant to safety as previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

The possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR is
not created because the changes that will be made are to the
RWM software only. No modifications will be made to the RWM
computers, nor will any interactions with other systems be
changed. The blocks that are being added will serve as an
additional barrier to control rod mispositionings and all of
the current rod blocks will be retained. Because no other
systems will be affected, there will be no adverse system
interactions or accidents created in other systems.

THCHOPS SAFETY \S4MAY RPT



SE-94-37 CONTD

In addition, because the RWM itself will not be altered, the
failure modes will remain the same as before the software
upgrade. As a result, there will be no new type of RWM
malfunction not evaluated in the UFSAR.

The margin of safety, is not defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification, therefore, the safety margin is not

reduced.
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SE-94-38
QCOS 2300~1 Rev. 6

DESCRIPTION:

This procedure was revised to have the operator verify lube
0il temperature indicating switch setpoints are set to their
proper value as listed in th procedure. Also, the HP(L™
pump is verified to be filled and vented locally prior
rolling the HPCI turbine.

SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY:

10

The change described above has been ana.yzed to determine
each accident or anticipated transient described in the
UFSAR where any of the following is true:

- The change alters the initial conditions used in the
UFSAR analysis.

- The changed structure, system or component is
explicitly o1 implicitly assumed to function during or
after the accident.

- Operation or failure of the changed structure, system,
or component could lead to the accident.

The accidents which meet these criteria are listed below:
Small Break LOCA UFSAR SECTION 15.6.4, 15.6.5

For each of these accidents, it has been determined that the
change described above will not increase the probability of
an occurrence or the consequence of the accident, or
malfunction of egquipment important to safety as previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

The possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR is
not created because verifying lube oil temperature
indicating switch setpoints prior to rolling the HPCI
turbine doesn’t adversely impact systems or functions so as
to create an accident of a type different from those
previously evaluated in the UFSAR. This procedure change
will only aid in preventing possible damage to the HPCI
turbine and thus decreasing the probability of any accident.

The margin of safety, is not defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification, therefore, the safety margin is not
reduced.

THCHOPS SAFETY \SIMAY RPT



SE-94-039

One time extension to 67 day Safe Shut Down 2dministrative

DESCRIPTION:

This change to the fire protection program has two parts:

- allow the extension cf the 67 day safe shutdown ATR for
safe shutdown path B by 24 days.

- establish additional compensatory measures.

SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY:

1.

The change described above has been analyzed to determine
each accident or anticipated transient described in the
UFSAR where any of the following is true:

- The change alters the initial conditions used in the
UFSAR analysis.

- The changed structure, system or component is
explicitly or implicitly assumed to function during or
after the accident.

- Operation or failure of the changed structure, system,
or component could lead to the accident.

The accidents which meet these criteria are listed below:
Appendix R Fire as described in the Fire Hazards Analysis

For each of these accidents, it has been determined that the
change described above will not increase the probability of
an occurrence or the consequence of the accident, or
malfunction of equipment important to safety as previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

The possibility for an accident ¢:; malfunction of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR is
not created because this is an administrative change to the
procedure and therefore dccs not effect equipment operation.
The type of accident that could occur (Appendix R Fire) has
already been evaluated. The stations approved program
addresses the consequences of this fire. No new accident
types will be created by this change.

The margin of safety, is not defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification, therefore, the safety margin is not
reduced.

TECHOFI\SAFETY\S4MAY RPFT



SE-94-042
Temp Alt 94-2-32 Disabling Personnel Interlock on U2

DESCRIPTION:

This Safety Evaluation made changes to the Unit 2 Primary
Containment Air Lock Doors and Air Lock Mechanism. The
following is a description of the changes:

- The interlocks that prevent more than one door open at
a time have been defeated and are being controlled as
per Technical Specifications 3.7.A.7.c.

- A valve that is connected to the interlock mechanism
that equalizes pressure between the Drywell and volume
between the interlock doors has been gagged in the
CLOSED Position.

- The "Stongbacks" have been left installed to ensure the
Drywell side door is aligned and seated properly.

SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY:

The change described above has been analyzed to determine
each accident or anticipated transient described in the
UFSAR where any of the following is true:

- The change alters the initial conditions used in the
UFSAR analysis.

- The changed structure, system or component is
explicitly or implicitly assumed to function during or
after the accident.

- Operation or failure of the changed structure, systenm,
or component could lead to the accident.

The accidents which meet these criteria are listed below:
Decrease in Reactor Coolant Inventory UFSAR SECTION 15.6
For each of these accidents, it has been determined that the
change described above will not increase the probability of
an occurrence or the consequence of the accident, or

malfunction of equipment important to saiety as previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

TECHOPS SAFETY\WAMAY RPT



SE~94-042 CONTD

A The possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR is
not created because the following changes have been made to
the Unit 2 Personnel Interlock Doors for Primary
Containment.

- The interlocks that prevent more than one door open at
a time have been defeated and are being controlled as
per Technical Specifications 3.7.A.7.b and c.

One interlock door closed will ensure the integrity of
Primary Containment. Administrative controls as
required by TS, are being implemented that will ensure
only one door is open at a time.

- A valve that is connected to the interlock mechanism
that equalizes pressure between the Drywell and volume
between the air lock doors has been gagged in the
CLOSED Position.

The air lock doors are being leak rate tested to verify
that there is no leakage or acceptable leakage out of
the air locks. The valve that communicates the Drywell
volume and air lock volume has been gagged in the
CLOSED position to ensure that during a seismic event
and/or a decrease in reactor coolant that the valve
will remain in the CLOSED (as tested) condition.

- The "Strongbacks" have been left installed.

The strongbacks have been installed and will be left on the
Drywell air lock door. The strong back is a series of
structural steel that bolts onto the Drywell door and
secures the door in the closed position for leak ratce
testing. The strongbacks have been previously evaluaved and
found acceptable for operation.

Based on the above information and the fact that the
Technical Specification LCO is being implemented the
possibility of an accident or malfunction of a type
different from those evaluated in the UFSAR is not created.

34 The margin of safety, as defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification, is not reduced because the LCO
reguirements for an air lock door inoperable and the air
lock interlock mechanism inoperable. Therefore, the
Technical Specifications will be meet. This will ensure the
margin to safety will be maintained.

TECHOFS \SAFETY \S4MAY RPT



SE~94-043
SESR #4-2156

DESCRIPTION:

The installation of a larger U~-bolt (5/8" versus 1/2") on
pipe support M-987D-75 because of increased weight of a
parts upgrade of the Standby Liquid Control (SBLC)
Accumulators for Unit 1. The replacement accumulators
evaluation is ME-93-0541-00, Revisicn 2.

SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY:

1.

The change described above has been analyzed to determine
each accident or anticipated transient described in the
UFSAR where any of the following is true:

- The change alters the initial conditions used in the
UFSAR analysis.

- The changed structure, system or component is
explicitly or impli- tly assumed to function during or
after the acciden*.

- Operation or failure of the changed structure, system,
or component could lead to the accident.

The accidents which meet these criteria are listed below:
Anticipated Transient Without SCRAM UFSAR SECTION 9.3.5

For each of these accidents, it has been determined that the
change described above will not increase the probability of
an occurrence or the consequence of the accident, or
malfunction of eguipment important to safety as previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

The possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR is
not created because the larger U-bolt does not create the
possibility of an accident or malfunction of a type
different from those evaluated in the UFSAR. The larger U-
bolt functions in the same manner as the smaller U-bolt it
is replacing. The higher weight of replacement SLC
accumulators requires the larger U-bolt to maintain the
system seismically. Sizing of the U-bolt has been evaluated
by seismic calculation (SESR 4-2156).

The margin of safety, as defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification, is not reduced because SESR 4-2156
evaluated the increase in weight of the replacement
accumulator and the replacement of a larger U-bolt on pipe
support M-987D-75. The evaluation determined that these
changes were within the design loadings of the SBLC system.

TECHOPI\SAFETY \SMAY RPT



M04-0-90-003
CRD Repair Room A/C Installation

DESCRIPTION:

Provided cooling for the CRD Repair Room. This modification
installed an air cooled condenser located outside the room
and an air handling unit located inside the room.

Electrical power is supplied from a GE MCC which replaced
the existing Westinghouse MCC 42R-2-1.

SAFETY EVALUATION SBUMMARY:

1.

The change described above has been analyzed to determine
each accident or anticipated transient described in the
UFSAR where any of the following is true:

- The change alters the initial conditions used in the
UFSAR analysis.

- The charged structure, system or component is
explicitly or implicitly assumed to function during or
after the accident.

- Operation or failure of the changed structure, system,
or component could lead to the accident.

For each of these accidents, it has been determined that the
change described above will not increase the probability of
an occurrence or the consequence of the accident, or
malfunction of equipment important to safety as previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

The possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR is
not created because this modification will install an air
conditioning system for the CRD Repair Room. The air
handling unit, plenum, return grill and thermostat will be
installed inside the CRD repair ante room. The air cooled
condenser will be installed outside the CRD Repair Room.
This equipment will be powered from a 480V GE MCC which will
replace the existing Westinghouse MCC 42R-2-1. Operation of
the CRD Repair Room A/C System will offset the constant
addition of heat incurred during maintenance on coentrol rod
drives. The design includes locally mounted disconnect
switches for periods when this equipment will not be
reguired.

TECHOPYSAFETY WIMAY RPT



M04-0-90-003 CONTD

Possible new failure modes or unacceptable conditions

snclude:

Electrical failures in the new equipment.
2. Leaks in the new refrigerant lines.

3, Failures in the modified block walls.

4. Spread of contamination.

Possible impact of the above failures during all operating
modes are:

1. The eleccrical requirements for this modification
include the installation of properly sized breakers in
non-safety related MCC 42R-2-1 to protect existing
plant electrical egquipment from any faults which may
occur in the new HVAC equipment. MCC 42R-2-1 receives
electrical power from non-safety related transformer
T42R-2. The only loads on MCC 42R-2-1 will be the CRD
Repair Room HVAC System. Therefore, a fault in the new
electrical equipment will result in the tripping of
breakers in MCC 42R-2-1 which will have no impact on
any other plant equipment.

3. A leak in the refrigerant lines installed by this
modification would result in the release of
refrigerant-22 into the Unit 1 Reactor Building. The
Reactor Building Ventilation System, designed to
produce a negative differential pressure, evacuates the
Reactor Building at a rate of approcximately 1 free
volume/hour. Therefore, leakage of refrigerant into
the Reactor Building free volume would have no credible
impact from a human safety standpoint and have no
impact on equipment operation.

3. The structural requirements for this modification
include design changes to the west (blocking-in an
existing louver opening) and north (installation of
electrical supply and refrigerant supply and return
lines) block walls., As part of the designer’s
walkdown, it was identified that no safety related
equipment was attached to these two block walls. The
actual design will require structural changes meet the
seismic 2-over-1 criteria but, if a failure of the wall
were to occur, no safety related equipment would be
affected.

TECHOPWSAFETY\S4MAY RPT



M04-0-90-003 CONTD

4. Increased local air flow from the air handling unit

could result in unacceptable spread of contamination.
The location of the air handling unit inside the ante
room instead of the CRD Repair Room provides the
highest a2ir flow in the area of least contamination to
prevent an unacceptable airborne contamination problem.
Blocking-in the louver opening seals the ante room to
prevent the spread of contamination to an uncontrolled

area.
3. The margin of safety, is not defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification, therefore, the safety margin is not
reduced.
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DCR 4-93-205

DESCRIPTION:

The torus level indicatirn was found to be in error and the
source was traced to the faulty Narrow Range Level
Transmitter (LT-001-1602-9). NWR Q08293 replaced the
Rosemount Model 1151DP3B12 (obsolete designation) with a
Rosemount Model 1151DP3G12M1B1. This model includes the
mounting bracket which was previously ordered separately and
an optional integral meter.

The Reactor Building Exhaust Fan 2C was auto-tripping and
the scurce was traced to the setpoint of differential
pressure switch (DPS-002-5741-261C) being at the low end of
the switch’s range. NWR Q08212 replaced the Dwyer Model
1821~-2 with Dwyer Model 1823-1. This model has a range of
0.3" to 1.0" water column (WC) whereas the previous model’s
range was 0.5" to 2.0" WC. The setpoint of 0.5" WC remains
unchanged.

DCR 4-93-205 updated the appropriate data sheets to reflect
these changes.

SAFETY EVALUATION EBUMMARY:

1. The change described above has been analyzed to determine
each accident or anticipated transient described in the
UFSAR where any of the following is true:

- The change alters the initial conditions used in the
UFSAR analysis.

- The changed structure, system or component is
explicitly or implicitly assumed to function during or
after the accident.

- Operation or failure of the changed structure, system,
or component could lead to the accident.

The accidents which meet these criteria are listed below:

Internal Flood Measures UFSAR SECTION 3.4.1.2
LOCA UFSAR SECTICN 7.5

For each of these accidents, it has been determined that the
change described above will not increase the procbability of
an occurrence or the consequence of the accident, or
malfunction of eguipment important to safety as previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

TECHOPVSAFETY\SMMAY RFT



DCR 4-93-205 CONTD

LS

The possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR is
not created because the instrument model changes will not
affect the function or operation of the systems since the
replacement instruments function the same as the original
instruments.

3 The margin of safety, is not defined in the basis for any

Technical Specification, therefore, the safety margin is not
reduced.

TECHOPI SAFETY\WMAY RPT



DCR 4-94-046

DESCRIPTION:

This DCR revised the Master Equipment List (MEL) and
selected drawings to incorporate the results cf Component
Classification (CC) of the Standby Gas Treatment (SBGT)
System. As part of this DCR, 1) no physical change was made
to any plant structure, system eguipment or component and 2)
some components were upgraded from NSR to SR because they
are required for the SBCGT system to perform its SR functionr
(Secondary Containment Radioactive Effluent Control).
Documentation specifically addressing these changes is
included in Component Classification Binder #CC-QC009. The
CC program is an ongoing controlled program that is
supervised by Station Engineering.

SAFETY EVALUATION SBUMMARY:

1. The change described above has been analyzed to determine
each accident or anticipated transient described in the
UFSAR where any of the following is true:

- The change alters the initial conditions used in the
UFSAR analysis.

- The changed structure, system or component is
explicitly or implicitly assumed to function during or
after the accident.

- Operation or failure of the changed structure, system,
or component could lead to the accident.

The accidents which meet these criteria are listed below:

Break in Reactor Coolant
Pressure Boundary Instrument
Line Outside Containment UFSAR SECTION 15.6.2

Loss of Cooclant Accidents
Resulting from Piping
Breaks Inside Containment UFSAR SECTION 15.6.5

Design Basis Fuel Harnling
Accidents Inside Containment
and Spent Fuel Storage Buildings UFSAR SECTION 15.7.2

For each of these accidents, it has been determined that the
change described above will not increase the probability of
an occurrence or the consequence of the accident, or
malfunction of eguipment important to safety as previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

TECHOPS SAMETY\SIMAY RPT



DCR 4-94-046 CONTD

- The possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR is
not created because this DCR does not involve any physical
changes to plant systems, structures, equipment or
components. The Component Classification (CC) process for
the SBGT system identified the operating mode for each
component in the system and also identified that component’s
role in accomplishing the SBGT system safety function. The
CC process also considered all applicable accidents analyzed
in the SAR and all potential egquipment or componant
malfunctions. The CC process provides assurance that the
changes made by this DCR do not affect any existing
accidents analyzed in the SAR and do not create any new
accidents. The SBGT system CC process is documented in the
SBGT system CC binder.

3. The margin of safety, is not defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification, therefore, the safety margin is not
reduced.

THCHOPY SAFETY\S4MAY RFT



DCR 4-94-055

DEECRIPTION:

The implemented change incorporates the actual location of
pressure test point connections for the condensate booster
pump discharge piping on Unit 1 Piping and Instrumentation
Diagram (P&ID); and incorporate the addition of pressure
test point connection for the condensate booster pump
discharge piping on Unit 2 P&ID. These Unit 1 and Unit 2
P&ID as-built changes reflect the original designed and
installed conditions.

SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY:

. i The change described above has been analyzed to determine
each accident or anticipated transient described in the
UFSAR where any of the following is true:

- The change alters the initial conditions used in the
UFSAR analysis.

- The changed structure, system or component is
explicitly or implicitly assumed to function during or
after the accident.

- Operation or failure of the changed structure, system,
or component could lead to the accident.

The accidents which meet these criteria are listed below:

Loss of Normal AC Power UFSAR SECTION 15.8.2
Loss of Norma. Feedwater Flow UFSAR SECTION 15.8.3

For each of these accidents, it has been determined that the
change described above will not increase the probability of
an occurrence or the consequence of the accident, or
malfunction of equipment important to safety as previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

2. The possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR is
not created because the change as described does not cause a
functional change in the system or its interaction with
other plant systems. It does not alter any physical
parameters or process variables of the plant. Due to the
nature of the change, there are nc new inherent failure
modes introduced to the system and the change does not add
any new components or process routes.

- I The margin of safety, is not defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification, therefore, the safety margin is not
reduced.
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DCR 4-94-064

DESCRIPTION:

Schematic Diagrams 4E-1351B, Sheet 2; 4E-2345, Sheet 1; 4E-
2345, Sheet 2; 4E-2430, Sheet 2; and 4E-2430, Sheet 4: These
drawings update cross references and descriptions on relays
and control contacts to more accurately reflect the
installed conditions.

Piping Diagram M-84, Sheet 1: This drawing revised the
Equipment Piece Number (EPN) for the Unit 2A Off-Gas Filter
Outlet Valve from 2-5499-55 to 2-5499-51. This change was
made to match the configuration and numbering of the Unit 1
valve.

EAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY:

1.

The change described above has been analyzed to determine
each accident or anticipated transient described in the
UFSAR where any of the following is true:

- The change alters the initial conditions used in the
UFSAR analysis.

-~ The changed structure, system or component is
explicitly or implicitly assumed to function during or
after the accident.

- Operation or failure of the changed structure, system,
or component could lead tc the accident.

The accidents which meet these criteria are listed below:

Loss of auxiliary power UFSAR SECTION 8.3.1
Power bus loss of vecltage UFSAR SECTION 8.3.1
Failure of one diesel generator

to start UFSAR SECTION 8.3.1.6.4
Load rejection without bypass UFSAR SECTION 15.2.2.1
Load rejection with bypass

(Loss of electrical load) UFSAR SECTION 15.2.2.2
Loss of Coolant UFSAR SECTION 15.6.2,

15.6.5

For each of these accidents, it has been determined that the
change described above will not increase the probability of
an occurrence or the consequence of the accident, or
malfunction of equipment important to safety as previously
evaluated in tne UFSAR.
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2 The possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR is
not created because no new accident scenarios are created by
this DCR. The function of the Core Spray, Diesel generator
and Off-Gas Systems and their ability to operate are
unchanged. This DCR will not adversely impact systems or
functions nor will the possibility of an accident
malfunction be created that is different from those
previcusly evaluated in the SAR.

¥ The margin of safety, is not defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification, therefore, the safety margin is not
reduced.
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SE~93-109
M04-1(2)=~89-115 Work Packages Q02824, Q02825

DESCRIPTION:

The work performed under this package calibrated two 0-100
psi pressure indicators (SI1#208039) and a flow switch
(S1#699224) prior to installation of modification M04~1(2)~-
89-115 (Modification of the service water radiation
monitoring system sample delivery piping). The pressure
indicators (PIs) will be used to ensure the sample stream
eductor is operating properly. Under this package, the PIs
will be used to gather system sample pressures while
throttling the twc glove valves on either side of the
eductor. Also, during this test, a flow indicator was
installed to give flow indications. This information was
used to determine proper system operating pressures. The
flow indicator was then removed and the flow switch was
installed. The low flow setpoint was then verified. If
erratic indication occured during performance of the
traveler, individual instrument calibrations can be
performed.

SAFETY EVALUATION BUMMARY:

3.

The change described above has been analyzed to determine
each accident or anticipated transient described in the
UFSAR where any of the following is true:

- The change alters the initial conditions used in the
UFSAR analysis.

- The changed structure, system or component is
explicitly or implicitly assumed to function during or
after the accident.

- Operation or failure of the changed structure, system,
or component could lead to the accident.

For each of these accidents, it has been determined that the
change described above will not increase the probability of
an occurrence or the consequence of the accident, or
malfunction of equipment important to safety as previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.
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23 The possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR is
not created because installation and testing of this
egquipment cannot cause any plant accident or transient not
described within the UFSAR. The installation does not alter
the interconnecting systems so as to create abnormal lineups
or operating modes. The installation will be passive with
respect to the potential to initiate a different type of

accident.

: 3 The margin of safety, is not defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification, therefore, the safety margin is not
reduced.

TECHOPSSAFETY W4MAY RPT



SE-93-112
M04-1(2)-89~-115
Service Water Radiation Moaitor

DEECRIPTION:

The work to be performed under these packages demolished the
existing Service Water Radiation Monitor (SWRM) sample
delivery system (receiver tank, pump, all associated piping
and valves) and installed a new, eductor driven system
powered by domestic water. The sample system inlet
isolation valve was replaced and the service water return
header was open through a 1-1/2" pipe to the turbine
building 595’ level during the replacement. This valve acts
as the isclation point for further installation work.
Domestic water was isolated for installation of the back
flow preventer. All other items (skid, detector, eductor)
were then installed. A flow indicator was installed to
facilitate Instrument Maintenance work and testing on the
flow switch and pressure gauges. The indicator was removed
and replaced with the switch. A leak test was then
performed.

SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY:

: B9

The change described above has been analyzed to determine
each accident or anticipated transient described in the
UFSAR where any of the following is true:

- The change alters the initial conditions used in the
UFSAR analysis.

- The changed structure, system or component is
explicitly or implicitly assumed to function during or
after the accident.

- Operation or failure of the changed structure, system,
or component could lead to the accident.

For each of these accidents, it has been determined that the
change described above will not increase the probability of
an occurrence or the conseguence of the accident, or
malfunction of equipment important to safety as previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.
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- I8 The possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
4ifferent type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR is
not ~reated because this work only interfaces with the
domestic water system ard the service water system. Both
interfaces are mechanical only. No other SSC will be
impacted by the scope of this work. The worst case scenario
would involve a failure of the installed isolation valve on
the service water return header. This would lead to leakage
onto the turbine building first floor. But, this leakage
will not be of greater magnitude than the capability to
remove water by the floor drain system. Therefore, this
event will not result in flooding. No other SSC will be
adversely impacted so as to create a new UFSR accident or

transient.

3 The margin of safety, is not defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification, therefore, the safety margin is not
reduced.

TECHOPS\SAFETY \S4MAY RFT



F04-1-93-094
Replace Turbine Rotor Unstacking Transformer with Dry Type

DE3CRIPTION:

The subject exempt change replaced an oil-filled 1 MVA
transformer with a dry-type 500 KVA transformer on elevation
639’ of the Unit 1 Turbine Building. The existing wet pipe
system was demolished.

SAFETY EVALUATIOR SUMMARY:

: IS The change described above has been analyzed to determine
each accident or anticipated transient described in the
UFSAR where any of the following is true:

- The change alters the initial conditions used in the
UFSAR analysis.

- The changed structure, system or component is
explicitly or implicitly assumed to function during or
after the accident.

- Operation or failure of the changed structure, system,
or component could lead to the accident.

For each of these accidents, it has been determined that the
change described above will not increase the probability of
an occurrence or the conseguence of the accident, or
malfunction of equipment important to safety as previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

- The possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR is
not created because T42R-5A receives power from the 13.8 KV
yard. 1Its 480V secondary will provide power for maintenance
activities on the turbine deck. Per the FSAR, the 13.8 kv
system is not used for plant equipment. Therefore, this
transformer will not clectrically affect operation of plant
egquipment. Per the Bechtel calculation listed previously,
the supports and attachments have been evaluated for
structural acceptability. The replacement of the oil-type
transformer with a dry-type one results in no new accident

type.

3s The margin of safety, is not defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification, therefore, the safety margin is not
reduced.

TECHOM SAFETY \WMMAY RPT




E04-1~93-245
Install Welding Receptacles on Turbine Shield Wall

DESCRIPTION:

The subject exempt change replaced the existing panel with a
10 circuit distribution panel and installed six 60 amp
welding receptacles powered from this new panel. Five
receptacles were mounted on the outside of the turbine
shield wall west of the new circuit panel. A sixth was
installed on the inside of the turbine shield wall. This
new configuration provides a safer and more efficient means
for providing power on the turbine deck.

SAFETY EVALUATION BUMMARY:

1.

The change described above has been analyzed to determine
each accident or anticipated transient described in the
UFSAR where any of the following is true:

- , The change alters the initial conditions used in the
UFSAR analysis.

o The changed structure, system or component is
explicitly or implicitly assumed to function during or
after the accident.

- Operation or failure of the changed structure, system,
or component could lead to the accident.

For each of these accidents, it has been determined that the
change described above will not increcse the probability of
an occurrence or the consequence of the accident, or
malfunction of equipment important to safety as previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

The possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR is
not created because the subject design change will not
result in changed operation of the existing panels.
Therefore, no new accident that has not been previously
analyzed wil. be created.

The margin of safety, is not defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification, therefore, the safety margin is not
reduced.

TECHOPS \SAFETY \SSMAY RFT



E04-1-93-325
UAT Change-out Concrete Work

DESCRIPTION:

The subject exempt plant change installed new concrete piers
in support of the replacement of the Unit 1 Unit Auxiliary
Transformer (UAT). New concrete piers were regquired focr the
fire suppression deluge system which was redesigned due to
physical differences between the existing GE and the new
SMIT transformer.

Two other exempt changes were required to complete the
replacement of the Unit 1 UAT:

E04-1~93-326 replaced the existing fire protection system
piping and fire detection method. The deluge piping was
replaced due to the physical differences between the
existing GE UAT and the new SMIT UAT. The detection method
was changed in order to make it more reliable. The overall
operation of the system did not change.

E04-1-93-327 reinstalled the transformer control circuitry.
These changes were necessary due to slight differences
between the GE and SMIT transformers. The control circuitry
changes do not affect the operation of the plant.

BAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY:

- The change described above has been analyzed to determine
each accident or anticipated transient described in the
UFSAR where any of the following is true:

- The change alters the initial conditions used in the
UFSAR analysis.

- The changed structure, system or componer: is
explicitly or implicitly assumed to function during or
after the accident.

- Operation or failure of the changed structure, system,
or component could lead to the accident.

The accidents which meet these criteria are listed below:
Loss of Auxiliary Power UFSAR SECTION 8.3.1

For each of these accidents, it has been determined that the
change described above will not increase the probability of
an occurrence or the consequence of the accident, or

malfunction of equipment important to safety as previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

THCHOPI SAFETY\MMAY RIFT



E04~-1-93~325 CONTD

- The possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any previously evaluated in thez UI'SAR is
not created because the UAT is being replaced by a newer
transformer. The failure mode of this new transformer, fire
protection system, and control circuitry is the same as for
the existing transformer. The failure rate due to these
changes is reduced due to the more reliable transformer and
enhancements to the fire protection system. Therefore, an
accident different from those previously evaluated in the
SAR is not created.

. The margin of safety, is not defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification, therefore, the safety margin is not
reduced.

TECHOPS SAFETY \SIMAY RI'T



P04~1-91~-127
Replacement of existing T-Quencher Bolts

DESCRIPTION:

Installed new replacement welded and/or bolted threaded rod
to replace rods anchoring the T Quencher supports located in
the torus.

The sample of rods was removed for examination to confirm
the absence of stress corrosion cracking.

BAFETY EVALUATION BUMMARY:

1.

The change described above has been analyzed to determine
each accident or anticipated transient described in the
UFSAR where any of the following is true:

- The change alters the initial conditions used in the
UFSAR analysis.

- The changed structure, system or compcnent is
explicitly or implicitly assumed to function during or
after the accident.

- Operation or failure of the changed structure, system,
or component could lead to the accident.

For each of these accidents, it has been determined that the
change described above will not increase the probability of
an occurrence or the consequence of the accident, or
malfunction of equipment important to safety as previously
evaluated in the UFSAR.

The possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR is
not created because change does not affect equipment
operations or functions.

The margin of safety, as defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification, is not reduced because there is no
change to Technical Specifications.

TECHOPYSAFETY\SIMAY RPT
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~10CFR50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION

GENERAL INFORMATION

SE - 94 - 37
Documont ldentifier: SAR (Software Activity Request) # 991

Safety Evaluation Number:

I System(s): 207 (Rod Worth Minimizer)

—

Unit(s): 1 & 2
Apphcable Plant Model(s): ALL

QCOP 2071

CHANGE DESCRIPTION:

1. Describe the proposed change:

The Rod Worth Minimizer (RWM) software will be upgraded to include two new features. First, a select block
will be added to the current rod blocks. This will cause a rod block upon selection of an out-of-sequence
control rod. This select block function will include an on/off "toggle’ on the RWM touch screen. The other
change is the provision of an insart biozk signal in Rod Exercise mode as soon as a control rod is moved in one
notch. In addition, a rod block will be applied to all other rods at this time. The blocks 2re removed when the
current rod is withdrawn to its original position. Currently the RWM applies a rod block only after a rod has
traveled more than one notch past its target position.

2. Reason for the change:

These changes are being made to address several control rod movemenit errors. The software changes are the
corrective actions of NTS item #26501383007305.

3. Is the change:

X Permanent

Temporary - Expected Duration: I
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REFERENCE DOCUMENTS:

4. List reference documents used which describe the structure, system, or component. ldentify
documants referenced even if no information was found in that section.

a. UFSAR Section(s): 7.7.2 (RWM), 15.4.10 (Rod Drop Accident)

b. SER Section(s):

¢. Tech. Spec. Section(s): 3.3/4.3B (Control Rods)

d. Fire Protection Program Document Pkg Section(s):

e. Code of Federal Regulations Section(s):

f. Regulatory Guides/NUREGSs:

g. Other: RWM User’s Documentation (Rev 3.1, October, 1990)
EVALUATION:

5. Describe how plant operation is affected when the structure, system, or component function is
changed as intended (i.e., focus on system operation/interactions in the absence of equipment
failures). Consider all applicable operating modes. Include a discussion of any changed
interactions with other structures, systems, or components.

Using the new software, plant operation will be affected by the addition of the select block and the
blocks applied in Rod Exercise mode. The select block is in addition to the current blocks and will be
applied when an out-of-sequence rod is selected. This block will improve plant operation in that it adds
another barrier to the NSO selecting and moving an incorrect control rod. The Rod Exercise blocks
currently take effect only after a rod has traveled more than one notch PAST its target position. The
upgraded Rod Exercise blocks will take effect immediately at the target in position, in addition to
blocking movement of all other rods while a rod is inserted. The Rod Exercise blocks will improve
operation by adding a barrier to mispositionings during the rod exercise procedures.

No physical changes will be made to the RWM, so there wiil be no changed interactions with other
structures, systems, or components after the software upgrade. All interlocks with the RWM will
remain the same, as will all other existing rod blocks provided by the RWM.

6. Describe how the change will affect equipment failures. Describe any new failure modes and their
impact during all applicable operating modes.

The only changes that will be made are to the software of the RWM - no physical changes will be
made. All interactions with other systems and components will be unchanged. As a result, the failure
modes of the RWM will remain the same as before the software upgrade.
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EVALUATION (cont'd): | - , ‘

7. Identify each accident or anticipated transient (i.e., large/small break LOCA, loss of load, turbine
missiles, fire, flooding) described in the UFSAR where any of the following is true:

® The change alters the initial conditions used in the UFSAR analysis.

L The changed structure, system, or component is explicitly or implicitly assumed to
function during or after the accident.

. Operadion or failure of the changed structure, system, or component couid lead to the
accident.

15.4.10 Rod Drop Accident

8. List each Technical Specification (Safety Limit, Limiting Safety System Setting, or Limiting
Condition for Operation) where the requirement, associated action items, associated surveillances,
or bases may be affected. To determine factors affecting the specification, it is necessary to
review the UFSAR and SER where the Technical Specification Bases section does not explicitly
state the basis.

3383

9. Will the change involve a Technical Specification revision?
YES
NO

X

If a Technical Specification revision is involved, the change cannot be implemented until the NRC issues
a license amendment. When completing Step 14, indiocate that a Technical Specification revision is
required.

= S ]
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EVALUATION (cont'd):

10. To determine if the probability or the consequences of an accident or malfunction of
equipment important to safety previously evaluated in the UFSAR may be increased, use
one copy of these pages 10 answer the following questions for each accident listed in Step
7. Provide rationale for all NO answers.

Affected accident: Rod Drop Accident UFSAR Section: 15.4.10

a. May the probability of the accident be increased?

The operation of the RWM is independent of the Control Rod Drive (CRD) System and has no
impact on the withdrawal of a rod. It provides rod blocks to the Reactor Manual Control

System (RMCS), but does not affect the interaction of the control rods with the reactor
internals. Because this interaction is the means by which a control rod becomes stuck and later
drops to the full out position, the RWM cannot affect this event. As a result, the probability of
the Rod Drop Accident will not be increased by this software upgrade.

b. May the consequences of the accident (off-site dose) be increased?
YES

The RWM impacts the Rod Drop Accident only by limiting the worth (reactivity) of control rods
during a reactor startup by enforcing a withdrawal sequence. This sequence must follow
Banked Position Withdrawal Sequence (BPWS) rules to 20% power, which limits the energy
deposited in the fuel to 280 cal/gm. These rules are not affected by the software upgrade, nor
is the method by which the RWM enforces them. As a result, the rod worths after the
software upgrade will not be increased. In addition, the RWM does not provide any mitigating
effects after the accident. Because the same BPWS rules wil be enforced (no increase in
deposited enthalpy), and the RWM cannot mitigate the Rod Drop Accident after it occurs, the
consequences of the accident will not be increased by the software upgrade.
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EVALUATION {cont'd): I ] : S .
¢. May the probability cf a malfunction of equipment important to safety increase?
YES

X NO

No changes wili be made to the RWM computers to add the rod blocks in the Rod Exercise Mode and selection
blocks for out-of-sequence rods. These are software modifications only. No physical modifications will be
made to the RWM computers, and no interactions with other systems will be altered. The probability of
malfunction will remain the same for the RWM.

d. May the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to safety increase?

YES
X NO

The RWM is comprised of two independent computers designed to enforce the control rod withdrawal
sequence. For the withdrawal of the first 12 control rods, one RWM must be operable. If one RWM computer
failed, the other would be available. If neither were available for the first 12 rods, startup would not be
permitted. This consequence will remain the same after the new software is installed because startup will still
be prohibited. After the first 12 rods are fully withdrawn, the RWM is required to be operable up to 20%
power. However, if both RWM computers have failed, an additional verifier may be used as a substitute.
Again, the consequences of this malfunction will not change with the new software, as a second verifier will
still be required.

If any answer to Question 10 is YES, then an Unreviewed Safety Question exists. ‘4
e
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EVALUATION (cont'd):

|
|

11. Based on the answers to Questicns 5 and 6, does the change adversely impact systems or functions so as
to create the possibility of an accident or malfunction of a type different from those evaluated in the
UFSAR?

Describe the rationale for your answer,

The changes that will be made are to the RWM software only. No modifications will be made to the RWM
comnuters, nor will any interactions with other systems be changed. The biocks that are being added will
serve as an additional barrier to control rod mispositionings and all of the current rod blocks will be retained.

Because no other systems will be affected, there will be no adverse system interactions or accidents created in
other systems.

In addition, because the RWM itself will not be altered, the failure modes will remain the same as before the
software upgrade. As a result, there will be no new type of RWM malfunction not evaluated in the UFSAR.

l if any answer to Question 11 is YES, then an Unreviewed Safety Question exists.
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EVALUATION (cont’d):

12. Determine if parameters used to establish the Technical Specification limits are changed. Use one copy of
this page to answer the following questions for each Technical Specification listed in Step 8. It no
Technical Specifications are impacted, then no reduction in margin 91 safety exists. Proceed to Step 14.

Technical Specification: 3.3.B.3

Determine which of the following is true for the above specification:

Ali changes to the parameters or conditions used to establish the Technical
Specification requirements are in a conservative direction. The actual acceptance limit need not be
identified to determine that no reduction in margin of safety exists. Proceed to Step 13.

The Technical Specification provides a margin of safety or acceptance limit for the
i applicable parameter or condition. List the limit(s) or margin(s) below.

The applicable parameter or condition change is in a8 potentially non-conservative

direction and the Technical Specification neither provides an acceptance limit nor explicitly references a
limit in the UFSAR. Request Nuclear Licensing assistance to identify the acceptance limit or margin for
the Margin of Safety determination. List the limit{s) or margin(s) below.

X The change does not affect any parameters upon which the Technical Specifications
are based; therefore, there is no reduction in the margin of safety. Proceed to Step 14.

List Acceptance Limitis)/Margin(s) of Safety

13. Use the above limits identified in Step 12 to determine if the margin of safety is reduced (i.e., the new
values exceed the acceptance limits). Describe the rationaie for your determination. Include a description
of compensating factors used to reach that conclusion.
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EVALUATION (cont'd):

14. Check one of the following:

An Unreviewed Safety Question was identified in Step 10, Step 11, or Step 13. The
Proposed change MUST NOT be implemented without NRC approval.

No unreviewed Safety Question wili result (Steps 10, 11, and 13) AND no Technical

procedures.

A Technical Specification revision is involved; but no Unreviewed Safety Question

below:

The change is not a plant modification or minor plant change and will not be
implemented under 10CFR50.59. Upon receipt of the approved Technical Specification change from
the NRC, the change may be implemented.

The change is a plant modificatior or minor plant change. Indicate applicable
typels) below:

A revision to an existing Technical Specification is required. The change
MUST NOT be installed until receipt of an approved Technical Specification revision.

The change will not conflict with any existing Technical Specifications and only new

granted, the block below should be checked.

Nuclear Licensing has authorized installation, but no operation, prior to receipt of
the NRC approval of License Amendment. The 10CFR50.59 Safety Evaluation indicates that no
Unreviewed Safety Question will result, and provides authority for installation only.

Specification revision will be involved. The change may be implemented in accordance with applicable

will result. The proposed change requires a License Amendment. Notify Station Regulatory Assurance
and Nuclear Licensing that a Technical Specification revision is required. Indicate applicable type(s)

Technical Specifications are required. In these cases, Nuclear Licensing may authorize the installation,
but not operation, prior to receipt of NRC approval of the License Amendment. If such authorization is

o 4 4 P
Preparer/Date: gt é ﬁ'ﬂ i ~23 -9

15. Documentation is adequate to support the above conclusion and the conclusion is valid.

_=..1

Reviewer/Date: /33 ‘42! k 5 - 9= }y

1’-}. Obtain a Safety Evaluation number from the Systems Engineering Clerk. Record on Page 1.

11 Leave 1 Safety Evaluation copy with Systems Engineering Clerk. File original with package.

18. Forward Safety Evaluation copy to FSAR Coordinator (AN! Audit Recommendation 88-1).
Completed: Systems Engineering Clerk Initials: b\ Date: ;) -9 f

(final)
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OFFSITE REVIEW AND INVESTIGATIVE FUNCTION TRANSMITTAL
Quad Cities Nuclear Power Station

Reference Number:  SE -~ 94 - 3
Subject: ((COS R3cv~ 1 [ ¢

NCO0S A3er -5 [~ 6

Submitted by: Luby T inde

Safety Evaluations NOT invoiving an unreviewed safety question as defined in 10CFR50.59

for:
a Changes to procedures as described in the Safety Analysis Report.
b. Changes to equipment or systems as described in the Safety Analysis Report.
c. Tests or experiments NOT described in the Safety Analysis Report.
2. Proposed changes which involve an unreviewed safety question as defined in 10CFR50.59.
a Procedure changes.
b Equipment or system changes.
-3 Tests or experiments.

3. Proposed changes to the Technical Specifications or Operating License.

4. Noncompliance with codes, regulations, orders, Technical Specifications, license
requirements, or internal procedures or instructions having nuclear safety significance.

5  Significant operating abnormalities or deviations from normal and expected performance of
plant equipment that affects nuclear safety.

6. Al REPORTABLE EVENTS (LERs only).

7. All recognized indications of an unanticipated deficiency in design or operation of safety-
related structures, systems, or components.

8. All changes to the Station Emergency Plan prior to implementation.

8. Al items referred by the Systems Engineering Supervisor, Staiion Manager, Site Vice
President, and General Manager of Quality Programs and » ssessments.

10. Other OSR ltems/Documents NOT addressed above.

This Transmittal is being made in accordance with Quad Cities Nuclear Power Station
Technical Specifications 6.1.G.2.d(1) for information only. No specific action is required
uniess deemed necessary by Offsite Review and Investigative Function.
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| GENERAL INFORMATION: il
Safety Evaluation Number: SE- 9 03 ¥

Document Identifier:
IModification, Temp. ANt Work Reousst Number. ete. | QCOS 2300-1 RW 6

Unit(s). 1 and 2 HSystem(s)r HPCI (2300)

Applicable Plant Mode(s): All Modes
R, Srectup Mot Standby, Retuel, Shutdown)

Plant Mode Restriction(s): None

List Multiple Procedures Affected Below:

QCOS 23005 Rev. 6

M

A HNGE SCRIPTION:
1. Describe the proposed change:

This procedure is being revised to have the operator verify lube oil temperature indicating switch setpoints are
set to their proper value as listed in the procedure. Also, the HPCI pump is verified to be filled and vented
locally prior to rolling the HPCI turbine.

2. Reason for the chenge:

This procedure change is being performed to ensure proper setpoints prior to manual startup for routine

surveillances to reduce the probability of spurioiis high temperature alarms which would require system
shutdown.

' 3. Is the change:

X Permanent

Temporary - Expected Duration:
el e




f REFERENCE DOCUMENTS:
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List reference documents used which describe the structure, system, or component. Identify
documents referenced even if no information was found in that section.

UFSAR Section(s): 6.3, 7.3, 8.3.39, 155.1, 156.2, 1565

o |

SER Section(s): 3.5.2.1

Tech. Spec. Section(s): 3.5C/45C, 35G/45G, 3.7A/4.7A

a o

Fire Protection Program Document Pkg Section(s):

Code of Federal Regulations Section(s):

Regulatory Guides /NUREGs:

g

“ EVALUATION:

5

Other:

Describe how plant operation is affected when the structure, system, or component function is changed
as intended (i.e., focus on system operation/interactions in the absence of equipment failures).
Consider all applicable operating modes. Include a discussion of any changed interactions with other
structures, systemns, or components.

These temperature indicating switches give alarms only to the Control Room Operator. They do not
provide any trip functions. Verifying these setpoints will eiiminate unnecessary alarms but yet will stil!
provide alarm protection as designed.

Describe how the change will affect equipment failures. Describe any new failure modes and their
impact during all applicable operating modes.

This change does not affect the operation of any equipment and therefore will not affect any failure
modes By ensuring proper alarm setpoints, equipment damage can be averted due to operator
response to high temperature conditions.
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7. Identify each accident or anticipated transient (i.e., large/small break LOCA, loss of load, turbine
missiles, fire, flooding) described in the UFSAR where any of the following is true:

. The change alters the initial conditions used in the UFSAR analysis.
. The changed structure, system, or component is explicitly or implicitly assumed to function
during or after the accident.
e Operation or failure of the changed structure, system, or component could lead to the
accident.
Accident UFSAR Section
Small break LOCA 15.6.4, 15.6.5

List each Technical Specification (Safety Limit, Limiting Safety System Setting, or Limiting Condition for
Operation) where the requirement, associated action items, associated surveillances, or bases may be
affected. To determine factors affecting the specification, it is necessary to review the UFSAR and SER
where the Technical Specification Bases section does not explicitly state the basis.

None N/A

9. Will the change involve a Technical Specification revision?
YES
X | NO

It a Technical Specification revision is involved, the change cannot be implemented until the NRC issues a
license amendment. When completing Step 14, indiocate that a Technical Specification revision is required.

s . st
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| EVALUATION (cont'd):

10. To determine I the probability or the consequences of an accident or malfunction of equipment
important to safe'y previously evaluated in the UFSAR may be increased, use one copy of these
pages to answer the following questions for each accident listed in Step 7. Provide rationale for

all NO answers.
Affected accident: None UFSAR Section: N/A
a. May the probability of the accident be increased?
YES
X NO

The probability of an accident will not be increased because this procedure change does not
affect any equipment which is currently considered an initiator of any analyzed accident.

b. May the consequences of the accident (off-site dose) be increased?
YES

X | NO

The consequences of an accident (off-site dose) will not be increased because automatic
operation of HPC! is not affected by the temperature switches involved in this procedure
change, thus, plant response 1o accidents is unaffected from previous analyses.
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EVALUATION (cont'd):
c. May the probability of a malfunction of equipment important to safety increase?

CGE

QCAP 1100-9
UNIT 11/2)
REVTLION O

YES

X | NO

designed.

The probability of a malfunction of equipment important to safety will not increase because by verifying the
switch setpoints prior 10 rolling the HPCI turbine will only ensure the HPCI lube oil sys*em will operate as

d. May the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to safety increase?

YES

X | NO

is unaffected from previous analyses.

If any answer to Question 10 is YES, then an Unreviewed Safety Question exists.

BN ==

B === e

The consequences of a malfunction important to safety will not increase because automatic operation of HPCI
is not affected by the temperature switches involved in this procedure change, thus, plant response to accidents
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11. Based on the answers 1o Questions 5 and 6, does the change adversely impact systems or functions so as 10
create the possibility of an accident or malfunction of a type different from those evaluated in the UFSAR?

YES
X NO

Describe the rationale for your answer.

Verifying lube oil temperature indicating switch setpoints prior to rolling the HPC! turbine doesn't adversely
impact systems or functions so as 1o create an accident of a type different from those previously avaluated in
the UFSAR. This procedure change will only aid in preventing possible damage to the HPCI turbine and thus
decreasing the probability of any accident

If any answer to Question 11 is YES, then an Unreviewed Safety Question exists.

% S
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EVALUATION (cont'd):
.’w
12. Determine if parameters used to establish the Technical Specification limits are changed. Use one copy of this
page to answer the following questions for each: Technical Specification listed in Step 8 If no Technical
Specifications are impacted, then no reduction in margin of safety exists. Proceed to Step 14.

Technical Specification:

Determine which of the following is true for the above specification:

All zhanges to the parameters or conditions used to establish the Technical
Specification requirements are in a conservative direction. The actual acceptance limit need not be identified
to determine that no reduction in margin of safety exists. Proceed to Step 13.

The Technical Specification provides a margin of safety or acceptance limit for the
applicable parameter or condition. List the limit(s) or margin(s) below

The applicable parameter or condition change is in a potentially non-conservati e

direction and the Technical Specification neither provides an acceptance limit nzr explicitly references a limit
in the UFSAR. Request Nuclear Licensing assistance to identify the acceptanc: limit or margin for the
Margin of Safety determination. List the limit(s) or margin(s) below

The change does not affect any parameters upon which the Technical Specif zations
are based, therefore, there is no reduction in the margin of safety. Proceed to Step 14.

List Acceptance Limit(s) /Margin(s) of Safety

13 Use the above limits identified in Step 12 to determine if the maraia of safety is reduced (i.e., the new values
exceed the acceptance limits). Describe the rationale for your determination. Include a description of
compensating factors used to reach that conclusion.
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14. Check one of the following:

An Unreviewed Safety Question was identified in Step 10, Step 11, or Step 13 The
Proposed change MUST NOT be implemented without NRC approval.

X No urireviewed Safety Question will result (Steps 10, 11, and 13) AND no Technical
Specification revision will be involved. The change may be implemented in accordance with applicable
procedures.

A Technical Specification revision is involved; but no Unreviewed Safety Question
will result. The nroposed change requires a License Amendment. Notify Station Regulatory Assurance and
Nuclear Licensing that a Technical Specification revision is required. Indicate applicable type(s) below:

The change is not a plant modification or minor plant change and will not be
imp'emented under 10CFR50.59. Upon receipt of the approved Technical Specification change from the
NRC, the change may be implemented.

The change is a plant modification or minor plant change. indicate applicable
type(s) below:

A revision to an existing Technical Specification is required. The change
MUST NOT be installed until receipt of an approved Technical Specification revision.

The change will not conflict with any existing Technical Specifications and only new

Technical Specifications are required. In these cases, Nuclear Licensing may authorize the installation, but
not operation, prior to receipt of NRC approval of the License Amendment. if such authorization is granted,
the block belocw should be checked.

Nuclear Licensing has authorized installation, but no operation, prior to receipt of
the NRC approva! of License Amendment. The 10CFR50.58 Safety Evaluation indicates that no Unreviewed
Safety Question will result, and provides authority for installation only.

Preparer /Date S L Farndin. §5-12-9

15 Documentation is adequate 1o support the above conclusion and the conclusion is valid

Reviewer /Date: algg [ 7‘){«.‘, 5/:»/1&/

16. Obtain a Safety Evaluation number from the Systems Engineering Clerk. Record on Page 1.

17. Leave i Safety Evaluation copy with Systems Engineering Clerk. File original with package.

18. Forward Safety Evaiuation copy to F3AR Courdinator (ANI Audit Recommendation 88-1).
Completed: Systems Engineering Clerk Initials: '

(final)
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OFFSITE REVIEW AND INVESTIGATIVE FUNCTIO
Quad Cities Nuciear Power Station

Reference Number: 74 =£ 357' 1Dntr. 5-17-94
rSub,iact One time extension to 67 day Safe Shut Down Adnm inistrative
l"lecnnir;::'l Requirement (ATR) for Umit 2 duriag QlR13.

$
.

Masterlark

Jin

Submitted by:

Safety Evaluations NOT invoiving an unreviewed safety question as defined In 10CFR50.59
for.
8
b.

Changes to procedures &s described in the Safety Analysis Report.
Changes to equipment or systems as described in the Satety Analysis Report

Tmormmmmmmwmwmnem

c
Proposed changes which invoive an unreviewed safety question as defined in 10CFRS0.58.

® Procedure changes.
'ﬂ b Equipment or system changes.
c Tests or @periments.

a2 Propased chanpes to the Technical Specifications or Operating License.

H 4 Noncompliance with codes, regutations, orders, Technical Specffications. license
requirements, or intemal procedures or instructions having nuciear satety significance.

5. snmmw«mmmmmmmmmd
plant equipment that affects nuciear safety. :

| | & AIREPORTASLE EVENTS (LERs onty).
l A Mwmdmumamddm&mhdmmwomm}mdm

relgted SUSTUTES, SYSIEMS, OF COMPONSNts.
g Al changes to the Station Emerpency Plan prior to impiementation

8 mmmwusmamsmw.mmgm.snm
Presidert, and General Manager of Quallty Programs and Assessments.

.....

INFORMATION:

mmmmlhmmmmmomummumpmm
Technical Specifications 6.1.C.2.d(1) for intormation only. No specific action Is required
uniess deemed necessary by Offstte Review and Investigative Function
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Safety Evaluation Number: SE- 94 - 029

Document Identifier: 67 Day SSD ATR Extension for SSD Path B

(Modcation T:m Al Work Rgm Numnbe'_etc ) .

Unit(s): 1 and 2 ﬂ System(s): 4100, 287, 1000, 1300, 2900, 6600, 6700,

Applicable Plant Mode(s). All modes
(Fun Statup/Mot Standby Retusl Shutdown)

Plant Mode Restriction(s): No restrictions
sS4

7300, 8300, 8350 H

Procedure Number

1. Describe the proposed change:
This change to the fire protection program will have two parts:

-allow the extension of the 67 day safe shutdown ATR for safe shuidown path B by 24 days
-establish additional compensatory measures .

(See Attached document)

2. Reason for the change:

This change will allow the work to continue without requiring the operating unit to shutdown when the 67 day ATR l
expires. Additional compensatory measures will be established to ensure safe operation during the extension of the

ATR.

(See Attached document)

3. Is the change:

Permanent
- ti M 1
X Temporary - Expected Duration May 21 thru June 15
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REFERENCE DOCUMENTS:

4. List reference documents used which describe the structure, system, or component. ldentify
documents referenced even if no information was found in that section

a. UFSAR Section(s): 9.5.1
b SER Section(s): Fire Protection Reports, Volume 3—Fire Protection SERs
c. Tech Spec Section(s): 6.0 Administrative Requirements

d. Fire Protection Program Document Pkg Section(s): Fire Protection Reports, Volume 2, Safe Shutdown
Reports, Section Administrative Technical Requirements

e. Code of Federal Regulations Section(s): 10CFR50 Appendix R, 10CFR50.48

f.  Regulatory Guides/NUREGs: None
her: GL 86-10, GL 88-12, Attached Documentation (Justification)

g ©Ot

EVALUATION:

5. Describe how plant operation is affected when the structure, system, or component function is changed
as intended (i.e., focus on system operation/interactions in the absence of equipment failures).
Consider all applicable operating modes. Include a discussion of any changed interactions with other
structures, systems, or components.

This is an acministrative change to the Fire Protection Program. This change mpacts the compensatory
measures required when Safe Shutdown Equipment is Inoperable. This change will allow equipment to be
inoperable for more than 67 days if compensatory measures are estblished which would compensate the
for the weekness in the 3rd echelon for fire protection (See Step 10.a).

6. Describe how the change will affect equipment failures. Describe any new failure modes and their
impact during all applicable operating modes.

There are no new failure modes. The plant would continue to operate within the bounds of the ATR. The
only change is that the ATR would be extended and additional compensatory measures will be established.
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EVALUATION (cont'd):

7. Identify each accident or anticipated transient (i.e., large/small break LOCA, loss of load, turbine
missiles, fire, flooding) described in the UFSAR where any of the fellowing is true:

. The change alters the initial conditions used in the UFSAR analysis.
. The changed structure, system, or component is explicitly or implicitly assumed to function
during or after the accident.
. Operation or failure of the changed structure, system, or component could lead to the
accident.
Appendix R Fire as described in the Fire Hazards
Analysis

List each Technical Specification (Safety Limit, Limiting Safety System Setting, or Limiting Condition for |
Operation) where the requirement, associated action items, associated surveillances, or bases may be |
affected. To determine factors affecting the specification, it is necessary to review the UFSAR and
SER where the Technical Specification Bases section does not explicitly state the basis.

None

e

8. Will the change involve a Technical Specification revision?
YES
X NO

If a Technical Specification revision is involved, the change cannot be implemented until the NRC issues a
license amendment. When ~ompleting Step 14, indicate that a Technical Specification revision is required.
e e e e
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EVALUATION (cont'd):

10. To determine if the probability or the consequences of an accident or malfunction of equipment
important to safety previously evaluated in the UFSAR may be increased, use one copy of
these pages to answer the following questions for each accident listed in Step 7. Provide
rationale for all NO answers.

Affected accident. Appendix R Fire

a. May the probability of the accident be increased?
YES

X | NO

Basis of Fire Protection Program:

The fire protection program is based upon the concept of defense in depth. This defense consists of three echeions of
protection between fire initiators and a possible uncontrolied release. No one of these echelons is perfect or complete by
iiself These echelons are a2s follows:

1 FIRE PROTECTION PROGRAMS TO PREVENT FIRE INITIATION: This echelon helps to ensure that 2 fire does
not initiate, or if it does initiate, that it does not expand beyond the incipient stages. These programs include the
transient combustible programs, welding and prinding permits, and good housekeeping practices.

2 RAPID SUPPRESSION AND DETECTION: This echelons will help to ensure that a fire that is in its incipient stage
does not propagate into an "Appendix R" fire where safe shutdown of a unit will be required  This barrier consists of
numerous automatic detection and suppression systems located throughout the power block.

3 FIRE BARRIERS/SAFE SHUTDOWN: This barmier consists of two parts, the first part 1s physical fire barriers that
separate safe shutdown equipment from a Design Basis Fire as described in the Fire Hazards Analysis The second
part is the safe shutdown equipment/procedures that would safely shut down a unit while the fire is contained

Ifan Appendix R fire (as described in the Fire Hazards Analysis) were 10 occur when a safe shutdown path is inoperable,

safe shutdown could not be achieved within the bounds of the safe shutdown procedures or within the required time limits

| meet the requirements by Appendix R. Therefore, compensatory measures and 67 day ATR are established to help ensure
that a fire will not reach the Appendix R fire stage.

| Basis for ATR extension:

When the 67 day ATR is exceeded or 5/21/84, additional compensatory measures will be initiated to further reduce the

| probability that a fire could reach the Appendix R Fire stage where safe shutdown would be required These compensatory

| measures described within this document will strengthen the first two bamers to make-up for 4 reduction in the third. These

compensatory measures will be limited to 24 days. This will allow work to continue on Unit 1 systems during it's refueling

| outage. Afer expiration of the 24 days, I all safe shutdown path B is not returned to operabilty, Unit 2 will be required to
shutdown.

| The extension of the ATR in itself will increase the probability of an Appendix R fire. However, the increase in compensatory
measures will decrease the probability o) a fire sccurming and will increass the probability of mitigating ® sraali Gre before it
i becomes an Appendix R fire. Therefore, the overall probabiiity for the accident to occur is egual or less than without this

extension.

'ﬂ b May the conseguences of the accident (off-site dose) be increased?

YES

NO

The change to the program allows 24 additional days to the safe shutdown ATR while safe shutdown path B will not be
available. There will be no change to the consequences of the Appendix R fire when compared to the original ATR criteria
In addition, compensatory measure will be established to mitigate the consequenses of an incipiant fire

o AR E i
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EVALUATION (cont'd):

c. May the probability of a malfunction of equipment important to safety increase?
YES
X NO

This change is administrative in nature and does not affect plant equipment. Therefore, this change does not
affect the probabiiity of malfunction. Compensatory measures will help to ensure that a fire does not occur to
challenge plant equipment.

d. May the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to safety increase?
YES
X NO

This is an administrative change and does not affect the operation: of equipment. This change aliows safe
shutdown equipment to be inoperable while compensatory measures are established to reduct the probability of a
design basis fire to occur.

If any answer to Question 10 is YES, then an Unreviewed Safety Question exists.
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Based on the answers to Questions 5 and 6, does the change adversely impact systems or functions so as to
create the possibility of an accident or malfunction of a type different from those evaluated in the UFSAR?

YES
X NO

Describe the rationale for your answer.

This is an administrative change to the procedure and therefore does not effect equipment operation. The type of |
accident that could occur {Appendix R Fire) has aiready been evaluated. The stations approved program addresses |
the consequences of this fire. No new accident types will be created by this change. ‘

If any answer to Question 11 is YES, then an Unreviewed Safety Question exists,
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EVALUATION (cont'd):

12. Determine if parameters used to establish the Technical Specification limits are changed. Use one copy of this
page to answer the following questions for each Technical Specification listed in Step 8. If no Technical
Specifications are impacted, then no reduction in margin of safety exists Proceed to Step 14.

Technical Specification: ll

Determine which of the following is true for the above specification:

All changes to the parameters or conditions used to establish the Technical
Specification requirements are in a conservative direction. The actual acceptance limit need not be
identified to determine that no reduction in margin of safety exists. Proceed to Step 13.

The Technical Specification provides a margin of safety or acceptance limit for the
applicable parameter or condition. List the limit(s) or margin(s) below.

The applicable parameter or condition change is in a potentially non-conservative

direction and the Technical Specification neither provides an acceptance limit nor explicitly references a limit
in the UFSAR Request Nuclear Licensing assistance to identify the accepiance limit or margin for the
Margin of Safety determination. List the limit(s) or margin(s) below. f

¥ The change does not affect any parameters upon which the Technica! Specifications
are based; therefore, there is no reduction in the margin of safety. Proceed to Step 14.

List Acceptance Limit(s)/Margin(s) of Safety

13. Use the above limits identified in Step 12 to determine if the margin of safety is reduced (i.e., the new values
exceed the acceptance limits). Describe the rationale for your determination. .nclude a description of
compensating factors used to reach that conclusion.
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EVALUATION (cont'd): i

14. Check one of the following:

An Unreviewed Safety Question was identified in Step 10, Step 11, or Step 13. The
Proposed change MUST NOT be implemented without NRC approval.

X No unreviewed Safety Question will result (Steps 10, 11, and 13) AND no Technical
Specification revision will be involved. The change may be implemented in accordance with applicable
procedures.

A Technical Specification revision is involved; but no Unreviewed Safety Question
will result. The proposed change requires a License Amendment. Notify Station Regulatory Assurance and
Nuclear Licensing that a Technical Specification revision is required. Indicate applicable type(s) below:

The change is not a plant modification or minor plant change and will not be
implemented under 10CFRS50.58. Upon receipt of the approved Technical Specification change from the
NRC, the change may be implemented.

The change is a plant modification or minor plant change. Indicate applicable
type(s) below:

A revision to an existing Technical Specification is required. The change
MUST NOT be installed until receipt of an approved Technical Specification revision.

The change will not confiict with any existing Technical Specifications and only new

lechnical Specifications are required. In these cases, Nuciear Licensing may authorize the installation, but
not operation, prior to receipt of NRC approval of the License Amendment. If such authorization is granted,
the block below shouid be checked.

Nuclear Licensing has authorized installation, but no operation, prior to receipt of
the NRC approval of License Amendment. The 10CFR50 58 Safety Evaluation indicates that no
Unreviewed Safety Question will result, and provides authority for installation only.

Preparer/Date: C \ S; S5/i3/9

15. Documentati is adequate to support the above conclusion and the conclusion is valid.

Reviewer/Date: OM 5 -5 ,—/—)r.r/—

16. Obtain a Safety Evaiuation number from the Systems Engin'eering Clerk. Record on Page 1.

ﬂ_ﬂ. Leave 1 Safety Evaluation copy with Systems Engineering Clerk. File original with package.

. Forward Safety Evaluation copy to FSAR Coordinator (ANI Audit Recr mmendation 88-1).

lt: 1engineen‘ Clrklna: ;;,(, N a > o - 1% -

‘0_.

(final)
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OFFSITE REVIEW AND INVESTIGATIVE FUNCTION TRANSMITTAL
Quad Ctties Nuciear Power Station

l Subject ] éA'L Alh,_94-2- 32 li\tss—ﬁum% Persomwl Jnbealol  an

: 1

Evaluations NOT invoiving an unreviewed safety question as defined in 10CFRS50.59

> 2

L9
AWRLT

Changes to procedures as described in the Safety Analysis Report.

Changes to equipment or systems as described in the Safety Anaiysis Report.
Tests or experiments NOT described in the Safety Analysis Report.

Proposed changes which involve an unreviewed safety question as defined in 10CFR50.58.
a Procedure changes. )

b Equipment or systsm changes.

c Tests or experiments.

3. Proposed changes to the Technical Specifications or Operating License.

4. Noncompiiance with codes, reguiations, orders, Technical Specffications, license
requirements, or intemal procedures or instructions having nuciear safety significance.

5.  Significant operating abnormalities or deviations from normal and expected performance of
plant squipment that affects nuciear safety. :

6 Al REPORTABLE EVENTS (LERs only).
7. Al recognized indications of &n unanticipated deficiency in design or operation of safety- k

o
a
b
c

e —"—

related structures, SYStems, Of COMPONents.
8. Al changes to the Station Emergency Pian prior to implementation.

8 Al kemns refarred by the Systems Engineering Supervisor, Station Manager, Ste Vice
,mddOv.ﬂwam-u

This Transmittal Is beiry made in accordance with Quad Chties Nuciear Power Station
Technical Specifications 6.1.G.2.d(1) for information only. No specific action is required
uniess deemad necessary by Offsite Review and Investigative Function.
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Safety Evaluation Number: SE- o4 - 042

Document Identifier: Temp. Alb. N-2-32
(Modification. Tamp AR . Work Reqguest Number et )

Unit(s): Two System(s): 010

Applicable Plant Mode(s): All modes
(Run. StartuoMot Starddby Refusi Shutdown)

Plant Mode Restriction(s): No restrictions

List Multiple Procedures Affected Below:
. ProcedureNumber | . Procedure Number

NONE

CHANGE DESCRIPTION:

1. Describe the proposed change:

m.szumwmtommzmcmmuwmwummcmm-m The following Is a description of
the changes:

. ThnlmnﬂocnMpnvmnmounmdouopondulhnhwohomdouodmduawngconuouodup«‘l’ochnk:al
Specifications 3.7.A.7.c.

. Auivﬂhdhcomnﬂodtotmuubamcmmmmmmum.mmmmdvdmmw
Interlock doors has been gagged in the CLOSED Position.

. Tho“suonqbach'Mvobunhﬁhﬂdbdtom.ﬂnbrywolddodouhdiomdmduﬂodpromﬁy.

2. Reason for the change:

During a Drywell entry the interlock mechanism failed. Mmmm.mmmmumwummowabu
during operation.

3. Is the change:

Permanent

X Temporary - Expected Duration Next Unit 2 Shutdown of sufficient duration - no longer than 8
Months
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4. List reference documents used which describe the structure, system, or component. Identify documents
referenced even if no information was found in that section.

a. UFSAR Section(s): 1.0,6.2,3.4,3.7,3.8, 156

b. SER Section(s): NA

c. Tech. Spec. Section(s): 3.7.A.7 B

d.  Fire Protection Program Document Pkg Section(s): NA

e. Code of Federal Regulations Section(s): NA

f.  Regulatory Guides/NUREGs: None

g. Other: NA

5. Describe how plant operation is affected when the structure, system, or component function is changed
as intended (i.e., focus on system operation/interactions in the absence of equipment failures). Consider
all applicable operating modes. Include a discussion of any changed interactions with other structures,
systems, or components.

The following changes have been made to the Unit 2 Primary Containment Alr Lock doors

+  The interfocks that prevent more than one door open at & time have been defeated and are being controlied as per
Technical Specifications 3.7A7 ¢

One interlock door closed will ensure the integrity of Primary Containment. Administrative controls, as required by TS, are being
implementad that will ensure only one door is open at @ tima.

* A valve that is connected 1o the interiock mechanism that equalizes pressure between the Drywell and volume between
the air lock doors has been gagged in the CLOSED Position.

The air lock doors are leak rate tested to verify that there is no leakage o acceptable leakage out of the air locks. The valve that
communicates the Drywell volume and air lock volume has been gagged in the CLOSED position to ensure that during a selsmic
event and / or & decrease in reactor coolant event the valve will remain in the CLOSED (as tested) condition.

«  The “Strongbacks”™ have been left installed.

The strongbacks have been installed and will be left on the Drywell air lock door. The strong back is a series of structural steel beams that
bolte onto the Drywell door and secures the door in the closed position for leak rate testing. Leaving the strongbacks in place has been
previously evaluated and found accaptable for operation.

This change will not after the plant respanse to any accidents or transients. This change will required additional administrative
controls as per Technical Specification 3.7.A.7.b and ¢, which will raquire the oparable interiock door locked closed and verified
once every 31 days.

6. Describe how the change will affect equipment failures. Describe any new failure modes and their impact
during al! applicable operating modes.
There are no new equipment failures, other than defeating the interiocks, that may be caused by this alteration. The current

configuration described above will ensure the leak tightness and structural integrity of Primary Containment and the Primary
Containment Alr Lock.
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S =

Identify each accident or anticipated transient (i.e., large/smail break LOCA, loss of lo.

CGE

QCAP 1100-9
UNIT 1(2)
REVISION 0

A
ad, turbine missiles,

fire, flooding) described in the UFSAR where any of the following is true:

. The change alters the initial conditions used in the UFSAR analysis.

. The changed structure, system, or component is explicitly or implicitly assumed to function
during or after the accident.

. Operation or failure of the changed structure, system, or component could lead to the
accident.

UFSAR Section 15.6 - Decrease in Reactor

Coolant Inventory
8. List each Technical Specification (Safety Limit, Limiting Safety System Setting, or Limiting Condition for

Operation) where the requirement, associated action items, associated surveillances, or bases may be
affected. To determine factors affecting the specification, it is necessary to review the UFSAR and SER

where the Technical Specification Bases section does not explicitly state the basis.

3.7.A.7 - Primary Containment Air Locks

8. Wil the change involve a Technical Specification revision?
YES
X NO

If @ Technical Specification rrivision is involved, the change cannot be implemented until the NRC issues &
license amendment. When completing Step 14, indicate that a Technical Specification revision is required.
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R

10. To determine if the probability or the consequences of an accident or malfunction of equipment
important to safety previously evaluated in the UFSAR may be increased, use one copy of these
pages to answer the following questions for each accident listed in Step 7. Provide rationale for
all NO answers.

Affected accident: Decrease in Reactor Coolant
inventory

a. May the probability of the accident be increased?
YES
X NO

The following clanges have been made to the Unit 2 Primary Containment Alr Lock doors.

. mwummmmmmu-&mMnmmwmmmwu
per Technical Specifications 3.7.A7.b and c.

- Avmmummmwmummmummmm
between the interlock doors has been gagged in the CLOSED Position.

- WW‘WMMWmeMMMhmmMMy

These changes do nokt interface with primary system boundaries and therefore, will not increase the probability of &
| Decreise in Reactor Coolant inventory event.

b May ihe consequences of the accident (off-sile dose) be increased?
YES

X NO

Based on the answer to question 5 the air lock doors will continue to maintain the integrity of Primary Containment and c¥f-site dose
wili not be increased.
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2

EVALUATION (cont'd):
[ c. May the probability of a malfunction of equipment important to safety increase?

YES

X NO

The probability of 8 malfunction of equipment important to safety has decrsased. The outer alr lock door has been locked in the closed
position. mmummmmmwmwmmwmduwwm. The valve that
mmmmmwmmmmmcmeommuvmmmmmm
creating an additional leakage path. mmmmmmwmawmmm-mmumumnmmuw

valve) has been eliminated.

d. May the consequences of a malfunctior: of equipment important to safety increase?

YES

X NO

AnModabovuhocunm.MWMWMMhoﬂmmmmmmwmeyMMnd
equipment important to safety decreases (c). ThheoupbdwﬁhﬂnnquhdmmwmneoMrolsWMMTmSmm
moMWmmdmmmmmaqummmIﬂhouklochmluncﬂonhgpmp.ﬂy.

if any answer to Question 10 is YES, then an Unreviewed Safety Question exists.
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ALUATION (cont'd):
11. Based on the answers to Questions 5 and 6, does the change adversely impact systems or functions so as to
create the possibility of an accident or malfunction of a type different from those evaluated in the UF SAR?

YES
X NO

Describe the rationale for your answer.
TMMWMNMMbMWRWWMMPMCm

. 'l‘hoim.ﬂoduthdmmedea&mNuMWﬁmﬂmbﬂmMoﬂdume
Specifications 3.7.A7.b and c.

One interiock door closed will ensure the integrity of Primary Containment. Administrative controls, as required by TS, are being implemented
that will ensure only one door is open at 2 time

- Avalvomhwmnwmonmmmmunmnoqwu.sprmmhdwmﬂubrywﬁmdvolmbﬂwmmum
doors has been gagged in the CLOSED Position.

muwmu-mmummmmrymwummamwudw.&m. The valve that
wmmmmowmmummmmmmwhmcmseomwmum-mmwm
lwmnmwuhmwmmmCLOSED(ubu.d)emdlﬁon.

+  The “Strongbacks™ have been lefl installed.

The strongbacks have been installed and will be ieft on the Drywell air lock door The strong back is & series of structural steel that bolts onto the

owmwmmmmnhmmmumm. mwmwmmwmm

for operation.
MmthvmmmMMhTmWﬁmLCOhmwmmdMWGMdl
type different from those evaluated in the UF SAR is not created

If any answer to Question 11 is YES, then an Unreviewed Safety Question exists.
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12. Determine if parameters used 1o establish the Technical Specification limits are changed. Use one copy of this
page to answer the following questions for each Technical Specification listed in Step 8. If no Technical
Specifications are impacted, then no reduction in margin of safety exists. Proceed to Step 14.

Technical Specification:

Determine which of the following is true for the above specification:

All changes to the parameters or conditions used to establish the Technical
Specification requirements are in @ conservative direction. The actual acceptance limit need not be identified
to determine that no reduction in margin of safety exists. Proceed to Step 13.

X The Technical Specification provides a margin of safety or acceptance limit for the
applicable parameter or condition. List the limit(s) or margin(s) below.

The applicable parameter or condition change is in a potentially non-conservative

direction and the Technical Specification neither provides an acceptance limit nor explicitly references a limit
in the UFSAR. Request Nuclear Licensing assistance 1o identify the acceptance limit or margin for the Margin
of Safety determination. List the limit(s) or margin(s) below.

p— -~ —
The change does not affect any parameters upon which the Technical Specifications
] are based, therefore, there is no reduction in the margin of safety. Proceed to Step 14.

List Acceptance Limit(s)/Margin(s) of Safety

37A7Tb/3TATc

13. Use the above limits identified in Step 12 to determine if the margin of safety is reduced (i.e., the new values
exceed the acceptance limits). Describe the rationale for your determination. Include a description of
compensating factors used to reach that conclusion.

mLcomummslumwmmmmmmummmmm. Therefore, the Technical
Specifications will be meet. This will ensure the margin to safety will be maintained.
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14. Check one of the following:

An Unreviewed Safety Question was identified in Step 10, Step 11, or Step 13. The
Proposed change MUST NOT be implemented without NRC approval.

No unreviewed Safety Question will result (Steps 10, 11, and 13) AND no Technical
Specification revision will be invoived. The change may be implemented in accordance with applicable
procedures.

A Technical Specification revision is involved, but no Unreviewed Safety Question
will result. The proposed change requires a License Amendment. Notify Station Regulatory Assurance and
Nuclear Licensing that a Technical Specification revision is required. Indicate applicable type(s) below:

The change is not a plant modification or minor plant change and will not be
implemented under 10CFRS50.58. Upon receipt of the approved Technical Specification change from the
NRC, the change may be implemented.

The change is a plant modification or minor plant change. Indicate applicable
type(s) below:

A revision to an existing Technical Specification is required. The change
MUST NOT be installed until receipt of an approved Technical Specification revision.

The change will not conflict with any existing Technical Specifications and only new

Technical Specifications are required. in these cases, Nuclear Licensing may authorize the instailation, but
not operation, prior to receipt of NRC approval of the License Amendment. If such authorization is granted,
the block below should be checked.

Nuclear Licensing has authorized instaliation, but no operation, prior to receipt of
the NRC approval of License Amendment. The 10CFR50.59 Safety Evaluation indicates that no Unreviewed
Safety Question will result, and provides authority for installation only.

Preparer/Date: 6":- !%—I") 5 ka2 /94'

15. Documentation is adequate to support the above conciusion and the conclusion is valid.

Reviewer/Date: / W : 5-22 74 |

”
16. Obtain a Safety Evaluation number from the Systems Engineering Clerk. Record on Page 1.

17. Leave 1 Safety Evaluation copy with Systems Engineering Clerk. File original with package.

18. Forward Safety Evaluation copy to FSAR Coordinator (ANI Audit Recommendation 88-1).
Completed: Systems Engineering Clerk initials: 1 g._ Date: < Hr <y

o
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ATTACHMENT A (Page 1 of 1)
OFFSITE REVIEW AND INVESTIGATIVE FUNCTION TRANSMITTAL
Quad Chties Nuclear Power Station

Date: 5 /2.5/9 4

Reference Numberr S F - 94 -0 43
lsm)-ec SESR *4-2)56

|
|
| |
ISWW Wi/ AM LB ; I

Evaluations NOT invoiving an unreviewed safety question as defined in 10CFRS50.58

Changes to procedures as described in the Safety Analysis Report
Changes to equipment or systems as described in the Safety Analysis Report.
Tests or experiments NOT described in the Safety Analysis Report.

o
| 8

b

[ 3

‘2 Proposed changes which invoive an unreviewed safety question as defined in 10CFRE0.59. |

& Procedure changes.
b Wnuyamd-mu
c Tests or expsriments.

3. Proposed changes to the Technical Specifications or Operating License.

4. Noncompliance with codes, regulations, orders, Technical Specifications, license
requirements. or interna! procedures or instructions having nuciear satety significance.

]l
5. Significars opersting abnormallties or deviations from normal and expected performance of I
|
|

plart equipment that affects nuciear safety.
6 Al RE 'ORTABLE EVENTS (LERs only).

7. MWMdeMhWamdm-
relates Structures, Systems, Of COMPONeNnts.

& A changes to the Station Emergency Plan prior to implementation.
All kems referred by the Systems Engineering Supervisor, Station Manager, Ste Vice

This Transmittal is being made in accordance with Quad Clies Nuciear Power Station
Technical Specifications €.1.G.2.d(1) for information onty. No specific action is required
uniess deemed necessary by Offsite Review and investigstive Function
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| GENERAL INFORMATION: o -

Safety Evaluation Number:  SE - . OL\:S

Document ldentifier: Work Request Q11619 & Q11620, SESR #4-2156

nmsl: 1 l System(s): 1100 |

Applicable Plant Mode(s): All modes

AL AL A ) 2Ly ., RACow

Plant Mode Restriction(s): No restrictions

List Multiple Procedures Affected Below:

Procedure Number Provedure Number

CHANGE DESCRIPTION:

1. Describe the proposed change:

The installation of a larger U-bolt (5/8" versus 1/2%) on pipe support M-987D-75 because of increased weight
of a parts upgrade of the Standby Liquid Control (SBLC) Accumulators for Unit 1. The replacement
accumulators evaluation is ME-93-0541-00, Revision 2.

2. Reason for the change:

The original accumulators are no longer available from the manufacturer and the replacement accumulator
weighs 95 Ibs. which is more than 67 Ibs., the weight of the original accumulator. This increase in weight has
been evaluated (SESR 4-2156) and requires a larger U-bolt (5/8" versus 1/2*) be installed on pipe support M-

987D-75 to support design loads.

3. Is the change:

x Permanent

Temporary - Expected Duration:
e
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REFERENCE DOCUMENTS: L

List reference documents used which describe the structure, system, or component. ldentify
documents referenced even if no information was found in that section.

a. UFSAR Section(s): 3.0, 3.2,3.7,3.9,46,935

b. SER Section(s): None

Tech. Spec. Section(s): 3.4/4 4

c
d. Fire Protection Program Document Pkg Section{s}: None

Code of Federal Regulations Section(s): None

Regulatory Guides/NUREGs: None

Other: DBD-QC-139, Rev A; Vetip manual C0O116; Drawing C68514-200, Drawing M-40, Rev AG

EVALUATION:

5. Describe how plant operation is affected when the structure, system, or component function is
changed as intended (i.e., focus on system operation/interactions in the absence of equipment
failures). Consider all applicable operating modes. Include a discussion of any changed
interactions with other structures, systems, Or components.

The SBLC operates in the same manner as prior to installation of the heavier accumulator and larger U-
bolt on support M-987D-75. The larger U-bolt performs the same functions as the smaller U-bolt. The
function is to provide support in @ seismic event and restrain pipe movement. The interactions with
other structures, systems and components does nos‘chango. £
a4 al14
SNIFIcanTLY g/

6. Describe how the change will affect equipment failures. Describe any new failure modes and their
impact during all applicable operating modes.

The larger U-bolt will not affect any equipment failures that had not been considered in earlier
evaluations. There are no new failure modes which would occur from the installation of a larger U-bolt.
The larger U-bolt performs the same design function as the U-bolt being replaced. A larger U-bolt is
required due 10 the increased weight of the new accumulator.
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EVALUATION (cont’d):

Identify each accident or anticipated transient (i.e., large/small break LOCA, loss of load, turbine
missiles, fire, flooding) described in the UFSAR where any of the following is true:

The change alters the initial conditions used in the UFSAR analysis.

. The changed structure, system, or component is explicitly or implicitly assumed to
function during or after the accident.

. Qperation or failure of the changed structure, system, or component could !ead 1o the
accident,

Anticipated Transient Without SCRAM UFSAR Section 9.3.5

{ includes seismic)

8. List each Technical Specification (Safety Limit, Limiting Safety System Setting, or Limiting
Condition for Operation) where the requirement, associated action items, associated surveillances,
or bases may be affected. To determine factors affecting the specification, it is necessary to
review the UFSAR and SER where the Technical Specification Bases section does not explicitly
state the basis.

Standby Liquid Control System Technical Specification 3.4/4.4

9. Will the change involve a Technical Specification revision?
YES I
X NO

If a Technical Specification revision is involved, the change cannot be implemented until the NRC issues
a license amendment. When completing Step 14, indiocate that a Technical Specification revision is
required.
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EVALUATION (cont'd):

10. To determine if the probability or the consequences of an accident or malfunction of
equipment important to safety previously evaluated in the UFSAR may be increased, use
one copy of these pages to answer the following questions for each accident listed in Step

7. Provide rationale “or all NO answers.

UFSAR Section: 3.9

Affected accident: Anticipated Transient Without
Scram (ATWS) (includes seismic)

a. May the probability of the accident be increased?
YES
X NO

The larger U-bolt and increased weight from the replacement accumulators do not increase the
probability of the ATWS accident. The SBLC system is required in the event that an accident
would occur.

b. May the consequences of the accident (off-site dose) be increased?
YES
NO

The consequences of the accident are not increased. The SBLC system will perform its design
function with the increased weight and installation of the larger U-bolt. This is based upon
SESR 4-2158, which evaluated the increased weight of the replacement accumulator.
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EVALUATION (cont'd):

¢. May the probability of a malfunction of equipment important to safety increase?
YES
b 4 NO

The probability of a malfunction of equipment important to safety does not change. The U-bolt function does
not change and therefore does not change the design basis function of the SBLC system. SESR 4-2156
evaluated the design loading for SBLC piping and determined that with the larger U-bolt, the SBLC will meet
oading requirements. Therefore, the probability of a malfunction of equipment does not increase.

d. May the consequences of a malfunction of equipment important to safety increase?

YES
I X NO l
The consequences of a malfunction of the U-bolt remain the same. The function of the larger U-bolt is the
same function as the smaller U-bolt. The larger U-bolt operates in the same manner as the smaller U-bolt.

if any answer to Question 10 is YES, then an Unreviewed Safety Question exists.
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sa=

EVALUATION (cont'd):

11. Based on the answers to Questions 5 and 8, does the change adversely impact systems or functions so as
to create the possibility of an accident or malfunction of a type different from those evaluated in the
UFSAR?

YES
X NO

Describe the rationale for your answer.

The larger U-bolt does not create the possibility of an accident or malfunction of a type different from those
evaluated in the USFAR. The larger U-bolt fun~tions in the same manner as the smalier U-bolt it is replacing.
The higher weight of replacement SLC accumulators requires the larger U-boit to maintain the system

seismically. Sizing of the U-bolt has been evaluated by seismic calculation (SESR 4-2156).

If any answer to Question 11 is YES, then an Unreviewed Safety Question exists.
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EVALUATION (cont’d}:

12. Determine if parameters used to establish the Technical Specification limits are changed. Use one copy of
this page to answer the following questions for each Technical Specification listed in Step 8. if no
Technical Specifications are impacted, then no reduction in margin of safety exists. Proceed to Step 14.

Technical Specification: Standby Liquid Control System, 3.4/4.4

Determine which of the following is true for the above specification:

X All changes to the parameters or conditions used to establish the Technical
Specification requirements are in a conservative direction. The actual acceptance limit need not be
identified to determine that no reduction in margin of safety exists. Proceed to Step 13.

The Technical Specification provides a margin of safety or acceptance limit for the
applicable parameter or condition. List the limit(s) or margin(s) below.

The applicable parameter or condition change is in a potentially non-conservative

direction and the Technical Specification neither provides an acceptance limit nor explicitly references a
limit in the UFSAR. Regquest Nuclear Licensing assistance to identify the acceptance limit or margin for
| the Margin of Safety determination. List the limit(s) or margin(s) below.

The change does not affect any parameters upon which the Technical Specifications
are based; therefore, there is no reduction in the margin of safety. Proceed to Step 14,

List Acceptance Limitis)/Margin(s) of Safety

13. Use the above limits identified in Step 12 to determine if the margin of safety is reduced (i.e., the new
values exceed the acceptance limits). Describe the rationale for your determination. Include a description
of compensating factors used to reach that conclusion.

SESR 4-2156 evaluated the increase in weight of the replacement accumulator and the replacement of a larger
U-bolt on pipe support M-987D-75. The evaluation determined that these changes were within the design
loadings of the SBLC system.
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EVALUATION (cont'd):

4. Check one of the following:

An Unreviewed Safety Question was identified in Step 10, Step 11, or Step 13. The
Proposed change MUST NOT be implemented without NRC approval.

No unreviewed Safety Question will result (Steps 10, 11, and 13) AND no Techrical
Specification revision will be involved. The change may be implemented i accordance with applicable
procedures.

A Technical Specification revision is involved; but no Unreviewed Safety Question

will result. The proposed change requires a License Amendment. Notify Station Regulatory Assurance
and Nuclear Licensing that a Technical Specification revis..n is required. Indicate applicable type(s)
below:

The change is not a plant modification or minor plant change and will not be
implemented under 10CFR50.59. Upon receipt of the approved Technical Specification change from
the NRC, the change may be implemented.

The chanye is a plant modification or minor plant change. Indicate applicable
typels) below:

A revision to an existing Technical Specification is required. The change
MUST NOT be installed until receipt of an approved Technical Specification revision.

The change will not conflict with any existing Technical Specifications and only new

Technical Specifications are required. In these cases, Nuclear Licensing may authorize the installation,
but not operation, prior to receipt of NRC approval of the License Amendment. If such authorization is
granted, the block below should be checked.

Nuclear Licensing has authorized installation, but no operation, prior to receipt of
the NRC approval of Licgnse Amendment. The 10CFR50.59 Safety Evaluation indicates that no
Unreviewed Safety Quebtion will result, and provides authority for installation only.

Preparer/Date:

15. Documentatioh igTadequate to support the above conclusion and the conclusion is valid.

Reviewer/Date: Q P T \Qm iy / 25/9 ‘/

| 16. Obtain a SMty Evaluation number from the Systems Engineering Clerk. Record on Page 1.

17. Leave 1 Safety Evaluation copy with Systems Engineering Clerk. File original with package.

18. Forward Safety Evaluation copy to FSAR Coordinator (ANI Audit Rocommendabon 88 1).
Completed:  Systems Engineering Clerk Initials: ’\)V\ Date: .

(final)
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OFFSITE REVIEW AND INVESTIGAT!VE FUNCTION TRANSMITTAL

Quad Cities Nuclear Power Station

Safety Evaluations NQT involving an unreviewed safety question as defined in 10CFR50.59
for:

a Changes to procedures as described in the Safaty Analysis Report.
b. Changes to equipment or systems as described in the Safety Analysis Report.
c Tests or experiments NOT described in the Safety Analysis Report. |

Proposed changes which involve an unreviewed safety question as defined in 10CFR50.59.
& Procedure changes.

b. Equipment or system changes.

e Tests or experiments.

Proposed changes to the Technical Spocffications or Operating License.

Noncompliance with codes, regulations, orders, Technical Specifications, license
requirements, or internal procedures or instructions having nuclear safety significance.

Significant operating abnormalities or deviations from normal and expected performance of
plant equipment that affects nuclear safety.

All REPORTABLE EVENTS (LERs only).

All recognized indications of an unanticipated deficiency in design or operation of safety-
rolated structures, systems, Of COMPONents.

All changes to the Station Emergency Plan prior to implementation.

Al kems referred by the Systems Engineering Supervisor, Station Manager, Ste Vice
President, and General Manager of Quallty Programs and Assessments.

FOR INFORMATION:

N

10. Other OSR tems/Documents NOT addressed above.

This Transmittal is being made In accordance with Quad Cities Nuclear Power Station
Technical Specffications 6.1.G.2.d(1) for information only. No specific action is required
unless deemed necessary by Offsite Review and Investigative Function
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Revision 1
10CFRS0.59 SAFETY EVALUATIONS December 1990

Safety Evaluation Number: SE- 7/ - S5¢/

Document Identifier: Me¥-0-9p- 002
(Modification, Temp Alt, Work Reguest Number, etc.)
Unitis): |
System(s): S 700
Applicable Plant Mode(s): ALl riedes Ruply

(RUN, STARTUP/HOT STNBY, REFUEL or SHUTDOWN)

1. Describe the proposed change:

4 Reason for the change:

Ffu-‘j.. Coeling 'FO" i v - wer ki " ‘ .
‘gi‘.l, 15.“ ’." (2% "‘vf‘!s““ En‘.ul =‘.‘ !'!jun .‘ila.

.

Is the change:
(% ) Permanent

( ) Temporary - Expected Duration:
Plant Mode(s) Restrictions:

4. List the reference documents reviewed which describes the structure,
system or component. (Identify documents referenced even if no
information was found in that section.)

a. UFSAR Section(s): /. 3.S  s0.00.1 12.2.2. §
I v

b. SER Section(s): None .

£ Tech Spec Section(s): ¥ /o/f./o. 17

vr.2
d. Fire Protection Program Document Pkg Section(s): FNA y.z.v/ﬂ,., /15

e. Code of Federal Regulations Section(s): MNeowe

f. Regulatory Guides (NUREGS): Z€ Aolledia &¥-/l.
ROVED

DEC 3 1 9%
Q.C.OSR.

4100a -1-
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Revision |

Describe how the change will affect plant operation when the changed
structure, system or component function as intended (i.e., focus on
system operation/interactions in the absence of equipment failures).
Consider all applicable operating modes. Include a discussion of any
changed interactions with other structures, systems or components.

See ﬂ(!s;‘—rv{'

Describe how the change will affect equipment failures. In particular,
describe any new failure modes and their impact during all applicable
operating modes.

$¢‘ A““‘-"{'

Identify each accident or anticipated transient (i.e., large/small break
LOCA, loss of ioad, turbine missiles, fire, flooding) described in the
UFSAR where any of the following is true:

. The change alters the initial conditions used in the UFSAR analysis

. The changed strurture, system or component is explicitly or
implicitly assimsed to function during or after the accident

. Operation or structure, system or component failure of the changed
structure, system or component could lead to the accident

ACCIDENT UFSAR SECTION

___'V‘Al .

List each Technical Specification (Safety LImit, Limiting Safety System
Setting or Limiting Condition for Operation) where the requirement,
associated action items, associated surveillances, or bases may be
affected.

Nin' n

APPROVED

DEC3 1 1990
b QC.OSR.
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Will the change involve a Technical Specification revision?

( ) Yes (X ) No

If a Technical Specificetion revision is involved, the change cannot be
implemented until the NRC issues a license amendment. When completing
step 14, indicate that a Technical Specification revision is required.

To determine if the probability or the conseguences of an accident or
malfunction of equipment important to safety previously evaluated in the

UFSAR may be increased, use one copy of this page to answer the

following questions for each accident listed in step 7. Provide the

rationale for all NO answers.

Affected accident w /R UFSAR Section:

May the probability of the accident be increased? ( ) Yes (

May the consequences of the accident (off-site ( ) Yes (
dose) be increased?

May the probability of a malfunction of equipment ( ) Yes (
important to safety increase?

May the conseaguences of a malfunction of equipment ( ) Yes (
important to safety increase?

) No

) No

) No

) No

If any answer to Question 10 is YES, then an Unreviewed Safety Question

exists.

APPROVED

pEc 3 11990
-3- Q.C.OSR.
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Based on your answers to Questions 5 and 6, does the change adversely
fapact systems or functions so as to create the possibility of an
#rcident or malfunction of a type different from those evaluated in the
LIFSAR?

( ) Yes ( X) No
Describe the rationale for your answer.

Oisewssed in respoie Lo Querbio §ad i,

If the answer to Question 1] is Yes, then an Unreviewed Safety Question
exists.

APPROVED

DEC 3 1 1990
Q.C.0.S.R.
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Determine if parameters used to establish the Technical Specification
limits are changed. Use one copy of this page to answer the following
questions for each Technical Specification Tisted in step 8. If no
technical Specifications are impacted, then no reduction in margin of
safety exists, proceed to step 14.

Technical Specification ﬂ/ﬁ

Determine which of the following is true for the above specification:

( ) A1l changes to the parameters or conditions used to establish
the Technical Specification regquirements are in a conservative
direction. Therefore, the actual acceptance 1imit need not be
identified to determine that no reduction in margin of safety
exists, proceed to question 13.

« ) The Technical Specification provides a margin of safety or
acceptance limit for the applicable parameter or condition.
List the limit(s)/margin(s) below.

( ) The applicable parameter or condition change is in a
potentially non-conservative direction and the Technical
Specification neither provides an acceptance limit nor
explicitly references a limit in the UFSAR. Request Nuclear
Licensing assistance to identify the acceptance limit/margin
for the Margin of Safety determination. List the
Timit(s)/margin(s) below.

List Acceptance Limit(s)/Margin(s) of Safety

Use the above limits to determine if the margin of safety is reduced
({.e., the new values exceed the acceptance limits). Describe the
rationale for your determination. Include a description of compensating
factors used to reach that conclusion.

1f a Margin of Safety is reduced, an Unreviewed Safety Question exists.

APPROVED

DEC 3 1 1990
-5- Q.C.OSR.
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Check one of the following:

(

)

X

An Unreviewed Safety Question was identified in step 10, step 11,
or step 13. The proposed change MUST NOT be impiemented without
NRC approval.

No Unreviewed Safety Question will result (steps 10, 11, and 13)
AND no Technical Specification revision will be involved. The
change may be implemented in accordance with applicable
procedures.

A Technical Specification revision is involved; but no Unreviewed
Safety Question will result. The proposed change reguires a
License Amendment. Notify Station Regulatory Assurance and
Nuclear Licensing that a Technical Specification revision is
required. Mark below as applicable.

( ) The change is not a plant modification or minor plant
change and will not be implemented under 10CFR50.53. Upon
receipt of the approved Technical Specification change
from the NRC, the change may be implemented.

( ) The change is a plant modification or minor plant change.
Mark below as applicable.

( ) A revision to an existing Technical Specification
is required. The change MUST NOT be installed
until receipt of an approved Technical
Specification revision.

( ) The change will not conflict with any existing
Technical Specifications and only new Technical
Specifications are required. In these cases,
Nuclear Licensing may authorize installation, but
not operation, prior to receipt of NRC approval of
the License Amendment. If such authorization is
granted, the block below should be checked.

( ) Nuclear Licensing has authorized
installation, but not operation, prior to
receipt of NRC approval of the License
Amendment. The 10CFRS0.59 Safety Evaluation
indicates that no Unreviewed Safety Question
will result and provides authority for
installation only.

Preparer .M m u/se /%

Signature Date

ARPROVED

DEC 5 11990
- Q.C.O.S.R.
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The reviewer has determined that the documentation is adequate to
support the above conclusion and agrees with the conciusion.

Reviewer W [1-22-9)

Signature Date

Obtain a safety evaluation number and note at top of page 1.

Forward a copy of this Safety Evaluation to the FSAR Coordinator,
Monthly Report Coordinator and Tech Spec Coordinator. (ANI Audit,
August 1990).

/
Completed: Initial &//4/ Date_/i/22/8/

AFPROVED
DEC 3 1 9%
(final)
-7- Q.C.O.S.R.



This modification will install an air conditioning system for
the CRD Repair Room. The air handling unit, plenum, return
grill and thermostat will be installed inside the CRD repair
ante room. The air cocled condensor will be installed outside
the CRD Repair Room. This equipment will be powered from a 480
V GE MCC which will replace the existing Westinghouse MCC 42R~-
2-1. Operation of the CRD Repair Room A/C System will offset
the constant addition of heat incurred during maintenance on
control rod drives. The design inc.iudes locally mounted
disconnect switches for periods when this equipment will not
be reqguired.

Possible new failure mocdes or unacceptable conditions include:

(a) Electrical failures in the new eguipment.
(b) Leaks in the new refrigerant lines.

(c) Failures in the modified block walls.

(d) Spread of contamination.

Possible impact of the above failures during all operating
modes are:

(a) The electrical requirene.ts for this modification include
the installation of properly sized breakers in non-safety
related MCC 42R-2-1 to protect e."isting plant electrical
equipment from any faults which may occur in the new hvac
equipment. MCC 42R-2-1 receives electrical power from
non-safety related transformer T42R-2. The only loads on
MCC 42R-2-1 will be the CRD Repair Kkoom HVAC System.
Therefore, a fault in the new electrical equipment will
result in the tripping of breakers in MCC 42R-2-1 which
will have no impact on any other plant equipment.

(b) A leak in the refrigerant lines installed by this
modification would result in the release of refrigerant-
22 in“o the Unit 1 Reactor Building. The Reactor Building
Ventilation System, designed to produce a negative
differential pressure, evacuates the Reactor Building at
a rate of approximately 1 free volume/hour. Therefore,
leakage of refrigerant into the Reactor Building free
volume would have no credible impact from a human safety
standpoint and have no impact on equipment operation.

(c) The structural requirements for this modification include
design changes to the west (blocking-in an existing
louver opening) and north (installation of electrical
supply and refrigerant supply and return lines) block
walls. As part of the designer’s walkdown, it was
identified that no safety related equipment was attached
to these two block walls. The actual design will reguire
structural changes meet the seicmic 2-over-1 criteria
but, if a failure of the wall were to occur, no safety
related equipment would be affected.



(d)

Increased local air flow from the air handling unit could
result in unacceptable spread of contamination. The
location of the air handling unit inside the ante room
instead of the CRD Repair Room provides the highest air
flow in the area of least contamination to prevent an
unacceptable airborne contamination problem. Blocking~in
the louver opening seals the ante room to prevent the
spread »f contamination to an uncontrolled area.
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OFFSITE REVIEW AND INVESTIGATIVE FUNCTION TRANSMITTAL

Quad Chties Nuciear Power Station
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Safety Evaluations NOT involving an unreviewed safety question as defined in 10CFR50.59
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a Procedure changes.
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Exhibit D
ENC-QE-06.1
Revision §
Page 1 of 1

Techuoical Specification Revisions for Modification

Station Quad Cities
Unit(s) 162

Modificaticn # DCR 4-93-20%

To: (Systems Design Superintendent)
J. Shrage (NLA)
N. Chrissotimos (Station Regulatory Assurance Supervisor)

List required Technical Specification revisions:

No Technical Specification revision is required as a result of
this DCR.

Recommend effective datgafor reyigion (i.e., calendar date, beginning of outage
#, or end of outage #) /)

.m:%"(,/ Ry
Prepared by=1£77¢ Lot/ A/ LAAAA Date: S/ 1R/

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3



Exhibit E

Mod # DCR 4-93-209 ENC-QE-06.1
Revision $
Page 1 of 11
Station/Unit Quad Cities /. A&2
Exhibit E

10CFRS50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION
List the documents implementing the proposed change.

DCR 4-93-205, NWR 008212, NWR 008293

Describe the proposed change and the reason for the change.

The torus level indication was found to be in error and the
source was traced to the faulty Narrow Range Level Transmitter
(LT-001~1602~9). NWR Q08293 replaced the Rosemount Model
1151DP3B12 (obsolete designation) with a Rosemount Model
1151DP3G12M1B1. This model includes the mounting bracket which
was previously ordered separately and an optional integral meter.

The Reactor Building Exhaust Fan 2C was auto-tripping and the
source was traced to the setpoint of differential pressure switch
(DPS-002-5741~-261C) being at the low eri of the switch's range.
NWR Q08212 replaced the Dwyer Model 1821-2 with Cwyer Model
1823-1. This model has a range of 0.3" to 1.0" water column (WC)
whereas the previous model's range was 0.5" to 2.0" WC. The
setpoint of 0.5" WC remains unchanged.

DCR 4~93-205 updates the appropriate data sheets to reflect these
changes.

Is the change:
(X] Permanent

[ ] Temporary =
Expected duration

AND
Plant Mode(#) restrictions while installed
(NONE if no plant mode restrictions apply)

List the SAR sections which describe the affected systems, structures,
or compcnents (SSCe) or activities. Also list the SAR accident analysis
sections which discuss the affected SSCs or their operation. List any
other controlling documents such as SERs, previous modifications or
Safety Evaluations, etc.

3.4.1.2, "Internal Flood Measures"

7.5.3, "Safety Parameter Display System"

9.4.7, "Reactor Building Ventilation System"

15.6.5.4.4, "Fission Product Release from Reactor Building to

Atmosphere"

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3



Exhibit E

Mod # DCR 4-93-20%5 ENC-QE~-06.1
Revision S
Page 2 of 11
Station/Unit Quag Cities Y -
Exhibit E

10CFR50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION

Describe how the change will affect plant operation when the changed
§5Ce function as intended (i.e., focus on system cperation/interactions
in the absence of equipment failures). Consider all applicable
operating modes. Include a discusseion of any changed interactions with
other SS5Cs.

Torus Narrow Range Level Transmitter:

The "B" designator in the old transmitter model number
indicates 10-50 mA DC output. The "G" designator of new
model number indicates 10-50 mA DC output which is the same
as the old value and is the same as the value given in the
instrument data sheet.

The new transmitter (with bracket and integral meter) weighs
13.34 1b. while the old transmitter and bracket weighs 12 1lb
and 1.12 1lb. = 13.12 1lb. This weight difference is
negligible.

The mounting of the transmitter is identical for both
transmitter models.

Per the Master Equipment List, Rev. 30, the transmitter is
non-EQ.

The Level Transmitter change will not affect plant
operation. the new LT has the same accuracy and function as
the original. The new LT provides local level indication and
a level signal to an indicator and recorder in the control
room. The local display meter is an enhancement. The LT
has no control function.

Reactor Building Exhaust Fan Pressure Switch:

The existing pressure switch is Dwyer Model 1821-2 while the
new switch is Dwyer Model 1823-1. The differences between
the new model and the old model are the approving agencies
and the instrument range.

Model 1821-2 is UL Safety Control listed only and Model
1823-1 is UL, CSA and FM approved. Since there are no
commitments for approving agencies, this difference is
acceptable.

The old switch, Model 1821-2, has a range of 0.5" to 2.0"

QE~06.1 DECA Version 2.3



Exhibit E

Mod # DCR 4-93-20% ENC-QE~06.1
Revision 5
Page 3 of 11
Station/Unit Quad Cities / A&2
Exhibit E

10CFRS0.59 SAFETY EVALUATION

Water Column (WC) with a setpoint of 0.5" WC. This model
will reset at 0.6" WC. The new switch, Model 1823-1, has

a range of 0.3" to 1.0" WC. The setpoint remains at 0.5"
WC and this model will reset at 0.58" WC. The deadband is
slightly narrower for the new switch. This will have an
insignificant affect on system operation. Having the
setpoint in midrange instead of at the low end will enhance
system operation by reducing or eliminating spurious trips.

The Differential Pressure Switch change will not affect

plant operation. All dimensions, materials and method of
operation are the same. The switch has the same set point
and function as the original and better accuracy than the

original.
6. Describe how the change will affect equipment failures. Ir .:-:%icular,
describe any new failure modes and their impact during all ‘- ‘able

operating modes.

This change will not affect equipment failures nor will it
introduce any new failure modes. The replacement LT has the same
method of operation, accuracy and performance as the original.

The replacement DPS with a setpoint of 0.5" WC and a range of
0.3" to 1.0" WC will enhance system operation by reducing or
eliminating spurious trips.

7 Identify each accident or anticipated transient (i.e., large/small break
LOCA, loss of load, turbine missiles, fire, flooding) described in the
SAR where any of the following is true:
. The change alters the initial conditions used in the SAR analysis
The changed SSC is explicitly or implicitly assumed to functicn
during or after the accident
Operation or failure of the changed SSC could lead to the accident

ACCIDENT SAR SECTION
=Internal Flood 3.4.1.2
_Measures
~LOCA 7.8

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3



Exhibit E

Mod # DCR 4-93-205 ENC-QE~06.1
Revision §
Page 4 of 11
Station/Unit Quad Cities /. 1&2
Exhibit E

10CFR50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION

List each Technical Specification (Safety Limit, Limiting Safety System
Setting or Limiting Condition for Operation) where the requirement,
associated action iteme, associated surveillances, or bases may be
affected. To determine the factore affecting the specification, it is
necessary to review the FSAR and SER where the bases section of the
Technical Specifications does not explicitely state the basis.

The torus level measurement reguirements are referenced in
Sections 3.2/4.2E and 3.7/4.7.A.1 and Tables 3.2-4 and 4.2-2.

Will the change involve a Technical Specification revision?
[ )] Yes [X]) No
If & Technical Specification revision is involved, the change cannot be

implemented until the NRC issues a license amendment. Wwhen completing
Step 14, indicate that a Technical Specification revision is regquired.

QE~06.1 DECA Version 2.3



Exhibit E

Mod # DCR 4-93-205 ENC-QE-06.1

Revision §
Page 5 of 11

Station/Unit Quad Cities /_1&2

10.

Exhibit E
10CFRS50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION

To determine if the probability or the consequences of an accident or
malfunction of equipment important to safety previously evaluated in the
SAR may be increased, use cne copy of this page to answer the following
guestions for each accident listed in Step 7. Provide the rationale for
all NO answers.

Affected accident -Internal Flood . _

=LOCA
SAR Section: 3.4.1.2
1.5
May the probability of the accident be increased? { ] Yes [X] No

The replacement LT has the same accuracy and function as the
original. The function c¢f the LT is to provide local level
indication and a level s.gnal to an indicator and recorder in the
Control Room. The LT has no control function.

The new DPS provides a faa trip function under no flow
conditions. The old switch has a range of 0.5" to 2.0" Water
Column (WC). Since the setpoint for the switch is 0.5" WC, a
Model 1823-1 with a range of 0.3 to 1.0 in. WC will enhance
system operation by reducing or eliminating spurions trips.
Therefore, the pressure switch replacement will not increase the
probability of an accident.

May the consequences of the accident (off-site dose) [ ] Yes [X] No
be increased?

The new LT has the same accuracy and function as the original.
The replacement LT will function as originally designed under all
operating and accident conditions. Thus, the consequences of the
accident are not affected by this change.

The new DPS has the same setpoint, accuracy and function as the
original. The replacement DPS will function as originally
desi-ned under all coperating and accident conditions. Thus, the
consequences of the accident are not affected by this change.

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3



Exhibit E

Mod # DCR 4-93-205 ENC-QE-06.1
Revision 5§
Page 6 of 11

Station/Unit Quad Cities / 162

Exhibit E
10CFRS0.59 SAFETY EVALUATION

May the probability of a malfunction of equipment [ ] Yes [X] No
important to safety increase?

The LT functions the same as the original transmitter. Thus,
this change does not increase the consequences of a malfunction
of equipment important to safety.

The DPS with a setpoint of 0.5" WC and with a range of 0.3 to
1.0" WC will enhance system operation by reducing or eliminating
spurious trips. Therefore, the pressure switch replacement will
decrease the probability of a malfunction of equipment important
to safety.

May the consequences of a malfunction of egquipment [ ) Yee [X) No
important to safety increase?

The LT and DPS function the same as the original instruments.

Thus, this change does not increase the cunsequences of a
malfunction of equipment important to safety.

1f any answer to Question 10 is YES, then an Unreviewed Safety Question exists.

QE~06.1 DECA Version 2.3



Exhibit E

Mod # DCR 4-93-20%5 ENC-QE~-06.1
Revision 5
Page 7 of 11
Station/Unit Quad Cities /182
Exhibit E

11.

10CFRS0.59 SAFETY EVALUATION

Based on your answers to Questions 5 and 6, does the change adversely
impact systems or functicns 8o as to create the possibility of an
accident or malfunction of a type different from those evaluated in the

SAR?
[ ] Yes [X] No
Describe the rationale for your answer.

The instrument model changes will not affect the function or
operation of the systems since the replacement instruments
function the same as the original instruments.

If the answer to Question 11 is Yes, then an Unreviewed Safety Question
exists.

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3



Exhibit E

Mod # DCR 4-93-205 ENC-QE-06.1
Revieion 5
Page 8 of 11
Station/Unit Qvad Cities /. A&2
Exhibit E

12.

10CFRS50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION

Determine if parameters used to establish the Technical Specification
limits are changed. Use one copy of this page to answer the following
questions for each Technical Specification listed in Step 8. List the
Technical Specification, Technical Specification Bases, SAR and SER

Sections reviewed for this evaluation.

3.2/4.2

Evaluation of Technical Specification
(Enter N/A if none are affected and check last option.)

(Check appropriate condition):

{ 1]

(X]

All changes to the parameters or conditions used to establish the
Technical Specification regquirements are in a conservative
direction. Therefore, the actual acceptance limit need not be
identified to determine that no reduction in margin of safety
exists - proceed to Question 13.

The Technical Specification or SAR provides a margin of safety or
acceptance limit for the applicable parameter or condition. List
the limit(s)/margin(s) and applicable reference for the margin of
safety below - proceed to question 13.

The applicable parameter or condition change is in a potentially
non~conservative direction and neither the Technical Specification,
t+he SAR, or the SER provides a margin of safety or an acceptance
limit. Request Nuclear Licensing assistance to identify the
acceptance limit/margin for the Margin of Safety determination by
consulting the NRC, SAR, SER's or other appropriate references.
List the agreed limit(s)/margin(s) below.

The change does not affect any parameters upon which Technical
Specifications are based; therefore, there is no reduction in the
margin of salety. Proceed to question 14.

List Accentance Limit(s)/Margin(s) of Safety

Tech Spec

SAR Section

QE~06.1 DECA Version 2.3
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Mod # DCR 4-93-205 ENC-QE~06.1
Revision 5
Page 9 of 11
Stat.on/Unit Quad Cities /. &2
Exhibit E

10CFR50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION

SER Section

13. Use the above limite to determine if the margin of esafety is reduced
(i.e., the new values exceed the acceptance limits). Describe the
rationale for your determination. Include a description of compensating
factors used to reach that conclusion.

I1f a Margin of Safety is reduced an Unreviewed Safety Question exists.

Z

QE~06.1 DECA Version 2.3
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Mod # DCR 4-93-205 ENC-QE-06.1
Revision 5§
Page 10 of 11
Station/Unit Quad Cities /. A1&2
Exhibit E

10CFR50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION

14. Check one of the following:

(X]

An Unreviewed Safety Question was identified in Step 10, Step 11,
or Step 13. The proposed change MUST NOT be implemented without
NRC approval.

No Unreviewed Safety Question will result ( Stepe 10, 11, and 13)
AND no Technical Specification revision will be involved. The
change may be implemented in accordance with applicable procedures.

A Technical Specification revision is involved; but no Unreviewed
Safety Question will result. The proposed change requires a
License Amendment. Notify Station Regulatory Assurance and Nuclear
Licensing that a Technicali Specification revision is required.

Mark below as applicable.

( ] The change is not a plant modification or minor plant change
and will not be implemented under 10CFR50.59. Upon receipt of
the approved Technical Specification change from the NRC, the
change may be implemented.

[ ] The change is a plant modification or minor plant change.
Mark below as applicable.

[ ] A revision to an existing Technical Specification is
required. The change MUST NOT be installed until receipt
of an approved Technical Specification revision.

[ ] The change will not conflict with any existing Technical
Specifications and only new Technical Specifications are
required. In these cases, Nuclear Licensing may
authorize installation, but not operation, prior to
receipt of NRC approval of the License Amendment. If
such authorization is granted, the block below shculd be
checked.

[ ] Nuclear Licensing has authorized installation, but
not operation, prior to receipt of NRC approval of
the License Amendment. Tne 10CFR50.59 Safety
Evaluation indicates that no Unreviewed Safety
Question will result and provides authority for
installation conly.

QE~-06.1 DECA Version 2.3
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Mod # DCR 4-93-205 ENC-QE-06.1
Revision 5
Page 11 of 11

Station/Unit Quad Cities / 182

Exhibit E
10CPR50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION

Note: Partial Modifications and/or separate 10CFR50.59 reviews for
)7 g\ gt the work may be used to facilitate installation.
Preparer M le A et s/1%/%4
(CogniJant Enqxnur) f Date
15. The reviewer has determined that the documentation is adequate to

support the above coptlusion and agreee with the conclusion.

Reviewer /‘MO )//"/‘"/

(Dosxgn Su nntcndontlSuporvuor) F Date

QE~06.1 DECA Version 2.3



QCAP 1000-6
UNIT 1(2)

REVISION ©

ATTACHMENT A (Page 1 of 1)
OFFSITE REVIEW AND INVESTIGATIVE FUNCTION TRANSMITTAL

Quad Chies Nuciear Power Stalion
Reference Number: ' Date: ' .

Subject: Y

1. Safety Evaluations NOT invoiving an unreviewed safety question as defined in 10CFR50.59
for:
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Exhibit D

ENC~QE-06.1
Revision 5
Page 1 of

Technical Specification Revisions for Modification

Station Quad Cities
Unit(s) 1 & 2

Modification # DCR _4-94-046
Etgqux Gas IE!ltmgﬂS

(Systems Design Superintendent)

To:

J. Shrage (NLA)

(Station Regulatory Assurance Supervisor)

Cc

List reguired Technical specification revisions:

None

Recommend effective date for
#, or end of oui:gi/,) lé:)
Prepared by=a’ A_%r A~ Date: 5[5[ 22

/l
L/';/ﬂhf

QE~06.1 DECA Version 2.3
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Exhibit E

Mod # DCR 4-94-046 ENC-QE-06.1
Standby Cas Treatment Revision 5
Page 1 of 11
Station/Unit Quad Cities /A & 2
Exhibit B

10CFRS0.59 SAFETY EVALUATION
List the documents implementing the proposed change.

DCR 4-94-046 Standby Gas Treatment (SBGT) System

Describe the proposed change and the reason for the change.

This DCR revises the Master Equipment List (MEL) and selected
drawings to incorporate the results of Component Classification
(cC) of the Standby Gas Treatment (SBGT) System. As part of this
DCR, 1) no physical change was made to any plant structure,
system equipment or component and 2) some components were
upgraded from NSR to SR because they are required for the SBGT
system to perform its SR function (Secondary Containment
Radiocactive Effluent Cortrol). Documentation specifically
addressing these changes is included in Component Classification
Binder # CC-QC009. The CC program is an ongoing controlled
program that is supervised by Station Engineering.

Is the change:
[X] Permanent

[ ] Temporary =
Expected duration

AND
Plant Mode(s) restrictions while installed

(NONE if no plant mode restrictions apply)

List the SAR sections which describe the affected systems, structures,
or components (S8SCs) or activities. Also list the SAR accident analysis
sections which discuss the affected $SSCs or their operation. List any
other controlling documents such as SERs, previous modifications or
Safety Evaluations, etc.

6.0.1.4 "Engineered Safeguard Features - Standby Gas Treatment
Systen"

2 "Engineered Safeguard Features - Containment Systems"

.5 "rission Product Removal and Control Systems"

5.6.2 "Break in Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary Instrument
Line Outside Containment"

15.6.5 "Loss of Coolant Accidents Resulting from Piping Breaks

Inside Containment"

15.7.2 "Design Basis Fuel Handling Accidents Inside Containment

and Spent Fuel Storage Buildings"

A

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3



Exhibit E

Mod # DCR 4-94-046 ENC-QE-06.1
standby Gas_Treatment Revision §
Page 2 of 11
Station/Unit Quad Citiee /A & 2
Exhibit E

10CFR50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION

Describe how the change will affect plant operation when the changed
$SCs function as intended (i.e., focus on system operation/interactions
in the absence of equipment failures). Consider all applicable
operating modes. Include a discussion of any changed interactions with
other SSCs.

No physical change was made to any plant system, structure,
equipment or component. The component classification program
specifically addressed the effect of the drawing and
classification changes on the SBGT system safety function and
operating modes. Documentation of this is included in the SBGT
system component classification binder. Plant operation is not
affected by this DCR.

Describe how the change will affect equipment failures. In particular,
describe any new failure modes and their impact during all applicable
operating modes.

There were no physical changes made to any plant system,
structure, equipment or component by this DCR. The changes
documented in this DCR do not create any new operating or failure
modes and have no impact on any existing operating or failure
modes. Equipment failures are not affected by this DCR.

Identify each accident or anticipated transient (i.e., large/small break
LOCA, loss of lcad, turbine missiles, fire, flooding) described in the
SAR where any of the following is true:

. The change alters the initial conditions used in the SAR analysis
The changed SSC is explicitly or implicitly assumed to function
during or after the accident
Operation or failure of the changed SSC could lead to the accident

ACCIDENT SAR SECTION
Break in Reactor 15.6.2

Loss of Coolant 15.6.5

QE~06.1 DECA Version 2.3
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Mod # DCR 4-94-046 ENC-QE-06.1
Standby Gae Treatment Smwisian 3
Page 3 of 11
Station/Unit Quad Cities /1 & 2
Exhibit E

10CFRS50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION
Design Basis Fuel 15.7.2
Handling Accidents
Inside Containment
and Spent Fuel
Storage Buildings

B. List each Technical Specification (Safety Limit, Limiting Safety System
Setting or Limiting Condition for Operation) where the requirement,
associated action items, associated surveillances, or basee may be
affected. To determine the factors affecting the specification, it is
necessary to review the FSAR and SER where the bases section of the
Technical Specifications does not explicitely state the basis.

The SBGT system and components are described in Technical
Specifications Section 3.7/4.7. As part of this DCR, no physical
change was made to any plant system, structure, equipment or
comporent. The SBGT component classification process determined
that the drawing and classification changes made by this DCR did
not alter the safety limits or other parameters used to establish
the Technical Specifications. No Technical Specifications are
affected by this DCR.

9. Will the change involve a Technical Specification revision?
[ ) Yes [X] No
If a Technical Specification revision is involved, the change cannot be

implemented until the NRC issues a license amendment. When completing
Step 14, indicate that a Technical Specification revision is required.

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3
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Exhibit E

Mod # DCR_4-54-046 L ENC-QE~06.1

Standby Gas Treatment Revision §
Page 4 of 11

Station/Unit Quad Cities /1 & 2

Exhibit E
10CFR50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION

To determine if the probability or the consequencee of an accident or
malfunction of egquipment important to safety previously evaluated in the
SAR may be increased, use one copy of this page to answer the following
guestions for each accident listed in Step 7. Provide the rationale for
all NO answers.

Affected accident Break in Reactor

SAR Section: 186,23

15.6.5

15.7:2

May the probability of the accident be increased? { ) Yes [X] Ne

This DCR does not involve any physical changes to plant systems,
structures, equipment, or components. The Component
Classification (CC) process evaluated all SBGT system components
and identified the operating mode required for each component to
accomplish the SBGT system safety function. As a result of the
SBGT system CC process, several components were reclassified from
NSR to SR. The effect of these classification changes was
evaluated through the CC process and was found to have no impact
on either the SBGT system safety function or on the accident
scenarios analyzed in the UFSAR. The CC process provides
assurance that the probability of an accident is not increased

DECA Version 2.3
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Mod # DCR _4-94-046 ENC-QE~06.1
Standby Cae Treatment Revision 5
Page 5 of 11
Station/Unit Quad Cities [l &2
Exhibit E

10CFR50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION
due to the component classification changes. Furthermore, the CC
process provides assurance that these changes do no alter the
initial conditions used in any FSAR accident analysis. This CC
process is documented in the SBGT system CC binder.

May the consequences of the accident (off-site dose) { ) Yes [X] No
be increased?

The Component Classification (CC) process evaluated all SBGT
system components and identified the operating mode required for
each component to accomplish the SBGT system safety function and
tc mitigate the accidents analyzed in the UFSAR. As part of the
CC process, several components were reclassified from NSR tc SR.
These classification changes were evaluated through the CC
process and were found to have no impact on the SBGT system's
ability to mitigate the affects of an accident. The CC process
provides assurance that the consequences of an accident are not
increased due to the changes in component classification. This CC
process is documented in the SBGT system CC binder.

May the probability of a malfunction of equipment [ ] Yes ([X]) No
important to safety increase?

The SBGT system Component Classification (CC) process considered
all possible equipment and component malfunctions in determining
the classification of each SBGTS system component. As part of the
CC process, several components were reclassified from NSR to SR.
The classification changes were evaluated through the SBGT system
CC process and were found not to have any impact on the SBGT
system. The CC process provides assurance that the probability of
a malfunction in equipment important to safety is not increased
as a consequence of the component classification changes. The
function of the SBGT system and its ability to operate are

unchanged.

May the consequences of a malfunction of eguipment [ )} Yes [X) No
important to safety increase?

The Component Classification (CC) process identified the
operating and failure modes of all SBGT system components and
their role in accomplishing the SBGT system safety function. As
part of CC process, several components were reclassified from NSR
to SR. These classification changes were evaluated through the CC
process and were found to have no impact on the SBGT system. The
CC process provides assurance that the consequences of a
malfunction in equipment important to safety are not increased

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3
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Mod # DCR 4-94-046 ENC-QE-06.1
Standby Gas Treatment Revision $
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Exhibit E

10CFR50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION
due to the changes made by this DCR. Results of the CC process
for the SBGT system are recorded in the CC binder for the SBGT

system.

w o v
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11.

10CFRS0.59 SAFETY EVALUATION

Based on your answere to Questions § and 6, does the change adversely
impact systems or functions so as to create the poseibility of an
accident or malfunction of a typr different from those evaluated in the

SAR?
{ ] Yes [X] No
Describe the raticnale for your answer.

This DCR does not involve any physical changes to plant systems,
structures, equipment or components. The Component Classification
(CC) process for the SBGT system identified the operating mode
for each component in the system and also identified that
component's role in accomplishing the SBGT system safety
function. The CC process also considered all applicable accidents
analyzed in the SAR and all potential equipment or component
malfunctions. The CC process provides assurance that the changes
made by this DCR do not affect any existing accidents analyzed in
the SAR and do not create any new accidents. The SBGT system CC
process is documented in the SBGT system CC binder.

if the answer to Question 11 is Yes, then an Unreviewed Safety Question
exists.

QE~-06.1 DECA Version 2.3
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12-

10CFRS0.59 SAFETY EVALUATION

Determine if prrametere used toc establish the Technical Specification
limite are changed. Use one copy of this page to answer the following
questions for each Technical specification listed in Step 8. List the
Technical Specification, Technical Specification Bases, SAR and SER

Sections reviewed for this evaluation.
i ifi ction 3.7/4.7

Evaluation of Technical Specification
(Enter N/A if none are affected and check last option.)

(Check appropriate condition):

{ ] All changes to the parameters oOr conditions used to establish the
Technical Specification requirements are in a conservative
direction. Therefore, the actual acceptance limit need not be
identified to determine that no reduction in margin of safety
exists - proceed to Question 13.

[ ) The Technical Specification or SAR provides a margin of safety or
acceptance limit for the applicable parameter or condition. List
the limit(s)/margin(s) and applicable reference for the margin of
safety below - proceed to guestion 13.

[ ] The applicable parameter or condition change is in a potentially
non-conservative direction and neither the Technical Specification,
the SAR, or the SER provides a margin of safety or an acceptance
limit. Reguest Nuclear Licensing assistance tc identify the
acceptance limit/margin for the Margin of Safety determination by
consulting the NRC, SAR, SER's or other appropriate references.
List the agreed limit(s}/margin(s) below.

[X] The change does not atfect any parameters upon which Technical
Specifications are based; therefcre, there is no reduction in the
margin of safety. Proceed to question 14.

List Acceptance Limit(s)/Margin(s) of Safety

Tech Spec

SAR Section

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3
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Exhibit E

10CFRS0.59 SAFETY EVALUATION

SER Section

13. Use the above limits to determine if the margin of safety is reduced
(i.e., the new values exceed the acceptance limits). Describe the
rationale for your determination. Include a description of compensating
factors used to reach that conclusion.

N/

QE~06.1 DECA Version 2.3
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Exhibit B

10CFRS0.59 SAFETY EVALUATION
14. Check one of the following:

{ ] An Unreviewed Safety Queetion was identified in Step 10, Step 11,
or Step 13. The proposed change MUST NOT be implemented without
NRC approval.

{X)] No Unreviewed Safety Question will reeult ( Steps 10, 11, and 13)
AND no Technical Specification revision will be involved. The
change may be implemented in accordance with applicable procedures.

{ ] A Technical Specification revision is involved; but no Unreviewed
Safety Question will result. The proposed change requires a
License Amendment. Notify Station Regulatory Assurance and Nuclear
Licensing that a Technical Specification revision is required.

Mark below as applicable.

({ ] The change is not a plant modification or minor plant change
and will not be implemented under 10CFRS0.59. Upon receipt of
the approved Technical Specification change from the NRC, the
change may be implemented.

{ ] The change is a plant modification or minor plant change.
Mark below as applicable.

[ ] A revision to an existing Technical Specification is
required. The change MUST NOT be installed until receipt
of an approved Technical Specification revision.

[ ] The change will not conflict with any existing Technical
Specifications and only new Technical Specifications are
required. In these cases, Nuclear Licensing may
authorize installation, but not operation, prior teo
receipt of NRC approval of the License Amendment. If
such authorization is granted, the block below should be
checked.

[ ] Nuciear Licensing has authorized installation, but
not operation, prior to receipt of NRC approval of
the License Amendment. The 10CFRS0.59 Safety
Evaluation indicates that r.o Unreviewed Safety
Question will result and provides authority for
installation only.

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3
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10CFRS50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION

Note: artial Modificatione and/or separate 10CFRS50.59 reviews for

tichg of the work may be used to facilitate installation.

o 5/3/99

(Coghizant ihainccr) /' /pate

Preparer

18, The reviewer has determined that the documentation ie adequate to
support the above conclueion and agrees with the conclusion.

# Z
Reviewer % 4 J/V/’y
{Design Superintendent/Supervisor) Date

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3



QCAP 1000-6
UNIT 1(2)
REVISION ©

ATTACHMENT A (Page 1 of 1)
OFFSITE REVIEW AND INVESTIGATIVE FUNCTION TRANSMITTAL

Quacd Clties Nuciear Power Station
Reference Number: lDlll ) &

Subject:
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a Procedure changes.
u Equipment or systam changes.
c Tests or experiments.
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a
b.

plart equipment that affects nuciear safety.
All REPORTABLE EVENTS (LERs only).
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related structures, SYSIems, Of COMPONents.

8 Al changes to the Station Emergency Plan prior to impiementation.
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President. and General Manager of Quallty Programs and Assessmernts.
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Exhibit D
ENC-QE-06.1
Revision 5
Page 1 of 1

Technical Specification Revisions for Modification

Station Quad Cities

Unit(s) 162

Modification # DCR 4-94-055

To: (Systems Design Superintendent)
J. Shrage (NLA)
N. Chrissotimos (Station Regulatory Assurance Supervisor)

List required Technical specification revisions:

There are no required revisions to the Technical Specifications
as a result of this change.

Recommend effective date for revision (i.e., calendar date, beginning of outage
#, or end of outage #
g ~ {

Prepared byf [/W Date: ~5Z ‘/[ b
0/ N /.// 9y
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Revision 5
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Exhibit E

10CFR50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION
List the documents implementing the proposed change.

DCR 4-94-055

Describe the proposed change and the reason for the change.

The implemented change will incorporate the actual location of
pressure test point connections for the condensate booster pump
discharge piping on Unit 1 Piping and Instrumentation Diagram
(P&ID); and incorporate the addition of pressure test point
connection for the condensate booster pump discharge piping on
Unit 2 P&ID. These Unit 1 and Unit 2 P&ID as-built changes
reflect the original designed and installed conditicns.

Ir the change:
[X] Permanent

[ 1] Temporary =
Expected duration

AND
Plant Mode s) restrictions while installed

(NONE if no plant mode restrictions apply)

List the SAR sections which describe the affected systems, structures,
or components (8SCs) or activities. Also list the SAR accident analysis
sections which discuss the affected SSCs or their operation. List any
other controlling documents such as SERs, previous modifications or
Safety Evaluations, etc.

Functional aspects or activities related with the Condensate or
Condensate Pump Room are described in the following UFSAR
Sections:

1.2.2.2, "station Arrangements"”

3.4.1.2.1, "Protection of the Condensate Pump Room and Residual
Heat Removal Service Water Pump Rooms"

3.6.1.1.2, "High Energy Systems"

5.1.3, "Reactor Coolant System Subsystems"

$.4.7.2.3, "Other Functions of the Residual Heat Removal Systen"

6.3.3.2.6, "Summary - Integrated Emergency Core Cooling System
Performance Evaluation"

6.3.3.2.8.1, "Small Line Break"

7.7.6, "Main Condenser, Condensate and Condensate Demineralizer"

9.2.8.2, "System Description - Standby Coolant Supply System"

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3
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Revigion 5

Page 2 of 12
Station/Unit Quad Cities [ A&2

Exhibit E
10CFR50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION
10.1, "Summary Description - Steam and Power Conversion System"
10.4.7, "Condensate and Feedwater System"
Table 10.4-3, "Condensate Booster Pump Characteristics"
11.1.3.7, "Tritium"
Table 11.1-7, "Turbine Building Equipment Drain Sump Sources
For Radiocactive Material"
Table 12.3-3, "Quad Cities Unit 1 Area Radiation Menitoring
System Sensor Location and Range"
Table 12.3-4, "Quad Cities Unit 2 Area Radiation Monitoring
System Sensor Location and Range"
14.2.12.1.32.2, "Condensate and Feedwater Systems"

UFSAR Accident Analysis Sections Pertaining to Condensate:
15.8, "Anticipated Transients Without SCRAM"

Other Documents:

Grinnell Erection drawing number 1-3401-ED-1 Revision 01/30/70
Grinnell Erection drawing number 2-3401-ED-1 Revision 08/31/71
Quad Cities Special Report 3A - Condensate Pump Room
Modifications (Permananet Flood Protection of the RHR Service
Water Pumps and Diesel Generator Cooling Water Pumps)

S Describe how the change will affect plant operation when the changed
§sCs function as intended (i.e., focus on system operation/interactions
in the absence of equipment failures). Consider all applicable
operating modes. Include a discussion of any changed interactions with
other SSCs.

The relocation or addition of the Unit 1 and Unit 2 condensate
booster pump discharge pressure test point connection does not
produce any functional change in the system. It only revises the
Unit 1 and Unit 2 P&IDs to reflect the original designed and
installed conditions for pressure testing tap points.
Implementation of these changes will not alter any operational
parameters of the system or the plant, and therefore will not
affect current plant operation.

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3
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Revision §
Page 3 of 12
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Exhibit E
10CFRS0.59 SAFETY EVALUATION
6. Deescribe how the change will affect equipment failures. In particular,

describe any new failure modee and their impact during all applicable
operating modes.

This change does not add any new components to the system, but
reflects actual pressure tap locations which were installed in
1970 and 1971 for Units 1 and 2, respectively, as shown on the
original Grinnell erection drawings. The operational
characteristics of the system will not be affected by this P&ID
drafting change, so there is no potential for introduction of any
circumstances or conditions that could produce a failure
mechanism that did not previously exist.

Identify each accident or anticipated transient (i.e., large/small break
LOCA, lose of load, turbine missiles, fire, flooding) deecribed in the
SAR where any of the following is true:
. The change alters the initial conditions used in the SAR analysis
. The changed SSC is explicitly or implicitly assumed to function
during or after the accident
Operation or failure of the changed SSC could lead to the accident

ACCIDENT SAR SECTION
-Loss of Normal AC 15.8.2
. Power .
~l08s of Normal 15.8.3
_Feedwater Flow

List each Technical Specification (Safety Limit, Limiting Safety System
Setting or Limiting Cendition for Operation) where the reguirement,
associated action items, associated surveillances, or bases may be
affected. To determine the factors affecting the specification, it is
necessary to review the FSAR and SER where the bases section of the
Technical Specifications does not explicitely state the basis.

The applicable Safety Limits, Limiting Safety System Settings and
Limiting Conditions for Cperation are not directly related to,
nor du they mention the Condensate System piping and valves.
Therefore, no Technical Specifications require revision as a
result of this change. The effects from possible failure of
condensate piping are described in Technical Specifications
Sections 3.5/4.5 and 3.9/4.9. However the limiting conditions
stated for condensate pump room flood protection and liquid
radiocactive effluents are not affected.

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3
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Mod # DCR _4-94-053

Exhibit E
10CPRS0.59 SAFETY EVALUATION

9. Wwill the change involve a Technical Specification revision?

[ ] Yes [X) No

1f a Technical Specification revision is involved, the change cannot be
implemented until the NRC issues a license amendment. When completing
step 14, indicate that a Technical Specification revision is required.

QE~06.1 DECA Version 2.3
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Exhibit E

10.

10CFRS0.59 SAFETY EVALUATION

To deteimine if the probability or the consequences of an accident or
ma.function of equipment important to safety previously evaluated in the
SAR may be increased, use one COpYy of this page tc answer the following
questions for each accident listed in Step 7. Provide the rationale for

all NO answers.

Affected accident Loss of Normal AC

Power
SAR Section: 15.8.2
May the probability of the accident be increased? [ }] Yes ([X] No

The probability >f a Loss of Normal AC Power event is independent
of the function or operation of the Condensate System. This
change can not increase the probability of the initiating event
for the Loss of Normal AC Power.

May the conseguences of the accident (off-site dose) { ) Yes [X] No
be increased?

The loss of Normal AC Power would deenergize the condensate
system pumps. Therefore, the possiblity of this change affecting
condensate pump operation has previously been analyzed. The
potential conseguences of this accident which affects system
operation and off-site dose are not increased.

May the probability of a malfunction of equipment { ) Yes [X) No
important to safety increase’

The incorporation of the originally designed and installed
pressure test connections will not increase the probability of a
malfunction of eguipment important to safety due to Loss of
Normal AC Power. The affects of Loss of Normal AC Power has
previously been analyzed which would deenergize the normally
operating equipment including the condensate pump system.

QE~-06.1 DECA Version 2.3
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10CFR50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION

May the consequences of a malfunction of equipment [ ) Yee [X] No
important to safety increasc?

The change as described will not affect any operational
parameters of the Condensate System. The consequences of a
malfunction of equipment important to safety affected by the Loss
of Normal AC Power will not increase.

wmwmmumwww
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Affected accident LOSS of Eg:mgl

SAR Section: 15.8.3
May the probability of the accident be increased? [ ] Yes [X] No

The probability of a Loss of Normal Feedwater Flow will not
increased due to the incorporation of the originally designed and
installed pressure test connections.

May the consequences of the accident (off-site dose) [ ) Yee ([X] No
be increaced?

The loss of condensate resulting from system failure would result
in Loss of Normal Feedwater Flow. This loss of feedwater flow

has previously been analyzed. The potential consequences of this
accident which affects system operation and off-site dose are not

increased.

May the probability of a malfunction of equipment [ ] Yes [X] No
important to safety increase?

This change will not increase the probability of a malfunction of
equipment important to safety due to Loss of Normal Feedwater
Flow. Failure of this change could result in condensate pump
room flooding, however this change does not involve any new
components therefore the probability is not increased.

May the conseguences of a malfunction of equipment [ ] Yes ([X] No
important to safety increase?

The change as described will not affect any operational
parameters of the Condensate System. The consequences of a
malfunction of eguipment important to safety affected by the Loss
of Normal Feedwater Flow or condensate pump room flood will not
increase. The effects and preventative measure: of a condensate
pump room flood has previously been analyzed for its effects on
equipment important to safety.

: a8l ISt |
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11. Based on your angwers to Questions 5 and 6, does the change adversely
impact systems or functions sc as to create the possibility cf an
accident or malfunction of a type different from those evaluated in the
SAR?

[ ] Yes [X]) No
Describe the ratiocnale for your answer.

The change as described does not cause a functional change in the
system or its interaction with other plant systems. It does not
alter any physical parameters or process variables of the plant.
Due tec the nature of the change, there are no new inherent
failure modes introduced to the system and the change does not
add any new components or process routes.

1f the answer to Question 11 is Yes, then an Unreviewed Safety Question
exists.

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3
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12.

10CFRS50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION

Determine if parameters used to establish the Technical Specification
limits are changed. Use one copy of this page to answer the following
questions for each Technical specification listed in Step 8. List the
Technical Specification, Technical Specification Bases, SAR and SER

Sectione reviewed for this evaluation.

3.9/4.9.

Evaluation of Technical Specification

(Enter N/A if none are affected and check last option.)

DCR. The parameters and it =
Specifications are not changed.
(Check appropriate condition):

{ ] All changes to the parameters oOr conditions used to establish the
Technical Specification requirements are in a conservative
direction. Therefore, the actual acceptance limit need not be
identified to determine that no reduction in margin of safety
exists - proceed to Question 13.

[ ] The Technical Specification or SAR provides a margin of safety or
acceptance limit for the applicable parameter or condition. List
the limit(e)/margin(s) and applicable reference for the margin of
safety below - proceed to question 13.

[ ] The applicable parameter or condition change is in a potentially
non-conservative direction and neither the Technical Specification,
the SAR, or the SER provides a margin of safety or an acceptance
limit. Reguest Nuclear Licensing assistance to identify the
acceptance limit/margin for the Margin of safety determination by
consulting the NRC, SAR, SER's or other appropriate references.
List the agreed limit(s)/margin(s) below.

[X] The change does not affect any parameters upon which Technical
specifications are based; therefore, there ig no reducticn in the
margin of safety. Proceed to guesticn 14.

List Acceptance Limit(s)/Margin(e) of Safety

Tech Spec

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3
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SAR Section
SER Section
13. Use the above limits to determine if the margin of safety is reduced

(i.e., the new values exceed the acceptance limits). Describe the

rationale for your determination.

Include a description of compensating

factors used to reach that conclusion.

't s masaiy on s Ly st o . |

W/A
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10CFR50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION

14. Check one of the following:

{1

[X]

An Unreviewed Safety Question was identified in Step 10, Step 11,
or Step 13. The proposed change MUST NOT be implemented without
NRC approval.

No Unreviewed Safety Question will result ( Steps 10, 11, and 13)
AND no Technical Specification revision will be involved. The
change may be implemented in accordance with applicable procedures.

A Technical Specification revision is involved; but no Unreviewed
safety Question will result. The proposed change requires a
License Amendment. Notify Station Regulatory Assurance and Nuclear
Licensing that a Technical specification revision is required.

Mark below as applicable.

[ | The change is not a p. . ... modification or minor plant change
and will not be implemented under 10CFRS0.59. Upon receipt of
the approved Technical Specification change from the NRC, the
change may be implemented.

[ 1 The change is a plant modification or minor plant change.
Mark below as applicable.

{ ] A revision to an exist.ing Technical Specification is
required. The change MUST NOT be installed until receipt
of an approved Technical Specification revision.

[ ] The change will not conflict with any existing Technical
specifications and only new Technical Specifications are
required. In these cases, Nuclear Licensing may
authorize installation, but not operation, prior to
receipt of NRC approval of the License Amendment. If
gsuch authorization is granted, the block below shculd be
checked.

{ ] Nuclear Licensing has authorized installation, but
not operation, prior to receipt of NRC approval of
the License Amendment. The 10CFR50.59 Safety
Evaluation indicates that no Unreviewed Safety
Question will result and provides authority for
installation only.

QE~-06.1 DECA Version 2.3
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difications and/or separate 10CFR50.59 reviews for
he work may be used to facilitate installation.

FYY

7 pate

Note: partial
rtion pf L

Preparer
(Cognfzant Engineer)

18. The reviewer has determined that the documentation is adequate to

suppert the abov:/iig?:::izf and agreee with the conclusion.
- ’/
Reviewer w;§ 3 /7'/17'

(Donign‘Sup.{intendont/sdiarvinor) Date
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QCAP 1000-6
UNIT 1(2)
REVISION 0

ATTACHMENT A (Page 1 of 1)

OFFSITE REVIEW AND INVESTIGATIVE FUNCTION TRANSMITTAL
Quad Chies Nuciear Power Station

Date: '

Reference Number:
Subject | (4

i. Satety Evaluations NOT invoiving an unreviewed safety guestion as defined in 10CFRS50.59
for:

[ 8
b.

Changes to procedures as described in the Safety Analysis Report
me«mudmhwwwmmm
c Tmmmmmmaummmsuaywmmm
2 Pmpmmmmmmmmwmummocmsoa
& Procedure changes. I
b Equipment or system changes.
c Tests or experiments.
3 Propased changes to the Technical Specifications or Operating License. }
|

4 NWMMWMTMW.W
mmmuwmmmmmmrmugnmm.

SQWWWMWMWWmMMmmd
plant equipment that affects nuciear safety.

6 Al REPORTABLE EVENTS (LERs only).

7. MWdeWdoﬁ&mhmandm
related SIUCIUTES, SYSIOME, OF COMPONGMIS.

& Al changes to the Station Emerpency Plan prior to implementation

8 Mmmwmsmemsw.mmw.suvu
President, and General Manager of Quailty Programs end Assessments.

‘ SRRt T o RN .
iy .

10. Other OSR hems/Documents NOT addressed above.

T&TWhWMohmmommNudemsuﬂm
Tmuswm.ezdmmunmuon only. No specific action is required
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Exhibit D
ENC-QE-06.1
Revision 5
Page 1 of 1

Technical Specification Revisions for Modification

Station Quad Cities

Unit(s) 1 & 2

Modification # DCR 4-94-064

To: (Systems Cesign Superintendent)

J. Shrage (NLA)

N. Chrissctimos (Station Regulatory Assurance Supervisor)

List required Technical Specification revisions:
A revision to the Technical Specifications is not required.

Recommend effective date for revision (i.e., calendar date, beginning of outage
#, or end ¢ ocutage #)

Prepared by:

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3
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Station/Unit Quad Cities /A& 2
Exhibit E
10CFRS0.59 SAFETY EVALUATION
1. List the documente implementing the proposed change.
DCR 4-94-064
2 Describe the proposed change and the reason for the change.

This DCR was submitted to document the following as-builts:

Schematic Diagrams 4E-1351B, Sheet 2; 4E-2345, Sheet 1; 4E-2345,
Sheet 2; 4E-~2430, Sheet 2; and 4E-2430, Sheet 4: These drawings
update cross references and descriptions on relays and control
contacts to more accurately reflect the installed conditions.

Piping Diagram M-84, Sheet 1: This drawing revises the Equipment
Piece Number (EPN) for the Unit 2A Off-Gas Filter Outlet Valve
from 2-5499-55 to 2-5499-51. This change is being made to match
the configuration and numbering of the Unit 1 valve.

3. Is the change:

(X] Permanent

{ )] Temporary =
Expected duration

AND
Plant Mode(s) restrictions while installed

(NONE if no plant mode restrictions apply)

4. List the SAR sections which describe the affected systems, structures,
or components (SSCs) or activities. Also list the SAR accident analysis
sections which discuss the affected $SCs or their operation. List any
other controlling documents such a3 SERs, previous modifications or
Safety Evaluations, etc.

"Integrity of Reactor Coolant System"
"Emergency Core Cooling System"
"Containment Systems"

"Emergency Core Cooling Systems"
“"Engineered Safety Features"
"Electric Power"

"offsite Power Systems"

"Onsite Power Systems"

"Other Auxiliary Systems"

"Main Condenser Evacuation System"
"GCaseous Waste Management System"

- -
-
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Exhibit E
10CFR50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION
11.5; "Process & Effluent Radiclogical Monitoring & Sampling
Systems"
15.2.2.1 "Load Rejection (Generator Trip) Without Bypass"
15.2.2.2 "Load Rejection With Bypass"
15.6 "Decrease in Reactor Coolant Inventory"
5. Describe how the change will affect plant operation when the changed
s5Cs function as intended (i.e., focus on system operation/interactions
in the absence of equipment failures). Consider all applicable

operating modes. Include a diecussion of any changed interactione with
other SSCs.

Updating the cross references on the Schematic Diagrams and the
EPN on the Piping Diagrams to reflect the actual plant conditions
will not impact any plant system. Updating the drawings will
simplify operations and maintenance on the systems.

6. Describe how the change will affect equipment failures. In particular,
describe any new failure modes and their impact during all applicable

vperating modes.

Updating the Schematic Diagrams to correct cross references and
relay designations on the Diesel Generator and Core Spray systems
and revising the EPN on the Unit 2A Off-Gas Filter Inlet Valve to
match the Unit 1 configuration does not introduce any new failure
modes in these systems.

y Identify each accident or anticipated transient (i.e., large/small break
LOCA, loses of load, turbine missiles, fire, flooding) described in the
SAR where any of the following is true:
The change alters the initial conditions used in the SAR analysis
The changed SSC is explicitly or implicitly assumed to function
during or after the accident
. Operation or failure of the changed SSC could lead to the accident

DECA Vereion 2.3
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10CFR50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION
-Load rejection === 15.2.2.2
with bypass (loss
of electrical load)
-loss of Coolant =~ 15.6.2, 15.6.95
8. List each Technical Specification (Safety Limit, Limiting Safety System

Setting or Limiting Condition for Operation) where the requirement,
associated action items, associated surveillances, or bases may be
affected. To determine the factors affecting the specification, it is
necessary to review the FSAR and SER where the bases section of the
Technical Specifications does not explicitely state the basis.

The Core Spray system is addressed in the Technical
Specifications (Tech Spec) Section 3.5/4.5. The Diesel Generator
system is referenced in Tech Spec Section 3.9/4.9. Updating the
drawing cross references and descriptions on relays and control
contacts does not impact the Tech Specs.

The Off-Gas system is referenced in Tech Spec Section 3.8/4.8.
Revising the EPN number on the drawing for the Unit 2A Off-Gas
Filter Outlet Valve does not impact the Tech Specs.
9. Will the change involve a Technical Specification revision?
[ ] Yes ([X] No
1f a Technical Specification revision is involved, the change cannot be

implemented until the NRC issues & license amendment. When completing
Step 14, indicate that a Technical Specification revision is required.

QE~06.1 DECA Version 2.3
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10. To determine if the probability or the consequencee of an accident or

malfunction of equipment impo>rtant to safety previously evaluated in the
SAR may be increased, use one copy of this page to answer the following

questione for each accident listed in Step 7. Provide the rationale for
all NO answers.

Affected accident -Loss of auxiliary

SAR Section: 8.3.1

8.3.1

8.3.1.6.4

15.2.2.1

15.2.2.2

15.6.2, 15.6.5

May the probability of the accident be increased? { ] Yes [X] NO

The function of the Core Spray and the Diesel Generator Systems
are unchanged by updating the drawing cross references and
descriptions on relays and control contacts.

Likewise, the function of the Off-Gas System and its ability to
operate are unchanged by the revision to the EPN on the Unit 2A

QE~06.1 DECA Version 2.3
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off-Gas Filter Outlet Valve. Information on this label required
for updating station procedures is being coordinated by the
station system engineers. The revised EPN on the drawing will
provide consistency with the Unit 1 Off-Gas system.

May the conseguences of the accident (off-site dose) [ )] Yes [X] No
be increased?

The function of the Core Spray, Diesel Generator and Off-Gas
Systems and their ability to operate are unchanged by the
revision to the cross references and descriptions on relays and
control contacts on the Schematic Diagrams and the change in EPN
for the Unit 2A Off-Gas Filter Outlet Valve (2-5499-51). There
is no change in any accident scenarios and no new failure modes
are introduced by these changes.

May :he probability of a malfunction of equipment { ) Yes (X)) No
important tc safety increase?

The probability of equipment malfunction is unchanged because
there is no physical change to the equipment or operating modes
by revising the cross references and descriptions on relays and
control contacts on the schematic diagrams or revising the EFN on
the P&ID. Operations and maintenance will be enhanced by these
revisions.

May the consequences of a malfunction of egquipment ([ ) Yes [X] No
important to safety increase?

The probability of malfunction of any equipment or system dve to
the updating of the cross references and descriptions on relays

and control contacts and by revising the EPN for valve 2-5499-51
is not increased and therefore the consequences of a malfunction
of equipment important to safety are not increased. All systems

will function as originally designed.

1f any answer to Quest the Unreview i x3

QE~06.1 DECA Version 2.3
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11. Based on your answers to Questions § and 6, does the change adversely
impact systeme or functione so as to create the possibility of an
accident or malfunction of a type different from those evaluated in the
SAR?

[ ] Yes (X] No
Describe the rationale for your answer.

No new accident scenarios are created by this DCR. The function
of the Core Spray, Diesel Generator and Off-Gas Systems and their
ability to operate are unchanged. This DCR will not adversely
impact systers or functions nor will the possibility of an
accident malfunction be created that is different from those
previously evaluated in the SAR.

1f the answer to Question 11 is Yes, then an Unreviewed Safety Questinsnp
exists.

QE~06.1 DECA Version 2.3
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Determine if parameters used to establish the Technical Specification
limits are changed. Use one copy of this page to answer the following
questions for each Technical Specification listed in Step 8. List the
Technical Specification, Technical Specification Bases, SAR and SER

Sections reviewed for this evaluation.
i ci i .9/4.9.

Evaluation of Technical Specification
(Enter N/A if none are affected and check last option.)

(Check appropriate condition):

[ ] All changes to the parameters or conditions used to establish the
Technical Specification requirements are in a conservative
direction. Therefore, the actual acceptance limit need not be
identified to determine that no reduction in margin of safety
exists - proceed tc Question 13.

[ )] The Technical Specification or SAR providee a margin of safety or
acceptance limit for the applicable parameter or condition. List
the limit(s)/margin(s) and applicable reference for the margin of
pafety below - proceed to question 13.

[ ] The applicable parameter or condition change is in a potentially
non~-conservative cdirection and neither the Technical Specification,
the SAR, or the SER provides a margin of safety or an acceptance
limit. Reguest Nuclear Licensing assistance to identify the
acceptance limit/margin for the Margin of Safety determination by
consulting the NRC, SAR, SER's or other appropriate references.
List the agreed limit(s)/margin(s) below.

[X] The change does not affect any parameters upon which Technical
Specifications are based; therefore, there is no reduction in the
margin of safety. Proceed to guestion 14.

List Acceptance Limit(s)/Margin(s) of Safety

Tech Spec

QE~-06.1 DECA Version 2.3
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SAR Section

SER Section

13. Use the above limits to determine if the margin of safety is reduced
(i.e., the new values exceed the acceptance limite). Describe the
raticonale for your determination. Include a description of compensating
factors used to reach that conclusion.

P /A

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3
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14. Check one of the following:

[ ] An Unreviewed Safety Question was identified in Step 10, Step 11,
or Step 13. The proposed change MUST NOT be implemented without
NRC approval.

[X] No Unreviewed Safety Question will result ( Steps 10, 11, and 13)
AND no Technical Specification revision will be involved. The
change may be implemented in accordance with applicable procedures.

{ ] A Technical Specification revision is involved; but no Unreviewed
Safety Question will result. The proposed change requires a
License Amendment. Notify Station Regulatory Assurance and Nuclear
Licensing that a Technical Specification revision is required.

Mark below as applicable.

{ ) The change is not a plant modification or mincer plant change
and will not be implemented under 10CFRS50.59. Upon receipt of
the approved Technical Specification change from the NRC, the
change may be implemented.

[ ] The change is a plant modification or minor plant change.
Mark below as applicable.

{ ] A revision to an existing Technical Specification is
required. The change MUST NOT be installed until receipt
of an approved Technical Specification revision.

[ ] 7The change will not conflict with any existing Technical
Specifications and only new Technical Specifications are
required. In these cases, Nuclear Licensing may
authorize installation, but not operation, prior to
receipt of NRC approval of the License Amendment. If
such authorization is granted, the block below should be
checked.

{ ) Nuclear Licensing has authorized installation, but
not operation, prior tc receipt of NRC approval of
the License Amendment. The 10CFRS50.59 Safety
Evaluation indicates that no Unreviewed Safety
Question will result and provides authority for
installation only.

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3
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Note: Pnrtxal Modifications and/or separate 10CFR5C.59 reviews for
the work may be used to facilitate installation.

‘ ﬂy/;’y

Engineer) " Dpate

Freparer
ogniza

15. The reviewer has determined that the documentation is adequate to

suppert the above conc?union and agrees with the conclusion.
/ P
Reviewer w 7; /; 3///7/

(Design Suﬁbr{%tondont/Supcrvinor) Date
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10CFRS0.59 SAFETY EVALUATIONS January 1993

Safety Evaluation Number: SE- 93 - 109

Document Identifier: M04-1(2)-89-115 work packages Q02824 Q02825 Elect, Mech. Inst

(Modification, Temp Alt, Work Reguest Number, etc.)
Unit(s): _1(2)

System(s): _1700, 3900, 4200
Applicable Piant Mode(s): ]

(RUN, STARTUP/HOT STNBY, REFUEL or SHUTDOWN)
Plant Mode Restriction(s): This evaluation contains no mode restrictions.

1. Describe the proposed change:

The work to be performed under this package will calibrate two 0-100 psi pressure indicators
(S1# 208039) and a flow switch (SI# 699224) prior to installation of modification M04-1(2)-
89-115 (Modification of the service water radiation monitoring system sample delivery
piping). The pressure indicators (Pls) will be used to ensure the sample stream eductor is
operating properly. Under this package, the Pis will be used to gather system sample
pressures while throttling the two globe valves on either side of the eductor. Also, during this
test, a flow indicator will be installed to give flow indications. This information will be used
to determine proper system operating pressures. The flow indicator will then be removed and
the flow switch will be installed. The low flow setpoint will then be verified. If erratic
indication occurs during performance of the traveler, individual instrument calibrations can be

performed.

3

Reason for the change:

This work package was written to install the instrument portion of modification M04-1(2)-89-
115.

3 Is the change:
( X ) Permanent

() Temporary - Expected Duration:

G \CGE\QAP 110011 100-521 -1-
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List the reference documents reviewed which describes the structure, system or component.
(Identify documents referenced even if no information was found in that section.)

a. UFSAR Section(s): Table 1.8-1.3.0, 7.1, 7.5, 1152715
b. SER Section(s): None

c. Tech Spec Section(s): _3.2/4.2, 3.8/4.8

d. Fire Protection Program Document Pkg Section(s): None

e. Code of Federal Regulations Section(s): None

f. Regulatory Guides/NUREGs: _1.97

g Other: _MasterEquipment List

Describe how the change will affect plant operation when the changed structure, system or
component function as intended (i.e., focus on system operation/interactions in the absence of
equipment failures). Consider all applicable operating modes. Include a discussion of any
changed interactions with other structures, systems or components.

During the completion of this portion of the installation work, the service water

radiation monitor (SWRM) wili be out of service and grab samples will be drawn and
analyzed every twelve hours in accordance with technical specification table 3.2-5. Potential
effected systems include process radiation monitoring, service water, and domestic water. The
process radiation monitoring system will only be affected at the SWRM. These effects are
described above. The service water system will not be affected by this installation due to the
SWRM system being OOS during the described installation. During SWRM system testing,
the eductor will draw service water sample flow through the SWRM system and discharge
back to the service water return header. This will result in no change from the present
analyzed condition of the system. Domestic water will be used to drive the eductor. The flow
will be stopped, started, and throttled, but no adverse effect will be made to the system.

Describe how the change will affect equipment failures. In particular, describe any new
failure modes and their impact during all applicable operating modes.

A possible failure mode of the Pls would be erratic indication. If this were to occur, system
flow set-up could be affected (flow too high or low). Piping for domestic water and service
water can withstand the peak system pressure which is domestic water. Possible failure modes
of the flow switch is constant no flow and constant aormal flow. Each of these conditions is
easily detectable and will be detected by performing flow switch setpoint checks.

G\CGE\QAP'1100\1 100-521 N
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7. Identify each accident or anticipated transient (i.e., large/small break LOCA, loss of load,
turbine missiles, fire, flooding) described in the UFSAR where any of the following is true:

The change alters the initial conditions used in the UFSAR analysis
The changed structure, system or component is explicitly or implicitly assumed to

function during or after the accident
. Operation or structure, system or component failure of the changed structure, system
or component could lead to the accident
ACCIDENT UESAR SECTION
—Nope

8. List each Technical Specification (Safety Limit, Limiting Safety System Setting or Limiting
Condition for Operation) where the requirement, associated action items, associated
surveillances, or bases may be affected. (To determine the factors affecting the specification,
it is necessary to review the UFSAR and SER where the Bases Section of the Technical
Specifications does not explicity state the basis).

320

9. Will the change invoive a Technical Specification revision?
( )Yes (X )No
If a Technical Specification revision is involved, the change cannot be implemented until the

NRC issues a license amendment. When completing step 14, indicate that a Technical
Specification revision is required.

G \CGE\QAP\!1100\1100-82! -3-
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10.  To determine if the probability or the consequences of an accident or malfunction of
equipment important to safety previously evaluated in the UFSAR may be increased, use one
copy of this page to answer the following questions for each accident listed in step 7. Provide
the rationale for all NO answers.

Affected accident Not Applicable UFSAR Section:

May the probability of the accident be increased? ( ) Yes ( )No

May the consequences of the accident (off-site ( ) Yes ( )No
dose) be increased?

GACGE\QAP\1 100\ 100-821 e



May the probability of a malfunction of equipment
important to safety increase?

May the consequences of a malfunction of equipment
important to safety increase?

(

(

) Yes

) Yes

CGE
QAP 1100-521
Revision 3

) No

) No
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11.  Based on your answers to Questions 5 and 6, does the change adversely impact systems or
functions so as to create the possibility of an accident or malfunction of a type different from

those evaluated in the UFSAR?
( ) Yes (X )No
Describe the rationale for your answer.

The answer to question 5 details the installation will have no effect on the three
inter-onnecting systems assuming no equipment failures. The answer to question six explored
the possible equipment failures and found no adverse impact on the three potentially affected
systems. Installation and testing of this equipment cannot cause any plant accident or
transient not described within the UFSAR. The installation does not alter the interconnecting
systems so as to create abnormal lineups or operatiug modes. The installation will be passive
with respect to the potential to initiate a different type of acciden

If o Ouestion 11 is Yes, d LS R Dt o
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12.  Determine if parameters used to establish the Technical Specification limits are changed. Use
one copy of this page to answer the following questions for each Technical Specification listed
in step 8. If no Technical Specifications are impacted, then no reduction in margin of safety

exists, proceed to step 14.

™ ical Specification 3.2.G
Dv. .aine which of the following is true for the above specification:

( ) All cnanges to the parameters or conditions used to establish the Technical
Specification requirements are in a conservative direction. Therefore, the
r ual acceptance limit need not be identified to determire that no reduction n
* of safety exists, proceed to guestion 13.

() The Technical Specification provides a margin of safety or acceptance limit
for the applicable parameter or condition. List the limit(s)/margin(s) below.

() The applicable parameter or condition change is in a potentially
non-conservative direction and the Technical Specification neither provides an
acceptance limit nor explicitly references a limit in the UFSAR. Request
“‘yclear Licensing assistance to identify the acceptance limit/margin for the

argin of Safety determination. List the limit(s)/margin(s) below.

(X) The change does not affect any parameters upon which Technical
Specifications are based; therefore, there is no reduction in the margin of
safety - proceed to Question 14.

List Acceptance Limit(s)/Margin(s) of Safety

13.  Use the above limits identified in step 12 to determine if the margin of safety is reduced (i.e.,
the new values exceed the acceptance limits). Describe the rationale for your determination.
Include a description of compensating factors used to reach that conclusion.

G\CGE\QAP\1 100\ 100-821 .



CGE
QAP 1100-521
Revision 3

IVIATE 1{<4 &
14.  Check one of the following:

( ) An Unreviewed Safety Question was identified in step 10, step 11, or step 13.
The proposed change MUST NOT be implemented without NRC approval.

(X) No Unreviewed Safety Question will result (steps 10, 11, and 13) AND no
Technical Specification revision will be involved. The change may be
implemented in accordance with applicable procedures.

{( ) A Technical Specification revision is involved; but no Unreviewed Safety Question
will result. The proposed change requires a License Amendment. Notify Station
Regulatory Assurance and Nuclear Licensing that a Technical Specification
revision is required. Mark below as applicable.

( ) The change is not a plant modification or minor plant change and will
not be impiemented under 10CFR50.59. Upon receipt of the approved
Technical Specification change from the NRC, the change may be
implemented.

( ) The change is a plant modification or minor plant change. Mark below
as applicable.

( ) A revision to an existing Technical Specification is required.
The change MUST NOT be installed until receipt of an
approved Technical Specification revision.

«( ) The change will not conflict with any existing Technical
Specifications and only new Technical Specifications are
required. In these cases, Nuclear Licensing may authorize
installation, but not operation, prior to receipt of NRC
approval of the License Amendment. If such authorization is
granted, the block below should be checked.

« ) Nuclear Licensing has authorized
installation, but not operation, prior to
receipt of NRC approval of the License
Amendment. The 10CFR50.59 Safety
Evaluation indicates that no Unreviewed
Safety Question will result and provides
authority for installation only.

June 10, 1993
Date
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15.  The reviewer has determined that the documentation is adequate to support the above
conclusion and agrees with the conclusion.

Reviewer Lo 4 a7 Dé/a:
ate

Signature
16. Obtain a safety evaluation number from the Tech Staff clerk and record it on page 1.

17. Leave one copy of the safety evaluation with the Tech Staff clerk and file the original with the
applicable package(s)

18.  The Tech Staff clerk will forward a copy of this safety evaluation to the FSAR Coordinator.
(ANI Audit Recommendation 88-1)

Completed: ‘\\Jlﬁ— Q*“- 13

Initial Date

GACGE\QAP\1100\] 100-821 -9.
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10CFRS50.59 SAFETY EVALUATIONS January 1993

Safety Evaluation Number: SE- 9% . u2

Document Identifier: M04-1(2)-89-115 work packages 002824, Q02825 mechanical scope

(Modification, Temp Alt, Work Reguest Number, etc.)

Unit(s): _1(2)
System(s): __1700, 3900, 4200

Applicable Plant Mode(s): i

Plant Mode Restriction(s):_This evaluation contains no_mode restrictions.

1.

(RUN, STARTUP/HOT STNBY, REFUEL or SHUTDOWN)

Describe the proposed change:

The work to be performed under these packages will demolish the existing service water
radiation monitor (SWRM) sample delivery system (receiver tank, pump, all associated piping
and valves) and install 2 new, eductor driven system powered by domestic water. The sample
system inlet isolation valve will be replaced and the service water return header will be open
through a 1'-1/2" pipe to the turbine building 595° level during the replacement. Once
installed, this valve will act as the isolation point for further installation work. Domestic water
will be isolated for installation of the back flow preventer. All other items (skid, detector,
eductor) will then be installed. A flow indicator will be installed to facilitate Instrument
Maintenance work and testing on the flow switch and pressure gauges. The indicator will be
removed and replaced with the switch. A leak test will then be performed.

Reason for the change:

This work package was written to install the mechanical portion of modification M04-1(2)-89-
115.

Is the change:
( X ) Permanent

() Temporary - Expected Duration:

GACGEWQAP\T100\1100-821 -]
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4 List the reference documents reviewed which describes the structure, system or component.
(Identify documents referenced even if no information was fouzd in that section.)

a. UFSAR Section(s): Table 1.8-1, 3.0, 7.1, 7.5, 11.52.7. 15

b. SER Section(s): None

c. Tech Spec Section(s): 3.2/4.2, 3.8/4.8

d. Fire Protection Program Documeunt Pkg Section(s): FPR Vol 14.7.3,4.7.4

e. Code of Federal Regulations Section(s): None

f. Regulatory Guides/NUREGs: _{.97

£ Other: SE 93-109

5. Describe how the change will affect plant operation when the changed structure, system or
component function as intended (i.e., focus on system operation/interactions in the absence of
equipment failures). Consider all applicable operating modes. Include a discussion of any
changed interactions with other structures, systems or components.

During installation of this modification, continuous monitoring of the service water return
header will be lost. Instead, the Chemistry Department will take and analyze grab samples in
accordance with the requirements of Technical Specification Table 3.2-5. Domestic water will
be isolated to the Fish House and Chemistry Labs during installation of the back flow
preventer, but this will not affect any system needed to assure continued normal plant
operations. During replacement of the inlet isolation valves, the intake sample line will be
open to turbine building atmosphere. A funnel and drain hose will be in place to collect any
water and route it to a floor drain. Some water may not be caught by the funnel, but the small
diameter of the pipe (1'-1/2") means the volume can easily be contained by local floor drains.
No other structures, systems, or components (SSC) will be affected by this work.

6. Describe how the change will affect equipment failures. In particular, describe any new
failure modes and their impact during all applicable operating modes.

The new isolation valve will be a ball valve. The old isolation valve was a gate valve which
was susceptible to stem/disk separation. A possible failure mode would be the ball valve
sticking partially or fully open after it is installed. This would result in leakage of service
water onto the floor. Nearby floor drains, however, will be able to handle this leakage and
prevent local flooding. This analysis is also good for any leakage after the sample supply
system. The piping supports could fail resulting in an improperly supported iine. This may or
may not lead to line cracking or rupture, but the resulting leakage is still bounded by the
above analysis. This work will not affect any other systems or impact the present failure
modes of any SSC.

GACGE\QAP\1 10011 100-821 -2
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7. Identify each accident or anticipated transient (i.e., large/small break LOCA, loss of load,
turbine missiles, fire, flooding) described in the UFSAR where any of the following is true:

The change alters the initial conditions used in the UFSAR analysis

. The changed structure, system or component is explicitly or implicitly assumed to
function during or after the accident
. Operation or structure, system or component failure of the changed structure, system
or component could lead to the accident
ACCIDENT UESAR SECTION
None

8. List each Technical Specification (Safety Limit, Limiting Safety System Setting or Limiting
Condition for Operation) where the requirement, associated action items, associated
surveillances, or bases may be affected. (To determine the factors affecting the specification,
it is necessary to review the UFSAR and SER where the Bases Section of the Technical

Specifications does not explicitly state the basis).

3.2.G

9. Will the change involve a Technical Specification revision?
( )Yes (X)No
If a Technical Specification revision is involved, the change cannot be implemented until the

NRC issues a license amendment. When completing step 14, indicate that a Technical
Specification revision is required.

GACGE\QAP\1100\1100-821 3
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To determine if the probability or the consequences of an accident or malfunction of
equipment important to safety previously evaluated in the UFSAR may be increased, use one
copy of this page to answer the following questions for each accident listed in step 7. Provide
the rationale for all NO answers.

Affected accident Not Applicable UFSAR Section:

May the probability of the accident be increased? ( ) Yes ( )No

May the consequences of the accident (off-site (  )Yes ( )No
dose) be increased?
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May the probability of a malfunction of equipment
important to safety increase?

May the consequences of a malfunction of equipment
important to safety increase?

(

(

) Yes

) Yes

CGE
QAP 1100-S21
Revision 3

) No

) No
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1.

CGE
QAP 1100-S21
Revision 3

Based on your answers to Questions 5 and 6, does the change adversely impact systems or
functions so as to create the possibility of an accident or malfunction of a type different from
those evaluated in the UFSAR?

( ) Yes (X ) No

Describe the rationale for your answer

This work only interfaces with the domestic water system and the service water system. Both
interfaces are mechanical only. No other SSC will be impacted by the scope of this work. The
worst case scenario would involve a failure of the installed isolation valve on the service
water return header. This would lead to leakage onto the turbine building first floor. But, this
leakage will not be of greater magnitude than the capability to remove water by the floor
drain system. Therefore, this event will not result in flooding. No other SSCs will be
adversely impacted so as to create a new UFSAR accident or transient.
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Revision 3

12, Determine if parameters used to establish the Technical Specification limits are changed. Use
one copy of this page to answer the following questions for each Technical Specification listed
in step 8. If no Technical Specifications are impacted, then no reduction in margin of safety
exists, proceed to step 14.

Technical Specification 3.2.G

Determine which of the following is true for the above specification:

« )

()

X)

All changes to the parameters or conditions used to establish the Technical
Specification requirements are in a conservative direction. Therefore, the
actual acceptance limit need not be identified to determine that no reduction in
margin of safety exists, proceed to question 13.

The Technical Specification provides a margin of safety or acceptance limit
for the applicable parameter or condition. List the limit(s)/margin(s) below.

The applicable parameter or condition change is in a potentially
non-conservative direction and the Technical Specification neither provides an
acceptance limit nor explicitly references a limit in the UFSAR. Request
Nuclear Licensing assistance to identify the acceptance limit/margin for the
Margin of Safety determination. List the limit(s)/margin(s) below.

The change does not affect any parameters upon which Technical
Specifications are based; therefore, there is no reduction in the margin of
safety - proceed to Question 14.

List Acceptance Limit(s)/Margin(s) of Safety

13. Use the above limits identified in step 12 to determine if the margin of safety is reduced (i.e.,
the new values exceed the acceptance limits). Describe the rationale for your determination.
Include a description of compensating factors used to reach that conclusion.

GACGE\QAP\1100\1100-521
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14.  Check one of the following:

( ) An Unreviewed Safety Question was identified in step 10, step 11, or step 13.
The proposed change MUST NOT be implemented without NRC approval.

(X) No Unreviewed Safety Question will result (steps i0, 11, and 13) AND no
Technical Specification revision will be involved. The change may be
implemented in accordance with applicabie procedures.

( ) A Technical Specification revision is invoived; but no Unreviewed Safety Question
will result. The proposed change requires a License Amendment. Notify Station
Regulatory Assurance and Nuclear Licensing that a Technical Specification
revision is regrired. Mark below as applicable.

( ) The change is not a plant modification or minor plant change and will
aot be implemented under 10CFR50.59. Upon receipt of the approved
Technical Specification change from the NRC, the change may be
implemented.

«( ) The change is a plant modification or minor plant change. Mark below
as applicable.

« ) A revision to an existing Technical Specification is required.
The change MUST NOT be installed until receipt of an
approved Technical Specification revision.

«( ) The change will not conflict with any existing Technical
Specifications and only new Technical Specifications are
required. In these cases, Nuclear Licensing may authorize
installation, but not operation, prior to receipt of NRC
approval of the License Amendment. If such authorization is
granted, the block below should be checked.

« ) Nuclear Licensing has authorized
instaliation, but not operation, prior to
receipt of NRC approval of the License
Amendment. The 10CFR50.59 Safety
Evaluation indicates that no Unreviewed
Safety Question will result and provides
authority for installation only.

Preparer June 15, 1993
Signature Date
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Revision 3

I15.  The reviewer has determined that the documentation is adequate to support the above
conclusion and agrees with the conclusion.

Reviewer S22ZAA?” é/":‘:' L3
Signature Date

16. Obtain a safety evaluation number from the Tech Staff clerk and record it on page 1.

17. Leave one copy of the safety evaluation with the Tech Staff clerk and file the original with the
applicable package(s)

I8.  The Tech Staff clerk will forward a copy of this safety evaluation to the FSAR Coordinator.
(ANI Audit Recommendation 88-1)

Completed: D)Qf (0 X m
Date

Initial

(final)
G\CGE\QAM1100\1100-521 5.



QCAP 1000-6
UNIT 1(2)
REVISION O

ATTACHMENT A (Page 1 of 1)
OFFSITE REVIEW AND INVESTIGATIVE FUNCTION TRANSMITTAL

Quad Cities Nuclear Power Station

f )|
Reference Number: COJ- /-9 F. 094 Date: v/z-/qy
Subject HREPALE TurRB ~E Rermg u/ﬁr#ckudq TS LM R

WiTH PRY T‘\)F’C . RBRowbsdg H’de,km mugg
SYGTEU ;ﬂ
Submitted by, A 4. LJE S TEBA J

= s

FOR REVIEW:

1. Safety Evaluations NOT involving an unreviewed safety question as defined in
10CFR50.59 for:

a. Changes to procedures as described in the Safety Analysis Report.
b Changes to equipment or systems as described in the Safety Analysis
Report
¢ Tests or experiments NOT described in the Safety Analysis Report.
2. Proposed changes which involve an unreviewed safety question as defined in
10CFR50.59
a Procedure changes.
b Equipment or system changes.
c Tests or experiments.

3. Proposed changes to the Technical Specifications or Operating License.

4. Noncompliance with codes, regulations, orders, Technical Specifications, license
requirements, or internal procedures or instructions having nuclear safety significance.

5. Significant operating abnormalities or deviations from normai and expected
performance of piant equipment that affects nuclear safety.

6. All REPORTABLE EVENTS (LERs only).

7. All recognized indications of an unanticipated deficiency in design or operation of
safety-related structures, systems, or components.

8. Al changes to the Station Emergency Plan prior to implementation.

9. All items referred by the Systems Engineering Supervisor, Station Manager, Site Vice
r President, and General Manager of Quality Programs and Assessments.,
_m
FOR INFORMATION:

PR = T

¥ | 10. Other OSR htems/Documents NOT addressed above

This Transmittal is being made in accordance with Quad Cities Nuclear Power Station
Technical Specifications 6.1.G.2.d(1) for information only. No specific action is
required unless deemed necessary by Offsite Review and Investigative Function.

——




Exhibit E
Mod # E04-1-93-094 ENC-QE-06.1
Revision S
Page 1 of 10

Station/Unit Quad Cities F 4 N
Exhibit E
10CPR50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION
1. List the documents implementing the proposed change.

Engineering Change Notice 04-01031E dated 12/6/93,

Bechtel Calculation OC-429-C-035 dated 12/7/93,

- Describe the proposed change and the reason for the change.
The subject exempt change will replace an oil-filled 1 MVA
transformer with a dry-type 500 KVA transformer on elevation 639'
of the Unit 1 Turbine Building. The existing wet pipe system
will be demolished.

8 Is the change:

[X] Permanent

[ ] Temporary -
Expected duration

AND
Plant Mode (s) restrictions while installed

(NONE if no plant mode restrictions apply)

4. List the SAR sections which describe the affected systems, structures,
or components (SSCs) or activities. Also list the SAR accident analysis
sections which discuss the affected SSCs or their operation. List any
other controlling documentg such as SERs, previous modifications or
Safety Evaluaticns, etc.

The following FSAR sections were reviewed for applicability:
8.0 Electric Power

8.3 Onsite Power Systems

The change does not affect these documents.

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3



Exhibit E
Mod # E04-1-93-094 ENC-QE-06.1
Revision §
Page 2 of 10

Station/Unit Quad Cities 73

Exhibit E
10CFR50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION

Describe how the change will affect plant operation when the changed
geCs function as intended (i.e., focus on system operation/interactions
in the absence of equipment failures). Consider all applicable
operating modes. Include a discussion of any changed interactions with
other SSCs.

T42R-SA receives power from the 13.8KV yard. Its 480V
secondary will provide power for maintenance activities on the
turbine deck. Per the FSAR, the 13.8kv system is not used for
plant equipment. Therefore, this transformer will not
electrically affect operation of plant equipment. Per the
Bechtel calculation listed previously, the supports and
attachments have been evaluated for structural acceptability.

Describe how the change will affect equipment failures. In particular,
describe any new failure modes and their impact during all applicable
operating modes.

This change does not electically or structurally interact with
plant equipment. Therefore, equipment failures are not affected.
The failure mode of the transformer is not changed.

Identify each accident or anticipated transient (1.e., large/small break
LOCA, loss of load, turbine missiles, fire, flooding) described in the
SAR where any of the following is true:

’ The change alters the initial conditions used in the SAR analysis
The changed SSC is explicitly or implicitly assumed to function
during or after the accident
Operation or failure of the changed SSC could lead to the accident

ACCIDENT SAR SECTION

None.

List each Technical Specification (Safety Limit, Limiting Safety System
Setting or Limiting Condition for Operation) where the requirement,
associated action items, associated surveillances, or bases may be
affected. To determine the factors affecting the specification, it is
necessary to review the FSAR and SER where the bases section of the
Technical Specifications does not explicitely state the basis.

None.

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3



Exhibit E
Mod # E04-1-93-094 ENC-QE-06.1
Revision S
Page 3 of 10
Station/Unit Quad Cities /3

Exhibit E
10CFR50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION

9. Will the change involve a Technical Specification revision?
{ ] Yes [X] No
1f a Technical Specification revision is involved, the change cannot be

implemented until the NRC issues a license amendment. When completing
Step 14, indicate that a Technical Specification revision is required.

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3



Exhibit E
Mod # E04-1-93-024 ENC-QE-06.1
Revision S
Page 4 of 10

Station/Unit Quad Cities 73

Exhibit E
10CFR50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION

10. To determine if the probability or the consequences of an accident or
malfunction of equipment important to safety previouely evaluated in the
SAR may be increased, use one copy of this page to answer the following
questions for each accident ligted in Step 7. Provide the rationale for
all NO answers.

Affected accident None,

SAR Section: N/A.

May the probability of the accident be increased? { ] Yes [X] No

T42R-5A receives power from the 13.8KV yard. Its 480V
secondary will provide power for maintenance activities on the
turbine deck. Per the FSAR, the 13.8kv system is not used for
plant equipment. Therefore, this transformer will not
electrically affect operation of plant equipment. Per the
Bechtel calculation listed previously, the supports and
attachments have been evaluated for structural acceptability.
The probability of an oil fire due to transformer failure is
reduced to zero because the new transformer is a dry-type
containing no oil.

May the consequences of the accident (off-site dose) { ] Yes [X] No
be increased?

T42R-5A receives power from the 13.8KV yard. 1Its 480V secondary
will provide power for maintenance activities on the turbine
deck. Per the FSAR, the 13.8kv system is not used for plant
equipment. Therefore, this transformer will not electrically
affect operation of plant equipment. Per the Bechtel calculation
listed previously, the supports and attachmente have been
evaluated for structural acceptability. Therefore, the
transformer has no affect on the consequences of an accident.
The consequences of failure of the transformer is reduced
significantly since the dry-type transformer will not contribute
combustible 0il to a fire in the immediate area.

May the probability of a malfunction of eguipment [ ] Yes [X] No
important to safety increase?

T42R-5A receives power from the 13.8KV yard. Its 480V
secondary will provide power for maintenance activities on the
turbine deck. Per the FSAR, the 13.8kv system is not used for
plant equipment. Therefore, this transformer will not

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3



Exhibit E
Mod # E04-1-93-094 ENC-QE-06.1
Revision 5
Page S of 10
Station/Unit Quad Cities /i

Exhibit B
10CFR50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION

electrically affect operation of plant equipment. Per the
Bechtel calculation listed previously, the supports and
attachments have been evaluated for structural acceptability.
The replacement of the oil-type transformer with a dry-type one
results in no net change in probability of malfunction of
safety related equipment.

May the conseguences of a malfunction of equipment [ ] Yes [X] No
important to safety increase?

T42R-SA receives power from the 13.8KV yard. 1Its 480V
secondary will provide power for maintenance activities on the
turbine deck. Per the FSAR, the 13.8kv system is not used for
plant equipment. Therefore, this transformer will not
electrically affect operation of plant equipment. Per the
Bechtel calculation listed previously, the supports and
attachments have been evaluated for structural acceptability.
The replacement of the oil-type transformer with a dry-type one
results in no net change in conseguences of malfunction of
safety related equipment. The dry type transformer will reduce
the consequences of transformer failure or area fire.

1f any answer to Question 10 is YES, then an Unreviewed Safety Question exists.

QE-06.1 DECA Ve "sion 2.3



Exhibit E

Mod # E04-1-93-094 ENC-QE-06.1
Revision 5
Page € of 10
Station/Unit Quad Cities /3
Exhibit E

al.

10CFR50.55 SAFETY EVALUATION

Based on your answers to Questions 5 and 6, does the change adversely
impact systems or functions so as to create the possibility of an
accident or malfunction of a type different from those evaluated in the
SAR?

[ ] Yes [X] No
Describe the rationale for your answer.

T42R-5A receives power from the 13.8KV yard. Its 480V
secondary will provide power for maintenance activities on the
turbine deck. Per the FSAR, the 13.8kv system is not used for
plant equipment. Therefore, this transformer will not
electrically affect operation of plant equipment. Per the
Bechtel calculation listed previously, the supports and
attachments have been evaluated for structural acceptability.
The replacement of the oil-type transformer with a dry-type one
results in no new accident type.

If the answer to Question 11 is Yes, then an Unreviewed Safety Question
existe.

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3



Exhibit E
Mod # B04-1-93-094 ENC-QE-06.1

Revision S
Page 7 of 10

Station/Unit Quad Cities /1

12.

Exhibit B
10CFR50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION

Determine if parameters used tc establish the Technical Specification
limits are changed. Use one copy of this page to answer the following
guestions for each Technical Specification listed in Step 8. List the
Technical Specification, Technical Specification Bases, SAR and SER
Sections reviewed for this evaluation.

Evaluation of Technical Specification
(Enter N/A if none are affected and check last option.)

N/A.

(Check appropriate condition):

[ ] All changes to the parameters or conditions used to establish the
Technical Specification reguirements are in a conservative
direction. Therefore, the actual acceptance limit need not be
identified to determine that no reduction in margin of safety
exists - proceed to Question 13.

[ ] The Technical Specification or SAR provides a margin of safety
acceptance limit for the applicable parameter or condition. Lais
the limit (s) /margin{s) and applicable reference for the margin of
safety below - proceed to guestion 13,

[ ] The applicable parameter or condition change is in a potentially
non-conservative direction and neither the Technical Specification,
the SAR, or the SER provides a margin of safety or an acceptance
limit. Reqguest Nuclear Licensing aseistance to identify the
acceptance limit/margin for the Margin of Safety determination by
consulting the NRC, SAR, SER's or other appropriate references.
List the agreed limit (s)/margin(s) below.

[X] The change does not affect any parameters upon which Technical
Specificaticons are based; therefore, there is no reduction in the
margin of safety. Proceed to guestion 14.

List Acceptance Limit (s) /Margin(s) of Safety

Tech Spec

SAR Section

SER Section

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3



Mod # E04-1-93-094

Exhibit E
ENC-QE-06.1
Revision 5

Page 8 of 10

Station/Unit Quad Cities /1

13.

Exhibit E
10CPR50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION

Use the above limits to determine if the margin of safety is reduced
(i.e., the new values exceed the acceptance limits). Describe the

rationale for your determination. Include a description of compensating
factors used to reach that conclusion.

If a Margin of Safety is reduced an Unreviewed Safety Question exists.

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3



Exhibit E
Mod # EO4-1-93-094 ENC-QE-06.1
Revision S
Page 9 of 10
Station/Unit Quad Cities /1

Exhibit E
10CPRS0.59 SAFETY EVALUATION

14 . Check one of the following:

[ ] An Unreviewed Safety Question was identified in Step 10, Step 11,
or Step 13. The proposed change MUST NOT be implemented without
NRC approval.

[X] No Unreviewed Safety Question will result ( Steps 10, 11, and 13)
AND no Technical Specification revision will be involved. The
change may be implemented in accordance with applicable procedures.

[ ] A Technical Specification revision is involved; but no Unreviewed
Safety Question will result. The proposed change reguires a
License Amendment. Notify Station Regulatory Assurance and Nuclear
Licensing that a Technical Specification revision is required.

Mark below as applicable.

(] The change is not a plant modification or minor plant change
and will not be implemented under 10CFRS0.59. Upon receipt of
the approved Technical Specification change from the NRC, the
change may be implemented.

[ ] The change is a plant modification or minor plant change.
Mark below as applicable.

[ )] A revision to an existing Technical Specification is
required. The change MUST NOT be installed until receipt
of an approved Technical Specification revision.

[ ] The change will not conflict with any existing Technical
Specifications and only new Technical Specifications are
required. In these cases, Nuclear Licensing may
authorize installation, but not operation, prior to
receipt of NRC approval of the License Amendment. If
such authorization is granted, the block below should be
checked.

{ ] Nuclear Licensing has authorized installation, but
not operation, prior to receipt of NRC approval of
the License Amendment. The 10CFRS50.55% Safety
Evaluation indicates that no Unreviewed Safety
Question will result and provides authority for
installation only.

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3
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Station/Unit Quad Cities /1
Exhibit E
10CPRS50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION
Note: Pargial Modifications and/or separate JO0CFRS50.59 reviews for
jion of e work may be used to facilita7 installation.
Preparer ’ /‘ 4, v
(Cognifzant Engineer) Date

support the above conclusion and agrees with the conclusion.

Reviewer _Zﬁ@mm«:{__ L-RI-2

(Design Superintendent/Supervisor) Date

is. The reviewer has determined that the documentation is adeguate to

QE-0€.1 DECA Version 2.3




QCAP 1000-6
UNIT 1(2)
REVISION 0

ATTACHMENT A (Page 1 of 1)
OFFSITE REVIEW AND INVESTIGATIVE FUNCTION TRANSMITTAL

Quad Cities Nuclear Power Station L
Reference Number: 6’0‘/- /9% - 2/11'; Date: 6“/'. o%l ‘f
Subject: JETAC LJM,,-J(; e e PrActes O~ TuRB.AC

571457_0 DAL

Submitted by: LS. CJESTO

FOR REVIEW: ]]

i Safety Evaluations NOT involving an unreviewed safety question as defined in
10CFR50.59 for:

a. Changes to procedures as described in the Safety Analysis Report.

b Changes to equipment or systems as described in the Safety Analysis
Report.

c Tests or experiments NOT described in the Safety Analysis Report

2. Proposed changes which involve an unreviewed safety question as defined in
10CFR50.59.

a Procedure changes.

b Equipment or system changes.

C. Tests or expernments.

3. Proposed changes to the Technical Specifications or Operating License.

4.  Noncompliance with codes, regulations, orders, Technical Specifications, license
requirements, or internal procedures or instructions having nuclear safety significance

5.  Significant operating abnormalities or deviations from normal and expected
performance of plant equipment that affects nuclear safety.

6. All REPORTABLE EVENTS (LERs only).

7. All recognized indications of an unanticipated deficiency in design or operation of
safety-related structures, systems, or components.

%

All changes to the Station Emergency Plan prior to implementation.

w

All items referred by the Systems Engineering Supervisor, Station Manager, Site Vice
President, and General Manager of Quality Programs and Assessments.
—

1l

FOR INFORMATION: '

)( 10. Other OSR Items/Documents NOT addressed above.

This Transmittal is being made in accordance with Quad Cities Nuclear Power Station
Technical Specifications 6.1.G.2.d(1) for information only. No specific action is
required unless deemed necessary by Offsite Review and Investigative Function.




Mod # BO4-1-93-245 Exhibit B

Station/Unit Quad Cities "ol

Exhibit B
10CFR50.59 SAFETY EVALUATION

i. List the documents implementing the proposed change.

Exempt Plant Change E04-1-93-245.

Engineering Change Notice 04-1053E, dated 1/17/94.
Bechtel Calculation QC-469-C-001, dated 1/21/94.
Parameter Assessment and Reconciliation B-130-00360.

- Describe the proposed change and the reason for the change.

The subject exempt change will replace the existing panel with a 10
circuit distribution panel and install six 60 amp welding receptacles
powered from this new panel. Five receptacles will be mounted on the
outside of the turbine shield wall west of the new circuit panel. A
sixth will be installed on the inside of the turbine shield wall.
This new configuration will provide a safer and more efficient means
for providing power on the turbine deck.

3. Is the change:

(X) Permanent

[] Temporary -
Expected duration

AND
Plant Mode (8) restrictions while installed
(NONE if no plant mode restrictions apply)

4. List the SAR sections which describe the affected systems, structures, or
components (SSCs) or activities. Also list the SAR accident analysis sections
which discuss the affected SSCs or their operation. List any other
controlling documents such as SERs, previous modifications or Safety
Evaluations, etc.

The following UFSAR Sections were reviewed:
1.2.2.10 Shielding, Access Control, aad Radiation Protection
Procedures
3.5 Missile Protection
8.0 Electric Power Systems
8.3 Onsite Power Systems
10.0 Steam and Power Conversion System
These sections will not be affected by this design change.

5. Describe how the change will affect plant operation when the changed SSCs
function as intended (i.e., focus on system operation/interactions in the
absence of equipment failures). Consider all applicable operating modes.
Include a discussion of any changed interactions with other SSCs.

The power source for the new 480VAC panel and welding receptacles is
from the 13.8KV yard via transformer T42R-5A. Per the UFSAR, the
13.8KV yard is not ured for plant equipment. Therefore, the subject
design change will not elecirically affect plant equipment. The only
structural interaction ia duz to mounting on the turbine shield wall
(which is non-safety related / non-seismic / non-I11/I). The
referenced calculation and associated PAR have determined that the
structural loads are acceptable.

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3



Mod § BO4-1-93-245 Bxhibit B

ENC-QE-06.1
Page 2 of 8
Station/Unit Quad Cities /1
Exhibit E
10CFRS0.59 SAFRTY EVALUATION
6. Describe how the change will affect equipment failures. In particular,

describe any new failure modes and their impact during all applicable
operating modes.

As stated in Section 5, the design change does not electrically
interact with plant equipment. The additional structural loads have
been analyzed for acceptability. Therefore, the detiyn change will
not affect equipment failures. The addition of the circuit panel and
welding receptacles will result in an increase in equipment
reliability over the ex;scan confxguratxon Therefore, the failure
mode of the 48UVAC panel is lessened in severity.

- Identify each accident or anticipated transient (i.e., large/small break LOCA,
loss of load, turbine missiles, fire, flooding) described in the SAR where any
of the following is true:

The change alters the initial conditions used in the SAR analysis

The changed SSC is explicitly or implicitly assumed to function during
or after the accident

Operation or failure of the changed SSC could lead to the accident

ACCIDENT SAR SECTION
None N/A

8. List each Technical Specification (Safety Limit, Limiting Safety System
Setting or Limiting Condition for Operation) where the requirement, associated
action items, associated surveillances, or bases may be affected. To
determine the factors affecting the specification, it is necessary to review
the FSAR and SER where the bases section of the Technical Specifications does
not explicitly state the basis.

The following sections were reviewed:
3.9/4.% Auxiliary Electric Systems
9. Will the change involve a Technical Specification revision?
{] Yes [X] No
1f a Technical Specification revision is involved, the change cannot be

implemented until the NRC issues & license amendment. When completing Step
14, indicate that a Technical Specificatior revision is required.

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3



Mod § BO4-1-93-245 Exhibit B
ENC-QR-06.1
Page 3 of 8§
Station/Unit Quad Cities /1
Exhibit B

10.

10CFRS0.59 SAPETY EVALUATION

To determine if the probability or the consequences of an accident or
malfunction of eguipment important to safety previously evaluated in the SAR
may be increased, use one copy of this page to answer the following questions

for each accident listed in Step 7. Provide the rationale for all NO answers.

Affected accident: None

SAR Section: N/A

May the probability of the accident be increased? [ ] Yes [X) No

As stated in section 5, the subject exempt change does not
electrically interact with plant equipment. The structural
interactions are with plant structures that are not important to
safety and have been analyzed for acceptability. The replacement
circuit panel and receptacles will be more reliable than the existing
configuration. Therefore, the chances of failure of this equipment is
reduced. The probability of an design basis accident is unchanged.

May the consertuences of the accident (off-site dose) [] Yes [X) No
be increased?

As stated prev usly, the subject design change does not affect
equipment important to safety or eguipment required for safe shutdown
of the plant. Therefore, the consequences of an accident are not
changed by this change.

May the probability of a malfunction of equipment [] Yes [X] No
important to safety increase?

As previously stated, the subject exempt change does not electrically
interact with plant equipment. The structural interactions are with
plant structures that are not important to safety and have been
analyzed for acceptability. The replacement circuit panel and
receptacles will be more reliable than the existing configuration.
Therefore, the chances of failure of this eguipment is reduced.
Therefore, the probability of malfunction of other nearby equipment
due to failure of this egquipment is reduced.

May the consequences of a malfunction of equipment [ ) Yes [X]) No
important to safety increase?

As previously stated, the subject exempt change does not electrically
interact with plant eguipment. The structural interactions are with
plant structures that are not important to safety and have been
analyzed for acceptability. The replacement circuit panel and
receptacles will be more reliable than the existing configuration.
The failure mode of this new panel is the same as the existing panel.
Such a failure does not change the consequences of a malfunction of
other nearby egquipment. Therefore, it will not change the
conseguences of safety related equipment failure.

If eny answer to Question 10 is YES, then an Unreviewed Safety Question existe.

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3



Mod # BO4-1-953-245 Exhibit B
-06.

ENC-QR-06.1
Page 4 of &
Station/Onit Quad Cities J 3
Exhibit ®
10CPRS0.59 SAFETY EVALUATION
3L, Based on your answers to Questions 5 and 6, does the change adversely impact

systemg or functions 8o ae tc create the possibility of an accident or
malfunction of a type different from those evaluated in the SAR?

[ ] Yes [X] No

Describe the rationale for your answer,

The subject des.gn change will not result in changed operation of the
existing panels. Therefore, no new accident that has not been
previously analyzed will be created.

If the angwer to Question 11 is Yes, then an Unreviewed Safety Question exists.

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3
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Station/Unit Quad Cities J 3

12.

Exhibit B
10CFR50.59% SAFETY EVALUATION

Determine if parameters used to establish the Technical Specification limits
are changed. Use one copy of this page to answer the following Questions for
each Technical Specification listed in Step 8. List the Technical
Specification, Technical Specification Bases, SAR and SER Sections reviewed
for this evaluation.

N/A

Evaluation of Technical Specification
(Enter N/A if none are affected and check last option.)

N/A
(Check appropriate condition) :

a All changes to the parameters or conditions used to establish the
Techanical Specification requirements are in a conservative direction.
Therefore, the actual acceptance limit need not be identified to
determine that no reduction in margin of safety exists - proceed ‘o
Question 13.

[ ] The Technical Specification or SAR provides a margin of safety or
acceptance limit for the applicable parameter or condition. List the
limit (s) /margin(s) and applicable referencv for the margin of safety
below - proceed to guestion 13.

{1 The applicable parameter or condition change is in a potentially
non-conservative direction and neither the Technical Specification, the
SAR, or the SER provides a margin of safety or an acceptance limit.
Request Nuclear Licensing assistance to identify the acceptance
limit/margin for the Margin of Safety determination by consulting the
NRC, SAR, SER’'s or other appropriate references. List the agreed
limit (8) /margin(s) below.

[x) The change does not affect any parameters upon which Technical
Specifications are based; therefore, there is no reduction in the margin
of safety. Proceed to question 14.

List Acceptance Limit (s) /Margin(s) of Safety

Tech Spec

SAR Section

SER Section

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3
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13. Use the above limits to determine if the margin of safety is reduced (i.e.,
the new values exceed the acceptance limits). Describe the rationale for your

determination. Include a description of compensating factors used to reach
that conclusion.

N/A

QE-06.1 DECA Vereion 2.3
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14. Check one of the following:

(

i

[x)

(

)

An Unreviewed Safety Question was identified in Step 10, Step 11, or

Step 13. The proposed change MUST NOT be implemented without NRC
approval.

No Unreviewed Safety Questicn will result ( Steps 10, 11, and 13) AND no
Technical Specification revision will be involved. The change may be
implemented in accordance with applicable procedures.

A Technical Specification revision is involved; but no Unreviewed Safety
Question will result. The proposed change requires a License Amendment.
Notify Station Regulatory Assurance and Nuclear Licensing that a

Technical Specification revision is required. Mark below as applicable.

{ ] The change is not a plant modification or minor plant change and
will not be implemented under 10CFRS0.59. Upon receipt of the

approved Technical Specification change from the NRC, the change
may be implemented.

[ 1] The change is a plant modification or minor plant change. Mark
below as applicable.

[} A revision to an existing Technical Specification is
required. The change MUST NOT be installed until receipt of
an approved Technical Specification revision.

[} The change will not conflict with any existing Technical
Specifications and only new Technical Specifications are
required. In these cases, Nuclear Licensing may authorize
installation, but not operation, prior to receipt of NRC
approval cf the License Amendment. If such authorization is
granted, the block below should he checked.

[) Ruclear Licensing has authorized installation, but not
operation, prior to receipt of NRC approval of the
License Amendment. The 10CFRS0.59 Safety Evaluation
indicates that no Unreviewed Safety Question will
result and provides authority for installation only.

|
QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3 |
i
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Note: tigl x’ﬁ;:ations and/or separate 10CFRS50.59 reviews for portions of

used to facilitate mltal/ ion.
-\ 1
Preparer (*~' ﬁ,"

izant Edgineor) Date

15. The /reviewer has determined that the documentation is adeguate to support
above conclusion and agrees with the conclusion.

Reviewer __M F 82 LA . 4

(Design Superintendent/Supervisor) Date

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3



QCAP 1000-6
UNIT 1(2)
REVISION 0

ATTACHMENT A (Page 1 of 1)
OFFSITE REVIEW AND INVESTIGATIVE FUNCTION TRANSMITTAL

Quad Cities Nuclear Power Station
Reference Number: @J- IS B1 S | Date: ‘; t";"*’" H

Subject: UAT W@('-o—ur' ConerRETe ool

Submitted by: J o hJ?"rraf-—‘

s w

FOR REVIEW: II
= = ==

1 Safety Evaluations NOT involving an unreviewed safety question as defined in
10CFR50 59 for

a Changes to procedures as described in the Safety Analysis Report
b Changes to equipment or systems as described in the Safety Analysis
Report
& Tests or experiments NOT described in the Satety Analysis Report
2. Proposed changes which involve an unreviewed safety question as defined in i
10CFR50.59.
a Procedure changes
b Eguipment or system changes.
c Tests or experiments.

3. Proposed changes to the Technical Specifications or Operating License.

4. Noncompliance with codes, regulations, orders, Technical Specifications, license
requirements, or internal procedures or instructions having nuclear safety significance.

5. Significant operating abnormalities or deviations from normal and expected
performance of plant equipment that affects nuciear safety.

6. All REPORTABLE EVENTS (LERs only).

7. All recogmnized indications of an unanticipated deficiency in design or operation of
safety-related structures, systems, or components.

8. All changes to the Station Emergercy Plan prior 1o implementation.

9. All tems referred by the Systems Engineering Supervisor, Station Manager, Site Vice
President, and General Manager of Quality Programs and Assessments.

Il FOR INFORMATION:

A 1 10. Other OSR ltems/Documents NOT addressed above,

This Trensmiital is being made in accordance with Quad Cities Nuclear Power Station
Technical Specifications 6.1.G.2.d(1) for information only. No specific action is
required uniess deemed necessary by Offsite Review and Investigative Function.
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1. List the documents implementing the proposed change.

Exempt Plant Change E04-1-93-325.
Engineering Change Notice 04-0011495 and associated calculations.

i Describe the proposed change and the reason for the change.

The subject exempt plant change will install new concrete piers in support of
the replacement of the Unit 1 Unit Auxiliary Transformer (UAT). New concrete
piers are required for the fire suppression deluge system which is being
redesigned due to physical differences between the existing GE and the new
SMIT transformer.

Two other exempt changes are regquired to complete the replacement of the Unit
1 UAT:

E04-1-93-326 will replace the existing fire protection system piping and fire
detection method. The deluge piping must be replaced due to the physical
differences between the existing GE UAT and the new SMIT UAT. The detectior
method is being changed in order to make it more reliable. The overall
operation of the system will not change.

E04-1-93-327 will reinstall the transformer control circuitry. These changes
are necessary due to slight differences between the GE and SMIT transformers.
The control circuitry changes will not atfect the operation of the plant.

3, Is the change:
(X) Permanent
(] Temporary -

Expected duration

AND
Plant Mode (s) restrictions while installed
(NONE if no plant mode restrictions apply)

4. List the SAR sections which describe the affected systems, structures, Or
components (SSCs) or activities. Also list the SAR accident analysis secticns
which discuss the affected S8Cs or their operation. List any other
controlling documents such as SERs, previous modifications or Sarety
Evaluations, etc.

The following section of the Quad Cities Station UFSAR has been reviewed:
Section 8.3 Onsite Power Systems

s. Describe how the change will affect plant operation when the changed S5Cs
function as intended (i.e., focus on 3ystem operation/interactions in the
absence of equipment failures). Consider all applicable operating modes.
Include a discussion of any changed interactions with other SSCs.
The replacement of the Unit 1 General Electric UAT with a new SMIT UAT does

not affect plant operation in any operating mode. The new UAT has electrical
characteristics that are compatible with the existing GE UAT. 7Tt has the

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3
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capability to supply auxiliary power for the unit while in run mode or in
backfeed mode. The control wiring changes are necessary due to the new UAT's
slight differences and enhancements. The replacement of the fire protection
deluge piping and installation of associated concrete supports are necessary
due to the minor differences in the new UAT's physical layout. The
replacement of the existing thermal detectors with linear-type detection cable
will improve the reliability of the system by reducing the inadvertent
actuations. These changes to the Unit 1 UAT do not change operation of the
UAT as it relates to the plant or plant systems.

6. Describe how the change will affect equipment failures. 1In particular,
describe any new failure modes and their impact during all applicable
operating modes .

The failure mode of the new UAT is the same as the existing UAT. The failure
rate of the new UAT should be lower than that of the existing UAT due to the
age of the existing UAT.

The replacement of the deluge system piping and installation of associated
concrete pad supports does not affect any other equipment. The failure mode
of these components is the same as for the existing system.

The change in fire detection method will increase the fire detection
reliability. The replacement “protecto-wire" detection method will reduce the
number of DC ground problems, and therefore increase the reliability of the
system. The failure mode of the fire detection system is the same as for the
existing detectors.

?. ldentify each accident or anticipated transient (1.e., large/small break LOCA,
loss of load, turbine missiles, fire, flooding) described in the SAR where any
of the following is true:

' The change alters the initial conditions used in the SAR analysis
The changed $SC is explicitly or implicitly assumed to function during
cr after the accident
Operation or failure of the changed SSC could lead to the accident

ACCIDENT SAR_SECTION
Logs of Auxiliary Fower . . 8.3.2
8. List each Technical Specification (Safety Limit, Limiting Safety System

Setting or Limiting Condition for Operation) where the reguirement, associated
action items, associated surveillances, or bases may be affected. To
determine the factois affecting the specification, it is necessary to review
the FSAR and SER where the bases section of the Technical Specifications does
not explicitly rtate the basis.

The following section was reviewed:

Section 3.9.A.3, "One other 345-kv line capable of carrying auxiliary power
to an essential electrical bus of the unit through the 4160-volt bus tie shall
be available.”

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.1
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will the change involve a Technical Specification revision?
{ ] Yes [X] No
If a Technical Specification revision is involved, the change cannot be

implemented until the NRC issues a license amendment. When completing Step
14, indicate that a Technical Specification revision is required.

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3
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10. To determine if the probability or the consequences of an accident or

malfunction of equipment important to safety previously evaluated in the SAR
may be increased, use one Copy of this page to answer the following guestions
for each accident listed in Step 7. Provide the rationale for all NO answers.

Affected accident: Loss of Auxiliary Power
SAR Section: Section 8.3.1

May the probability of the accident be increased? [] Yes [X] No

The replacement UAT will provide the same function as the existing UAT. The
new UAT should be more reliable than the existing UAT because it is new and
has been constructed using latest technology. Therefore, the probability of
the accident will not increase by this change.

May the consequences of the a~cident (off-site dose) () Yes [X] No
be increased?

The conseguences on plant operation of failure of the new UAT are the same as
for the old UAT. Therefore, the conseguences of a failure of the Unit 1 UAT
will not change due to the replacement of the existing GE UAT with the new
SMIT UAT.

May the probability of a malfunction of equipment [ ] Yes [X] No
important to safety increase?

This change is compatible with interfacing plant systems, The replacement of
the GE UAT with a new SMIT UAT will reduce the probability of a Unit 1 UAT
failure by improving the reliability of the transformer and fire detection
circuitry. Therefore, the probability cf a malfunction of eguipment important
to safety will be reduced.

May the consequences of a malfunction of equipment {] Yes [X] No
important to safety increase?

The conseguences of failure of the UAT or the associated fire protection
system is the same as for the existing UAT. Therefore, the consequences of
failure of egquipment important to safety is unchanged as a result of this
project.

1f any answer to Question 10 is YEBS, then an Unreviewed Safety Question exists.

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3
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31. Based on your answers to Questions S and 6, does the change adversely impact

systems or functions sC as to create the possibility of an accident or
malfunction of a type different from those evaluated in the SAR?

[ 1 Yes (X] No
Describe the rationale for your answer.

The UAT is being replaced by a newer transformer. The failure mode of this
new transformer, fire protection system, and control circuitry is the same as
for the existing transformer. The failure rate due to these changes is
reduced due to the more reliable transformer and enhancements to the fire
protection system. Therefore, an accident different from those previously
evaluated in the SAR is not created.

&meumﬂmm!ﬁlw

QE-06.1 DECA Vexsion 2.3
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Determine if parameters used to establish the Technical Specification limits
are changed. Use one copy of this page to answer the following Questions for
each Technical Spevification listed in Step 8. List the Technical
specification, Technical Specification Bases, SAR and SER Sections reviewed
for this evaluation.

Section 3.9.A.3, "One other 345-kv line capable of carrying auxiliary power
to an essential electrical bus of the unit through the 4160-volt bus tie sha.l
be available.”

Evaluation of Technical Specification
(Enter N/A if none are affected and check last option.)

The replacement of the UAT does not affect the requirements for this Technical

Specification. The new UAT will be capable of providing auxiliary power to
the unit during backfeeding operations

(Check appropriate condition):

[ ] All changes to the parameters or conditions used to establish the
Technical Specification reqguirements are in a conservative direction.
Therefore, the actual acceptance limit need not be identified tc
determine that no reduction in margin of safety exists - proceed to
Question 13.

[ ] The Technical Specification or SAR provides a margin of safety or
acceptance limit for the applicable parameter or condition. List the
limit (8) /margin(s) and applicable reference for the margin of safety
below - proceed to guestion 13.

[ ] The applicable parameter or condition change is in a potentially
non-conservative direction and neither the Technical Specification, the
SAR, or the SER provides a margin of safety or an acceptance limit.
Request Nuclear Licensing assistance to identify the acceptance
limit /margin for the Margin of Safety determination by consulting the
NRC, SAR, SER's or other appropriate references. List the agreed
limit (8) /margin(s) below.

(X] The change does not affect any parameters upon which Technical
specifications are based; therefore, there is no reduction in the margin
of safety. Proceed to question 14.

List Acceptance Limit (s) /Margin(s) of Safety

Tech Spec

SAR Section

SER Section

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3
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13. Use the above limits to determine if the margin of safety is reduced (1.e.,
the new values exceed the acceptance limits). Describe the rationale for your
determination. Include a description of compensating factors used to reach
that conclusion.

N/A

m;wuuwmm
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s, Check one of the following:

{ ] An Unreviewed Safety Question was identified in Step 10, Step 11, or
Step 13. The proposed change MUST NOT be implemented without NRC
approval.

{x] No Unreviewed Safety Question will result ( Steps 10, 11, and 13) AND no
Technical Specification revision will be involved. The change may be
implemented in accordance with applicable procedures.

{4 A Technical Specification revision is involved; but no Unreviewed Safe:ty
Question will result The propesed change reguires a License Amendmer:.
Notify Station Regulatory Assurance and Nuclear Licensing that a
Technical Specification revision is required. Mark below as applicable

{ ] The change is not a plant modification or minor plant change and
will not be implemented under 10CFR50.59. Upon receipt of the
approved Technical Specification change from the NRC, the change
may be implemented.

(| The change is a plant modification or minor plant change. Mark
below as applicable.

{1 A revision to an existing Technical Specification is
required. The change MUST NOT be installed until receipt cof
an approved Technical Specification revision.

] The change will not conflict with any existing Technical
Specifications and only new Technical Specifications are
required. In these cases, Nuclear Licensing may authorize
installation, but not operation, prior to receipt of NRC
approval of the License Amendment. If such authorization :s
granted, the block below should be checked.

{1} Nuclear Licensing has authorized installation, but not
operation, prior to receipt of NRC approval of the
License Amendment. The 10CFRS50.59 Safety Evaluation
indicates that no Unreviewed Safety Question will
result and provides authority for installation only.

Note: Partial NModifications and/or separate 10CFRS50.59 reyiews for portions cf
t r¥ ma Azslézgguig_facilitate installation.
Preparer - z¥ |74
(C i
rehvi

zant Engineer) Date
18. The iewer has determined that the documentation is adeqguate to support
the e conclusion and agrees with the conclusion.
Reviewer jggaé_::ZZJZggnijpngrr,~ .;cKZ/Giﬁ’
(Design Superintendent/Supervisor) Daté

QE-06.1 DECA Version 2.3
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OFFSITE REVIEW AND INVESTIGATIVE FUNCTION TRANSMITTAL
Quad Cities Nuclear Power Station

Reference Number. < A -\ - 3\ - 27 Date: «/B/ 4
Subject: K EPLLCEMEY T oF EXITTIN Gy T GOEWCAE R
Bt

/1
Submitted by: [ ta< Pa {Zu B F

1. Safety Evaluations NOT involving an unreviewed safety question as defined in 10CFR50.59
for:
a Changes to procedures as described in the Safety Analysis Report.
b. Changes to equipment or systems as described in the Safety Analysis Report.

& Tests or experiments NOT described in the Safety Analysis Report.

2. Proposed changes which involve an unreviewed safety question as defined in 10CFRS0.56.
s Procedure changes.

I__‘ b. Equipment or system changes.
i

e Tests or experiments.
3. Proposed changes to the Technical Specffications or Operating License.

4. Noncompliance with codes, regulations, orders, Technical Specifications, license
requirements, or internal procedures or instructions having nuclear safety significance.

8 Significant operating abnormalities or deviations from normal and expected performance of
plant equipment that affects nuclear safety.

6. All REPORTABLE EVENTS (LERs only).

All recognized indicetions of an unanticipated deficiency in design or operation of safety-
related structures, systems, of COMpPONents.

8. Al changes 10 the Station Emergency Plan prior to implementation.

9. All Rens referred by the Systems Engineering Supervisor, Station Manager, Siie Vice
President, and General Manager of Quality Programs and Assessments.

10. Other OSR hems/Documents NQT addressed above.

This Transmittal is being made In accordance with Quad Chies Nuciear Power Station
Technical Specifications 6.1.G.2.d(1) for information only. No specific action is required
uniess deemed necessary by Offshe Review and investigative Function.
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List the documents implementing tbe proposed change

Mivog PLANT ( HANGE pe4-1-91-127
DwG B-l410 B-141l, B-l4e% & B-)4G]

AWD /oo BolTep TupeApeD KOD

Describe the proposed change and the reason for the change.
WELDED
Locatiep

IWSTALL NeEW ReplLACEME )

To RepLaCE RoDs ANCHORING  THE

N THe Toeus.

A Sample OF 1S BEING RemoveEP FoR E x AmINATION TO
coRRDSION CRACKING

ConFIRM THE

T QuUENCHER SuppoeTS

Rops
ApSeNCE OF STRESS

Is the change:
1] Permancat

{ | Temporary — Expected duration
AND
Plant Mode(s) restrictions whilke installed
(NONE « oo plant mode resinctions apply)
List t s¢ SAR sections which describe tbe ;ﬂwdmenmuwm&(ﬂ&)um Also
lm&:W:ﬁ«mMW»MMh:ﬂmdMuuwm List any other
controlling documents such as SERs, previous modifications or Safety Evaluatsons, etc.
Live PELIcE VAlve DPISChHARGE — LFSAR sect 442
cHanveeR (ToRus) - UFSAR Se€cT. 522

MAIN STEAM

PRESSURE SUPRESSION

QE 06 (&)
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5 Describe how the change will affect plant cperation when the changed $SCs function as iotcaded (i e, focus on

system operation/interactions in the absence of equipment fadures). Consider all applicable operating modes.
loclude a discussion of any changed intcractions with other S5Cs

No CHANGE To opeealiown
Tue VeERY SMALL AMounT
OF TH\S mpe 1S NOT OBSepVABLE WITHIN THe AcCcuRACY OF

Ex15TING WATER LEVEL INPICATORS

6 Describe bow the change will affect equipment failures. In particular, describe any new fallure modes and thew
impact during all applicable operating modes.
There IS No COPeERATING

A Identify each accident or asticapated transicot (i.¢., large/small break LOCA, loss of load, turbine missiles, fire,
flooding) described ia (be SAR where any of the foliowing is Lrue:

@ The change aliers the initial condibons used in the SAR analysis
. The changed $SC is explicitly or umpliatly assumed 1o function duniag or after the acadent
B Operation or failure of the changed SSC could lead 1o the acadent
' ACCIDENT SAR SECTION
NONE

8 List each Technical Specification (Safery Limit, Limiting Safery Sysiem Setting or Limiting Condition for
Operation) where the requirement, associaied scion Hems, mssociated surveillances, or bases may be affected

NoNE The Tecwmical Spec picatioN MAx(mom Anp  MaNIMOM
WATER LevelS N The Pressuee Suppression ( HAMBER ARe
NoT Afpected BY The Veey SMALL  AMOUNT oF WATEL
DisplAcep BY THIS Mpc

QE-06.1(41)

oF wATeER DisplAcer AS A RESULT

E‘&utpmewr iNvolvep N THIS Work .
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9. Will the change iovolve a Technical Specification revsion? { ] Yes NNO

If & Tecboical Specification revision Is involved, the change canpot be implemented until the NRC issues 2
license amendment. When completing Step 14, lndicate that » Techoical Specification revision is required.

10. To determine if the probability or the consequences of an acadent or malfunction of equipmeat important (o

safety previously evaluated in the SAR may be increased, use ooe copy of this page to answer the following
questions for each acadent listed io Step 7. Prowide e rationale for all NO answens.

Aflected acadent No NE SAR Seaion___________

May the probabuiry of the accident be increased? { ] Yes NNO

The minimum  Reauker FACTorR ©OF SAFETY ok THE
CowvecTion HWAS NOT BEEN CHANGED WITH THE USE
oF ANY ©OF The New Re pLACE MENT AcsempLIES .

May the consequences of the acadenl (off-site dose) | ] Yes i-\] No
be increased?

THIS CHANGE HAS No EFFECT on ACCIDEN ANALYSIS |

g . /;
May the probability of a malfunction of equipmenl ( ]YuNNo
umportant (0 safety increase?
THE MinIMUm RecUIRED FACToR OF SAFETY Fet THE
CONNECTION  HAS Aoy FEEN C LANGED WITH 1€ USE
OF AWy CF Twe NEW  KeplACEMENT ASSEmBLIES

Haylhmdnnlhniudeqipd [ ] Yes Nﬂo
important (o safety increase?
TH‘S CHANGE HAS NOo % FFQC-Y 7 SAF& T

EguipmenT Ope€ EATioN

Re LATED

mﬂwwwmmm

QE-06.1(42)
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11 Based oo your answers to Questions § and 6, does the change adversely impact systems or functions so as to

awchmﬂ&hydnxﬁkuanﬂmmdaw&ﬂmfmlbaeevduedillhsun
[ ] Yes WNo
Duah(heuﬁonkfamm.

CHANGE DofEs NOT AFFEC] E&v/PMEN b OFERBTIoNS
Ok Fuwcirons

.
A

OF 0% 1747
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12 Determine if parameiers uscd to establish the Technical Specification limits are changed. Use one copy of this
page to answer (he following questions for each Technical Specification lisied in Step 8. !f no Technical
Specifications are impacted, then no reduction in n.argin of safety exists - proceed to Step 14,

Techaical Specification ___ NVONE ,
Determine which of the lollowing is trac for the above specification:

y() Al changes 1o the parameters or conditions used to establich the Tochsical Specification requircaments
ae in & comservative divection. Therclore, the sctusl scceptasce lemit seod mot be idestified 1o
determine that no reduction i margie of safety exists - proceed to Questios 13,

[ ] mfﬂdwm.uﬁduﬁycmuhu“m
or condition. List the Bumit(s)/margin(s) below.

[ ] The appicable parameter or condition change i ir & potcatinlly mow-conservative drection sed the
Techsacal Specification sether provides ae accoptasce st mor exphicitly referemces & it i the SAR.
WMMMMMMWWHHMJM
determination. List the hmit(s) /margin(s) below.

List Acceptamce Lamit(s) Margm(s) of Safery

1 Use the sbowe bmits 10 determine i the margie of safety is reduced (Le., the new values cxrned the
Bmits) Describe the rationale for youwr detcrmination. Lechede 1 deacription of compeasating factors wed to
reach that conchasion.

No CHANGE To TECHNICAL SrEcirica TIons,

QE-06.1(%4)
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14 Check one of the following:

[ ] An Unreviewed Safety Question was identified in Step 10, Step 11, or Step 13. The proposed change
MUST NOT be implemented without NRC approval

)(] No Unreviewed Safety Question will result ( Steps 10, 11, and 13) AND no Techsical Specification
revision will be wvolved The change may be implemenied i sccordance with applicable procedures.

[] A Technical Specification revisios i isvolved; but 80 Usreviewed Safety Question will resslt.  The
proposed change requires a Licease Ameadment. Notify Sistion Regulatory Assarance snd Nuclcar
Licensing that a Technical Specification revision & requred.  Mark below a3 applicable.

[} The change is oot 3 plast modification or minor plant change and will sot be implomented
undes 10CFRS0.59. Upos receipt of the approved Technical Specification change from the
NRC, the change may be mmplemented.

[1] The change is a plast modification or mimor plant change. Mark below as applicable.

[ ] A revisios 1o an existing Tochnical Specificatios is roquired. The changs MUST NOT
be mstalied watil receipe of as approved Teochaical Spocification revision.

[} The change will ot conflct with sy cxiting Tochmienl Specifications sed ouly scw
Technacal Spocifications are required. 1s these cascs, Nackcar Liceasing sy suthorine
instaliation, be w0t operstion, prior o receipt of NRC approval of the Licemec
Amendment If such asthorzation u gramtod, the biock below should be checkod.

(] Nuckear Liocnsing has suthorized installation, bw mol operatios, prior o
receipt of NRC spproval of the Liccas: Amcadment. The WCFRI0.59 Safety
Fvaluation indcates that wo Unrevicwed Ssfety Question will reswll smd

provides aachoricy for imstalistion caly.
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