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ARKANSAS POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
POST OFFtCE 80x 551 UTTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72203 [501) 377-4000

October 20, 1988

OCAN108812

U. S. Neclear Regulatory Commission
Document Control Desk
'iail Station P1-137
Washington, DC 20555

SUBJECT: Arkansas Ntclear One - Units 1 & 2
Docket Nos. 50-313 and 50-368
License Nos. OPR-51 and NPF-6
Amendment No. 6 to the ANO Updated
Safety Analysis Report (SAR)

Gentlemen:

In accordance with 10CFR50.71, 12 copies of Amendment No. 6 to AP&L's SARs
were freighted to you under separate cove" by letters dated October 20,
1988 (1CAN198807 and 2CAN108807).

As a result of our letters of May 13, 1988 (0CAN058807) and July 19, 1988
(0CAN078805), AP&L was granted an exemption from the scheduled July 22, 1988
submittal date. This exemption was granted to allow completion of a major
upgrade program for both unit's SARs. This program has been successfully
completed.

As described in our earlier submittals, the SAR Upgrade Program involved a
i round of detailed reviews by AP&L plant personnel followed by a review by

the General Office Engineering staff. The results of these reviews were
conveyed to contracted technical writers through the forum of review and
comment meetings. Comments were captured, researched and dispositioned by
the technical writers. In all, approximately 1200 comments were received
and dispositioned into one of the following tategories:

1. Technical changes to the SAR requiring a 10 CFR 50.59 evaluation to
support and justify the change.

2. Changes which were made to achieve consistency within the SAR and
therefore did not require a 10 CFR 50.59 evaluation as the change had
previously been evaluated,

3. Changes which were corrections of minor typographical errors or
grammatical changes.
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Of the 1200 comments only 45 fell into category I and resulted in a formal
50.59 evaluation. These 50.59s are summarized and included as an attachment
to this letter.

Some of the comments were of a nature that they could not be dispositioned
during the course of this project. These unresolved comments included such
items as a need for further research to determine if the comment was
appropriate for inclusion in the SAR, and comments involving incomplete
modifications. These open items are being tracked until they are resolved.
It should be noted that all open items that were potential safety concerns
have been dispositioned.

As required by 10CFR50.71(e)(2), I hereby certify that to the best of my
knowledge and belief, the information contained in Amendment No. 6 to the
SAR accurately represents changes made since the previous SAR submittal
which reflect information and analyses submitted to the Commission or
prepared pursuant to Commission requirements. The information in thisa

amendment represents changes made under the provisions of 10CFR50.59 but not
previously submitted to the Connission.

The amendment package contains a brief cover letter, replacement page
instruction listing, and revised SAR materials pertaining to each unit.

,

Very truly yours,

||,

Dan R. Howard,

Itaaager, Licensing

ORH:MCS:lw

Attachments
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STATE OF ARKANSAS )
) SS

COUNTY OF PULASKI )

I, Dan R. Howard, being duly sworn, subscribe to and say that I am

Manager, Licensing Arkansas Power & Light Company; that I have full

authority to execute this oath; that I have read the document numbered

SCAN 198812 and know the contents thereof; and that to the best of my

knowledge, information and belief the statements in it are true.

V*

Dan R. Howard

SUBSC'4IBE0 AND SWORN T0 before me, a Notary Public in and for the

County and State above named, this day of b[d/ ,

1988.

/ AlYJAA M M
g- r

Notary Public

My Commission Expires:

9-A-M
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ANO-1 SAR 10CFR50.59 SUMMARIES

,

Change: 4:2-7.1 (page 4.2-6)
:

This change adds a description of the operational aspects of the high
pressure auxiliary spray line from the make-up and purification system and
its use for RCS depressurization. The line was added to enhance the ability ,

to depressurize the primary system when reactor coolant pumps are not in
operation and normal pressurizer spray is unavailaole.

The use of the auxiliary spray to more rapidly depressurize the primary
system during a natural circulation cooldown, especially in conjunction with
a steam generator tube leak will not:

(t) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an
accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety
previously evaluated in the SAR; or

(ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or

(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification.

Change: 6.1-4.4 (page 6.1-5)

This change adds to the list of actions supporting the initiation of low
pressure injection.

OCP 82-1074 added safety grade controls to the decay heat cooler outlet and
bypass valves (CV-1428, CV-1429, and CV-1432, CV-1433). These controls will
provide for the automatic opening of the outlet valves and the automatic
closure of the byp.ss valves by the engineered safeguards actuation system.
The valves were previously maintained in their required positions byJ

administrati"e controls. Automatic actuation of these valves provides more
positive assurance that they will provide their required safety function.'

Therefore it was determined that this change did not:

(i) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an
accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety
previously evaluated in the SAR; or

| (ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or4

(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification.

,

Change: 6.1-7.2 (page 6.1-7)

This change incorporates the Boric Acid Corrosion program instituted by AP&L
per our letter to the NRC dated May 27, 1988 (0CAN058813). Due to the
co,ev. ion problems experienced on a HPI line at AP&L. this program was

!

;
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initiated to help ensure component integrity. The incorporation of this
program does not:

(1) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an
accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety
previously evaluated in the SAR; or

(ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or

(iii) reduce the margin of safet;' as defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification.

Change: 6.1-9.2 (page 6.1-10)

This change allows for ESF pump motors to be rated as Class B or better.

This change was made to allow a use of a motor with a higher rating for ESF
service. It will only allow use of a motor of a higher rating and will not
eliminate any seismic or equipment qualification requirements on components.
Therefore it was determined that this change would not:

(i) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an
accident or malfunction of eqaipment important to safety
previously evaluated in the SAR; or

(ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of av

different tyoe than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or
(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any

Technical Specification.

Change: 6.2-2.1 (page 6.2-2)

This change eliminates an unnecessary and inappropriate reference to a
source of information for opp ator action. The sodium hydroxide tank low
level alarms are an unnecessary source of information to the operator to
direct the manual transfer of spray system pump suction to the reactor
building sump because tne BWST low level and low-low level alarms provide
sufficient indication to prompt the operator to make the transfer. The low
flow alarms for the discharge of the reactor building spray pumps and the
decay heat removal pumps also provide a secondary source of operator
information.

Reliance on the sodium hydroxide tank low level alarms is inappropriate
because this condition is only indirectly indicative of low BWST level.
Emergency procedures do not consider this alarm as an ir.dication of low BWST
level nor would an operator necessarily assume a low BWST level condition on
receipt of this alarm.

Since the sodium hydroxide tank low level alarms are unnecessary this change
does not:

(i) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an
accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety
previously evaluated in the SAR; or

.
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(ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or

(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification.

Change: 6.3-1,1, 6.3-2.1, 6.3-2.2 (pages 6.3-1, 6.3-2)

The current SAR description of normal reactor building cooling system
operation states that three of the four cooling units are normally running
with a fourth in standby. Periodic rotation of equipment in service assures
that all unite are used for normal operation. In order to minimize reactor
building temperatures all four reactor building cooling units are typically
in operation which is a change with respect to the operation of the system
as presented.

The normal operation of the reactor building cooling units is not associated
with any analyzed accident. Therefore it has been determined that this
change does not:

(i) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an |
accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety
previously evaluated in the SAR; or

(ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or

(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification.

Change: 6.5-2.5 (page 6.5-3)

The change corrects the existing implication that the penetration room
ventilation system (PRVS) filter differential pressure is displayed in the
control room.

The PRVS filter high differential pressure alarm is correctly referenced
elsewhere in the SAR. This change is, therefore. consistent with those
references. This paragraph contains the most detailed description of the
PRVS control room indications, however, so this change has been considered
with respect to unreviewed safety questions. Following an ES actuation, a
high PRVS filter differential pressure requires the operator to initiate
operation of the opposite train. The annunicator corrective action
procedures describe the required actions. To perform this function the
operator need only be aware of which filter train is experiencing high
differential pressure. In addition to local indications, the operator has

available in the control room indication of the individual train status and
flow. These indications can also be used to infer which filter is
experiencing high differential pressure and to insure that appropriate
corrective action is taken. Based on this it has been determined that this
change does not:

(i) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an
accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety
previously evaluated in the SAR; or

- - - - - - . --- . . . - - . _ _ - _ _ - - _
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(ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a-
different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or

3

(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification. I

.

Change 6.7-7.3 (page 6.7-8)
:

The SAR states that the low pressure injection pump is stopped when the
emergency injection valve fails to open. This action would be necessary to
protect the pump if no minimum recirculation flow path were provided. ;

Pump protection is actually provided by the minimum recirculation flow line.
Pump protection afforded by the minimum recirculation line is more !

!dependable than reliance on an operator to stop the pump. The change from
taking credit for operator action for pump protection to crediting the use ;

of the recirculation line would not:

(i) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an !
accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety "

previously evaluated in the SAR; or *

(ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a '

different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or
(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any |

Technical Specification.,
;

i
Change: 7.1-14.1 (pages 7.1-11 & 12) ~

This change deletes a reference to the use of a digital voltmeter for
accurate measurements of trip point and analog signal voltages. The intent t

of this reference is to describe satisfactory testability of the RPS by t
,

provision of an instrument to accurately measure setpoint and signal values. [
The instrument used is not required to be described in the SAR. As long as t

accurate measurement capability, whether internal or external to the RPS, F
,

; exists this requirement is satisfactorily met. Since this capability exists !
; and the Technical Specification functional test requirements can be j

satisfactorily met this change does not:
,

f

(i) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an |

accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety [
previously evaluated in the SAR; or <

,

(ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a'

j different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or ,

(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any [
Technical Specification. 6

Change 7.1-21.1 (pages 7.1-19 & 20)

A more detailed description of the operation of the P36B makeup pump is t

added to explain the available redundancy and separation for the operation |
| of this pump. As this information only supplements the description of the L

I

|

'
,

L
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redundancy of the make-up pumps it has been determined that this addition
does not:

(i) ince =se the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an
accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety
previously evaluated in the SAR; or

(ii) create the poss,1bility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or r

(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification.

Change 7.2-23.1 (page 7.1-26) :

This change affects the vector logic section of the EFIC system description.
Information relating to steam generator A/B valve command has been revised
in the pressure status column to signify the applicability of the last two
conditions, namely SGA 100 psi >SGB and SGB 100 psi >SGA. Both of these
cases are applicable only when both steam generators are below their low
pressure setpoint. The SAR is being revised to amplify this. ,

As this change does not affect the EFIC system and only expands the SAR
description of the EFIC vector logic it has been determined that it does
not:

(i) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an
accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety
previously evaluated in the SAR; or

(ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or

(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification.

Change: 7.3-3.2 (page 7.3-3)

This change added a sentence stating that the BF3 proportional counters no
,

longer serve a safety function.

Aside from source range neutron level detection, the only function provided
by the BF3 detectors was to inhibit rod withdrawal on high start-up rate.
This function has been transferred to the Gamma Metrics fission chambers
which were installed by DCP 84-1004. As the safety function previously
served by the BF3 proportional counters is now performed by the Gamma
Metrics fission chambers it has been determined that this change does not:

(i) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an
accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety
previously evaluated in the SAR; or

(ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
: different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or

(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any,

l Technical Specification.

|

|
|
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Change: 8.3-5,2, 8.3-8.2 (pages 8.3-4, u, & 7)

This change clarifies the means for manually starting the diesel generators.
Instead of referring to a mechanical push button, it is stated that an air
start solenoid override at the air start solenoid valve is usnd. As it only

provides a more detailed description it has been determined that this
changes does not:

(i) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an
accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety
previously evaluated in the SAR; or

(ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or

(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification.

Change: 8.3-35.5 (page 8.3-31)

The Amendment 5 SAR wording describing the battery chargers is confusing.i

In particular, the description of the use of the swing or common charger is
unclear. This change alters the wording to state that simultaneous charging
of two batteries by the common or swing charger is prevented by
administrative controls. Since the administrative controls insure that
simultaneous charging of two batteries by the swing chargers does not occur
it has been determined that this change does not:

(1) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an
accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety
previously evaluated in the SAR; or

; (ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
j different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or

(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification.

Change: 9.3-5.1 (page 9.3-5)

The SAR currently describes normal service water system operation as one
pump supplying service water requirements and another pump supplying
auxiliary cooling water (ACW) requirements. This change is made to reflect
a change in normal service water system operation.

;

During normal operation, the service water system is aligned with two pumps.

running, powered from independent sources, with the service water loops and
ACW loop isolation valves open, and with all the pump discharge crossover
valves open. Upon an ES actuation, the ACW loop isolation valve closes and

, the crossover valves align so that service water loops will be supplied by4

the operating pumps and the loops are separated from each other.

The operation of the service water loops cross-connected during normal
operation will not prevent the establishment of independent loops during
accident conditions or affect the operability of the system. Therefore, it

has been determined that this change does not:'

i

!

|

|
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(i) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an
accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety
previously evaluated in the SAR; or

(ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or

(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification.

Change: 9.3-5.4 (page 9.3-6)

This change will delete a statement that ICW heat exchangers and pump are
rotated on a regularly scheduled basis to ensure uniform wear.

The ICW pumps and heat exchangers, rather than being rotated on a regularly
scheduled basis, are instead rotated as dictated by maintenance requirements
and normal startup and shutdown of the unit. The fact that there are three
50% capacity heat exchangers and pumps ensures system reliability and
capability for normal operations. That the ICW system is not required for
safe shutdown or accident mitigation (cooling water to the ICS heat
exchangers isolates on an ES actuation signal) indicates that ensuring
uniform wear is purely an enhancement of a non safety-related system.

Therefore, it has been determined that this change does not:

(i) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an
accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety
previously evaluated in the SAR; or

(ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
dirferent type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or

(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification.

Change: 9.3-8.1, 9.3-10.1 (pages 9.3-9 & 10)

The Amendment 5 SAR states that the emergency cooling pond is used as a heat
sink during normal plant shutdown. These changes delete this statement and
add a statement describing that periodically, the ability to use the pond as
a heat sink is verified by functional tests.

The ability of the service water system to take suction from the pond is
demonstrated quarterly by performance of a system functional check wherein
the service water system uses the pond as a water source for a minimum of 15
minutes. The valves isolating the service water discharge header from the
pond and from Lake Dardanelle are stroked under a cold shutdown schedule in
accordance with the ASME XI valve testing program, thereby verifying the
ability to establish a discharge flowpath to the pond. The pond has been
designed and is maintained to comply with the position set forth in
Regulatory Guide 1.27 "Ultimate Heat Sink." To assure the availability of a
sufficient supply of cooling water inventory in the pond, the pond depth and
water temperatures are monitored in accordance with Technical
Specifications.
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The functional tests described above, although performed separately,
demonstrate the capability of the service water system to take suction from
the emergency cooling pond and to establish a discharge flowpath from the

'

service water system to the pond. These tests provide assurance that the
pond can be used as a heat sink in the event of loss of the lake and thus, ,

the use of the pond during normal cooldown is not necessary to provide this |
assurance. Since the capability to use the pond is assured by these tests
it has been determined that this change will not:

(i) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an .

accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety
previously evaluated in the SAR; or

(ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or

(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any ;

Technical Specification. '

;

Change: 9.5-2,1 (pages 9.5-2 & 3)
,

The description of the normal mode of operation for cooldown is changed to
reflect that one decay heat removal pump and cooler maybe used rather than
two, and that both cooler trains may be used if desired to reduce the
cooldown time. Analyses in the SAR recognize that the decay heat removal
system is automatically initiated in the case of an accident. As the system i

was designed to automatically actuate, (i.e., valves open, pumps start, i

cooling water valves open), having a train in standby rather than operating f
does not affect the operability of the system. Therefore, this change does r

'
not:

(i) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an 7

accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety |
previously evaluated in the SAR; or t

(ii) create the possibility fur an accident or malfunction of a :

different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or !

(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any t

Technical Specification. I

!

Change: 10.1-2.3, 10.4-3.3 (pages 10.1-2 & 10.4-3)

This change is to revise the wording of Item 5 of the list of Automatic
Control Actions in Section 10.1.1 and section 10.4.7 to more accurately ,

represent the way the instrumentation is designed. The more complete !
description of the Integrated Control System is contained in Section 7.2.3 |
of the SAR and is pictorially represented in Figures 7-11 and 7-12. This !

change will replace the following statement "5. Loss of main feedwater pump ;

results in plant runback to 45 percent full power." with the statement "S. r
,

Loss of main feedwater pump results in plant runback to 40 percent of unit
load demand." A similar change will be made to sector 10.4-7.

Since the runback feature of the feedwater system is a control feature of
the system and is not considered in any accident analyzed in the SAR it has
been determined that this change will not:
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(i) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an
accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety
previously evaluated in the SAR; or

(ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or

(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification.

Change 10.4-1.4 (page 10.4-1)

This change revises and expands the description of the Main Condenser
Evacuation System to more accurately describe the system as the previous
description was not clear. The Main Condenser Evacuation System was not
directly considered in the accidents analyzed in the SAR. The assumption in
the analysis in the SAR which indirectly applies to this system is that it
is assumed that all of the radioactivity which leaks through an assumed 1 gpm
steam generator leak will be available for immediate release to the
environment. This description change does not affect the validity of this
conservative assumption. Therefore, this change does not:

(i) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an
accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety
previously evaluated in the SAR; or

(ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or

(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification.

Change: 10.3-2.1 (page 10.3-2)

The total response times of various electronic components for the main steam
isolation valves and the main feedwater isolation valves were identified not
to exceed 2-3 cycles and were therefore insignificant. This would infer the
time elapsed is 0.033 and .050 seconds respectively. This range is more
realistically 0.25 to 0.75 seconds. This change is to revise the wording to
more accurately represent the response times of the components in the
system. A review of the accidents previously evaluated in the SAR shows
that the main steam isolation valves and feedwater isolation valves closure
times are not considered in any of the analysis. Therefore it has been
determined that this change to the indicated response times will not:

(i) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an
accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety
previously evaluated in the SAR; or

(ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
/ different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or

(iii) reduce the margi') of safety as defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -
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ANO-2 SAR 10CFR50.59 SUMMARIES

Change: 5.2-47.1, 5.2-48.1 (pages 5.2-49 & 50)

This change allows the use of the Air Particulate Detector of the
Containment Atmosphere Monitoring System (CAMS) as a flow path to reduce
containment building pressure following initial RCS heatup.

This change does not alter the normal operation of the CAM System. However,
it does allow using the system in an alternate mode that could release its
sample path through the auxiliary building ventilation system. This release
path meets General Design Criterion 56 - Primary Containment Isolation (SAR
Section 3.1 - 3.2). The path isolates on containment isolation and safety
injection actuation signals. As a result no design basis accident situation
would result in a release by this path. Based on this it was determined
that this change did not:

(i) increate the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an
accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety
previously evaluated in the SAR; or

(ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or

(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification.

Change: 5.2-26.1 (page 5.2-27)

This change more accurately reflects the operational aspects of the LTOP
system. The temperatures at which the LTOP valves are enabled are changed
to a higher temperature which is more conservative. This change has been
determined to not:

(i) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an
accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety
previously evaluated in the SAR; or

(ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or

(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification.

Change: 5.2-26.2 (page 5.2-27)

This change removes a reference in the LTOP discussion to water solid system
operation. Technical Specifications do not allow operation of ANO-2 in a
water solid condition. As this change is more conservative and more
accurately describes plant operations it does not:

(i) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an
accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety
previously evaluated in the SAR; or
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(ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or

(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification.

Change 6.2-54.1 (page 6.2-57)

This change provides a more realistic estimate of the time required for
operator manual initiation of containment spray in response to a LOCA during
operation in the shutdown cooling mode.

The Amendments SAR states that both trains of the containment spray system
could be initiated in 20 minutes by one operator. Due to the physical
separation of the valves and the size of the valves involved, one operator
could not accomplish this task in the time allotted. Twenty minutes would
be a reasonable number for the initiation of one train of containment spray,
however. Since one train of containment spray has been demonstrated to
adequately clean the containment atmosphere during a LOCA at power
operations, the post-LOCA cleanup of containment atmosphere can be
effectively accomplished by the use of one train of containment spray. A

delay in the initiation of the second train of spray will have an
insignificant impact on the iodine leakage from containment in such an
event. Therefore this will not:

(i) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an
accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety
previously evaluated in the SAR; or

(ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or

(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification.

Change: 6.2-56.1 (page 6.2-60)

The change deletes the reference to a specific number of containment cooling
units running during normal operation.

The specific number of containment cooling units running during normal
operations may be varied and may include all four units during conditions of
high containment temperature. The number of containment cooling units
running during normal operation has no impact on the system's safety
function since these functions are independently initiated by ESFAS.

Based on the fact that the safety function of this system in the case of
certain analyzed accidents is automatically initiated this change does not:

'

/ (i) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an
accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety
previously evaluated in the SAR; or

(ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or

.
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(111) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification.

<

Change: 6.2-60.1 (page 6.2-63)

This change modifies the testing requirements for the containment spray
header nozzles to reflect the use of balloons.

This change recognizes the use of a balloon held in front of each
containment spray header nozzles as the functional equivalent of the
specified streamers. Since air flow indication by either streamer or

,

| balloon will provide identical results, the testing of the system, and
therefore its performance, are unaffected by this change.

Therefore, it has been determined that this change will not:

: (i) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an
accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety
previously evaluated in the SAR; or

(ii) create the possibility for an a;cident or malfunction of a
different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; ori

! (iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification.

Change: 6.3-5.2 (page 6.3-5)

! This change would remove the reference to a minimum required boron
concentration in the Safety Injection (SI) tanks.

| This change was required since the SI tanks have a range of allowable boron
| concentration, with both a minimum and maximum. It was a change to modify
| the sentence so that it would not mislead the reader by stating the tanks
| would be maintained at a specific minimum boron concentration.

This change would also make the SAR more clearly consistent with the
Technical Specifications which specify a range of acceptable boron
concentrations. Based on this it has been determined that this change will
not:

(i) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an
accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety
previously evaluated in the SAR; or

(ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or

(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification.

Change: 6.3-16.1 (page 6.3-16)

This change noted that the power will be removed from the SI tanks after the
valves are closed during a plant cooldown.

i
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This is a clarification that could possibly be interpreted to be a change in
intent of the sentence and was therefore evaluated. When the RCS is being
depressurized, the SI valves are closed prior to de-energizing the motor
operators to prevent inadvertent opening. The original words did not
specify the valve closure. As this was only a clarification and not a
change to the intent ot method of operation of the SI tanks it was
determined that this change will not:

(i) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an
accident.or malfunction of equipment important to safety
previously evaluated in the SAR; or

(ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or

(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification.

Change: 6.5-7.1 (page 6.5-8)

This change acknowledges the possibility that the second Penetration Room
Ventilation System (PRVS) fan may not be stopped by the control room
operator.

This change makes the SAR consistent with the Emergency Operating Procedures
which do not require the shutdown of one of the PRVS fans. The Emergency
Operating Procedure; do not prevent one fan from being stopped. The system
training material suggests that one fan should be shutdown, however, the
action is not required. This is a change in a procedure described in the
SAR and is evaluated on that basis.

The PRVS is designed for the simultaneous operation of both trains. This
change does not create any new operating conditions or equipment
configurations, but simply acknowledges that dual train operation may
continue longer than is implied in the existing SAR discussion. This change
presents no unique operating conditions and therefore does not:

(i) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an
accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety
previously evaluated in the SAR; or

(ii) create the possibility for an accident or mal'. unction of a
different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or

(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification.

Change: 7.1-2.1 (page 7.1-2)

The specific listing of ESF supporting systems in section 7.1.1.1 is
deleted.

This change deletes an unnecessary and potentially misleading listing of,

specific systems in the statement referencing the appropriate section for
review of ESF supporting systems. The intent of the subject statement is to
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reference SAR Section 7.4 as the appropriate Lection for a complete review
of ESF supporting systems. Any mention of such specific systems here serves
no useful purpose, and could be misinterpreted to be all inclusive, thereby
precluding an essential review of the appropriate SAR section for the
subject systems. This change is therefore conservative in that it
eliminates unnecessary and potentially misleading wording from the SAR.

A review of this change has determined that it will not:

(i) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an
accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety;

previously evaluated in the SAR; or
(ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a

different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or
(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any

Technical Specification.

Change: 7.1-2.2, 7.1-2.3 (page 7.1-3)
,

This change eliminates the potentially misleading implication that Sectioni

7.1.1.4 lists all systems required for safety not previously mentioned ini

: Chapter 7 by deletir.g the word all in the phrase "all other systems required
for safety".

A technically complete list of "All other systems required for safety" would
I have to include all supporting and auxiliary subsystems required for the
; safe operation of primary safety systems. Such a list would be extremely
i long and unmanageable and is not regarded as necessary as it is well
j understood that the availability of such subsystems is essential for the
: operability of the primary safety systems. This change eliminates the
| potentially misleading implication that the listing of safety systems in

Section 7.1.1.4 is technically complete without affecting the intent or
accuracy of the section as the reader is directed by the affected section to.

| review Section 7.6 for a description of other safety systems.

This wording change has been reviewed and as it is a clarification and not a
i change in intent it was determined that it does not:
!

(i) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an
accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety
previously evaluated in the SAR; orJ

(ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or

(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any
; Technical Specification.

Change: 7.1-9.6 (page 7.1-9)
4

The statement that RPS/ESF AS trip channel bypass status is provided to the

] plant computer is deleted.

i
:

i

-_ -
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RPS/ESFAS trip char.ncl bypass status is no longer monitored oy the plant
computer at ANO-2. As stated repeatedly in SAR Section 7.7.1.4, no plant
computer functions are required to ensure plant safety or permit plant
operation, and the affected trip bypass statuses are appropriately
annunciated in the control room, All operator action involving trip channel
bypass status involvss reliance on these control room annunciations.

Since the plant computer is provided only to enhance flexibility of
operation and all safety equipment is reliably monitored and controlled by

iother means this change will not:

(1) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an
accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety |
previously evaluated in the SAR; or 3

(ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or ;

(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any
'

!Technical Specification.

Change: 7.3-26.3 (page 7.3-31)

The SAR description of ESFAS sensor response time testir.g is clarified to '

indicate that such testing may be performed as part of the total instrument '

loop response time test.

This change is conservative in nature. The SAR as written permits the |
sensors to be tested independently and not as part of the total instrument !

loop response time test. This change makes it clear that a more :
conservative approach may be used by including the testing of the sensor as
part of the total instrument loop response time test. Including the sensor i

response time within the total loop response time test introduces additional |

delay in response resulting from the testing itself, and is therefore ,

consirvative, i

!

As the ESFAS sensor response time is not changed but a more conservative
method of te: ting would be allowed this change will not-

t
'

(i) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an
accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety ;

Ipreviously evaluated in the SAR; or
(ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a ,

different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or !

(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification. i

i

Change: 8.3-19.3, 8.3-20.1, 8.3-21.1 (pages 8.3-21, 22, & 23) i
!

Alarm window identification numbers are deleted. The references to the i
alarm windows themselves remain. Only the exact locations are deleted. ,

!
1

!

i
t

i
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The location of these alarms is not significant from a safety analysis
point-of-view. This change does not delete any requirements for the alarms
and therefore does not:

(i) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an
accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety
previously evaluated in the SAR; or

(ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or

(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification.

Change: 9.3-7.2 (page 9.3-7)

Normal lineup for sampling of steam generator water is clarified to be from
the blowdown line.

The statement that the can deck drain well provides a more representative
sample of the tube bundle environment than does the blowdown line is
questionable due to its location. Sampling from the blowdown lines for

' chemistry control has been effective in preventing tube / tube sheet damage
and may be more effective than can deck drain well sampling due to the close
proximity to the tube bundle.

The operator might establish a different blowdown flow rate based on
slightly different samole monitoring results, but this would be the only
offect that the change might have on the plant in any normal or abnormal
mode of operation. The sample lines have identical "Q" classification and
valve up to the points that they merge. A single sample line for each steam
generator penetrates containment, Therefore, closure of a containment
isolation valve will isolate sample flow from both the can deck drain well
and the blowdown line of a given steam generator. Sampling of the secondary
system is not essential for safety shutdown and serves no emergency
function. Based upon these facts it was determined that this change will
not:

(i) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an
accident or malfunction of eauipment important to safety
previously evaluated in the SAR; or

(ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or

(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification.

Change: 9.3 - 6a.4 (page 9.3-8)

The stab ment that the Secondary Sampling System (SSS) purge line is routed
to the S/G blowdown tank is deleted. This information is extraneous, as

well as in error.
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First, the statement is intended to indicate to where the purge flow is
routed, not where the purge line is routed, since it is obviously routed to
the 555. The purge flow actually has several flow paths available, any of
which are acceptable, but none of which are to the S/G blowdown tank. /is
stated in Section 9.3.2.3, the "SSS contains no radioactive streams and thus
presents no hazard to public safety." Additionally, Section 9.3.2.5 states
that radiation elements (in PSS) continuously monitor each steam generator
sample for primary-to-secondary system tube leaks. Therefore, the routing
of the purge flow does not represent a potentially unmonitored release path
wherever it is routed. Finally, although routing of uncontaminated drains
is discussed in the section, the routing of contaminated samples is not
addressed, thus indicating that the routing of the less significant purge
flows is extraneous information and can be deleted.

Based upon the above this change will not:

(i) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an
accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety
previously evaluated in the SAR; or

(ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or

(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification.

Change: 9.3-30.1 (page 9.3-35)

The reference to an interlock that automatically isolates letdown and seal
return when core damage exceeds 1% failed fuel to minimize personnel
exposure is deleted. AP&L currently utilizes administrative controls to
minimize personnel exposure. These controls include radiation limits at
which letdown isolation is to be considered. These controls serve the same
function as an interlock therefore this change does not:

(i) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an >

accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety
previously evaluated in the SAR; or

(ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or

(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any
lechnical Specification.

Change: 9.5-18.1 (page 9.5-16)

The description of the frequency used by two-way radios is changed from
"37.54MHZ" to "on FCC approved frequencies". The stating of a specific
frequency is beyond the level of detail required and hinders operational
flexibility.

There exist a large number of frequencies that are acceptable for use by
two-way radios. Any of these will give the functional equivalence of
37.54MHZ, without any other impact on the plant. Therefore, it can be seen

that this change will not:
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(1) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an ;

accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety t

previously evaluated in the SAR; or
(ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a

different type than any evaluated previously 1.1 the SAR; or
(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any

Technical Spedfication. i

Change: 9.1-17.1, 9.1-18.1, 9.1-20.2 (pages 9.1-23, 25, & 26)
.

The change deletes the reference to a low fuel pool pump discharge pressure
alarm. The alarm was intended to provide information to the operator that
the fuel pool system was not operating properly.

During a comprehensive annunciator evaluation program, as part of the
Control Room Design Review, it was discovered that this was a nuisance alarm ,

that should be eliminated. The following controls remain in effect to
ensure that improper fuel pool system operation is detected:

a) Operator surveillance of the condition of the pumps every 4 hours; !

b) High fuel pon) temperature alarm to indicate insufficient fuel pool i
cooling water supply; and

c) Low fuel pool water level alarm to indicate system is leaking.

Thus, this chhnge eliminates an unnecessary alarm that had been a nui n nce !
in the control room and does not: !

l
(i) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an [

accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety
7

previously evaluated in the SAR; or
(ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a ,

different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or i

i
(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any

Technical Specification.
!

!

Change: 10.3-7.1, 10.4-17,4 (pages 10.3-8, 10.4-19)

A statement that the hydrazine and ammonia injection pumps can be manually ,

adjusted is added.

This is a simple addition of an otherwise obvious sapability. Any operator ;

action will be based upon the same parameters for water quality as the |

automatic control of the pumps and therefore the chemistry limits will be |
met to preclude significant corrosion. Indicating controllers are used for [

monitoring the water qualit/. Other than a steam generator tube rupture, [

the system is not associated with cny analyzed accident. |
t

Therefore, this change has been determined to not:

(i) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an [
accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety [
previously evaluated in the SAR; or !

:
|
I
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._ . _ - - _ _ _ _ _ - _ __ - _ _ - _ _ _

.r.
. .. , ,

.

t

(ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunctfon of a
different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or

(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for anyI

Technical Specification.

Change: 10.4-8.1 (page 10.4-7)

The stated leakages and steam bypassed during normal operation of the
Turbine Gland Sealing System (TGSS) are clarified to be approximations.

| The numbers were estimated based on operational experience and calculations
in order to determine a base for TGSS design. As stated subsequently, the
system can handle far greater flows. Actual numbers during full load
operation will vary based on equipment condition.

As the TGSS serves no safety-related function and. this change is a
clarification it was determined that this change will not:

(i) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an
accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety
previously evaluated in the SAR; or

(ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a
different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or

(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any
Technical Specification.

Change: 10.4-31.7, 10.4-33.2, 10.4-35.1 (pages 10.4-33, 35, & 33)

This change deletes references to local alarms, status displays, and
controls of the EFW system. No credit is taken for any local controls,
displays, or alarms in any analyzed accident. Only the automatic or manual
operation from the control room is credited. Therefore, the deletion of

these references will not:

(i) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an
accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety

l previously evaluated in the SAR; or
(ii) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a

different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or
(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the Sasis for any

Technical Specification.

Change: 10.4-37.3 (page 10.4-41)

Numerous blowdown flowrate references are deleted as unnecessary.

The blowdown rate, and thus the effluent flow from the S/G blowdown tank,
has a wide range of possible flows. The only purpose for listing the "35 to
180 gpm" rates is to indicate the relatively small flow compared to the flow
required to prevent channelling. The rewording does not change this intent.

1

.

|
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As for the total flow, as long as it exceeds 624 gpm as stated in the SAR,
the actual flow rate does not matter. Therefore, the deletion of these
blowdown flowrate references will not:

.

(1) increase the probability of occurrence or the constquences of an
Iaccident or malfunction of equipment important to safety

previously evaluated in the SAR; or !
(11) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a

different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or
(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any |

Technical Specification. '

Change: Table 10.3-2,1, Table 10.3-3.1 (pages 10.5-2, 3, 4, & 5)

The Steam Generator and Feedwater chemistry limit tables are wodified to !
indicate that the water chemistry limits are "typical".

The actual limits per Procedure 1000.43 may differ from the tables and also i

vary depending on whether power operation is with or without boric acid.
Therefore additional tables were added to reflect the with and without boric
acid conditions. As stated in Section 10.3.5, the purpose of the water
chemistry program is to prevent scale and deposit formation on heat !

exchanger surfaces and general corrosion of wet steel surfaces. These are ;

operational and economical concerns not safety. Therefore, listing of ,

typical limits rather than the exact requirements will not: ;

(i) increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an ;

accident or malfunction of equipment important to safety !

previously evaluated in the SAR; or ,

(11) create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a [
different type than any evaluated previously in the SAR; or !

(iii) reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any f

Technical Specification. |
I
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